BROAD BEACH GEOLOGIC HAZARD ABATEMENT DISTRICT

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

Sunday, April 29, 2012 at 9:30 a.m. (Closed Session begins)

Private Residence-
31330 Broad Beach Road, Malibu, California 90265

Closed Sessions Matters

Under this item, the GHAD Board shall meet in a closed session to discuss matters pursuant to
Government Code Sections 54956.8 and 54956.9 (a).

a. Negotiation of Moffat & Nichol contract
BBGHAD Negotiator- Chair Norton Karno and GHAD Counsel Ken Ehrlich
Moffat & Nichol Negotiator- Russ Boudreau, Scott Ullman and Larry Treglia
Under Negotiation- assignment of existing contract, potential entry into new
contract, and contract terms.

Regular Session Matters- estimated start time: 10:00 a.m.

1) Call to Order
2) Roll Call

3) Adoption of Agenda

4) Approve Summary of Actions from March 11, 2012 Meeting

Recommendation: Chair to conduct vote on approving Summary of Actions from
March 11, 2012 Meeting. If passed, Chair to sign Summary of Actions.

5) Ceremonial/Presentations

None,

6) Consent Calendar

None.

7)  Pablic Hearings

None.



8) Old Business

a. Report on Recording of GHAD Assessment Diagram (GHAD Project
‘ Counsel).

b. Permitting and Regulatory Process (GHAD Project Counset).

c. Proposed BBGHAD Website. Discussion of proposed pre-launch version
of BBGHAD web site in HTML format. Solicit guidance from Board re
same (GHAD Project Counsel).

Recommendation: Staff recommends launch of web site as soon as
practicable following implementation of guidance from Board

9 New Business

None.

10) GHAD Boardmember Reports

11)  GHAD Officer Reports

a. Treasurer's Report. (GHAD Treasurer)
b.  Discussion of Budget. (Board Members Levitan & Marquis)

12) Public Comment on Items Not on the Agenda

Communications from the public concerning matters which are not on the agenda but
Sfor which the GHAD Board has subject matter jurisdiction. The GHAD Board may
not act on these matters except to refer the maiters to staff or schedule the matters for
a future agenda.

a. Public Comment on Closed Session Item
b. Public Comment on Non-Agendized Items
13) Future Meeting

Next Meeting: May  ,2012; :00 a.m./p.m. Location: TBD, Malibu, CA

14) Adjournment



AGENDA ITEM - 4



SUMMARY OF ACTIONS
BROAD BEACH GEOLOGIC HAZARD ABATEMENT DISTRICT
REGULAR MEETING
MARCH 11, 2012
30756 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY, MALIBU, CALIFORNIA

1. CALL TO ORDER
Chair Karno called the meeting to order at approximately 1:12 p.m.
2. ROLL CALL

PRESENT: Chair Karno, Vice Chair Grossman, Board Member Levitan, Board Member
Lotman, and Advisor Goss.

ABSENT: Board Member Marquis.\

GHAD STAFF ALSO PRESENT (not Board Members and not subject to Roll Call):
GHAD Manager Uri Eliahu (telephone), GHAD Clerk and Treasurer Barbara Hamm, and
GHAD Project Counsel Ken Ehrlich.

3. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Board Member Levitan moved, and Vice Chair Grossman seconded, the approval of the
Agenda with no changes. GHAD Clerk Barbara Hamm reported that the meeting Agenda was
posted at 8:30 a.m. on Thursday March 8, 2012 within the boundaries of the GHAD. The motion
‘approving the agenda passed 4-0.

4, APPROVED SUMMARY OF ACTIONS FROM FEBRUARY 12, 2012 MEETING

Chair Kamo referenced an edit on page 3 of the Summary of Actions circulated with the
Board packet (adding the words "the project does not include" as the first words after the
begimning of the parenthesis at line 10 of the first full paragraph on page 3). Subject to the edit.
requested by the Chair, Board Member Lotman moved, and Board Member Levitan seconded,
the approval of the Summary of Actions from the February 12, 2012 meeting. The motion
passed 4-0.

S. CEREMONIAL PRESENTATIONS
None.

6. CONSENT CALENDAR
None.

7. PUBLIC HEARINGS

Chair Kamo stated that the Board will conduct a single Public Comment period for both
agenda item 7a. and 7b., and Broad Beach GHAD property owners may substitute their ballots
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on the proposed assessment at any time until the closing of the public hearing on agenda item 7a.
The Chair further stated that the Board's three (3) minute time limit for commenters will be
increased to ten (10) minutes per speaker for the entirety of Agenda item 7. The Chair stressed
that the current item is quite important for the GHAD and all of its property owners, and the
Board wants to ensure that all views are shared among the GHAD property owners, the public,
the Board, and other stakeholders.

GHAD Counsel Ehrlich presented the Staff Report for the agenda item, and
recommended Board approval, subject to the GHAD property owner's assessment vote, of both
the agenda items 7a. and 7b, including Resolution Nos. 2012/03 and 2012/04. GHAD Counsel
Ehrlich further reported on the March 9, 2012 receipt of written protests to the proposed
assessment from Arthur Barens, counsel for Chad McQueen, and from Kenterra VI, LP.'s
("Kenterra") counsel, Allan Abshez, and retained engineer, David Weiss. The Kenterra written
protest (letter from counsel and report from David Weiss) was marked as Exhibit 1 and the
Barens/McQueen protest was marked as Exhibit 2. GHAD Counsel Ehrlich also stated that the
GHAUD's Engineer, Moffat & Nichol, has prepared a response to Exhibits 1 and 2, a letter report
dated March 10, 2012. The Moffat & Nichol letter report was marked as Exhibit 3.

The Chair then recognized Allan Abshez, counsel for Kenterra. Mr. Abshez stated that
he represents the entity which owns the parcels at 31388 and 31406 Broad Beach Road and
which has submitted a written protest to the proposed assessment. Mr. Abshez also submitted
" copies of maps of historic mean high tide lines for Broad Beach and a diagram of historic high
tide lines in the area. These documents collectively were marked as Exhibit 4. On behalf of his
client, Mr. Abshez requested that the GHAD Board decline to adopt the proposed assessment
based on the materials submitted on Kenterra's behalf and for the reasons mentioned by
Mr. Abshez during the January 2012 GHAD Board meeting. Mr. Abshez further requested that
the GHAD remove the properties west of the beginning of Little Broad Beach Road from the
proposed assessment district or, alternatively, decline to adopt the proposed assessment.

The Chair then recognized Wini Lumsden. Ms. Lumsden introduced herself as the
President of Trancas Property Owners Association ("TPOA") and spoke about some of the
history of the western end of Broad Beach. Ms. Lumsden stated that she has been a resident of
Broad Beach since 1957. Ms. Lumsden presented a picture taken in 1975 that shows dunes at
the western end of Broad Beach near Lechuza Point; a copy of this photograph was marked as
marked as Exhibit 5. Ms. Lumsden stated that sand has been significantly eroded since that date.

The Chair next recognized Max Factor. Mr. Factor shared a two page letter with the
GHAD Board, and same was marked as Exhibit 6. Mr. Factor stated that he supports and
endorses the comments of Mr. Abshez, but is primarily concerned about his own property at
31460 Broad Beach Road. Mr. Factor explained that he believes his property will incur physical
damage from the proposed sand nourishment if 20 vertical feet of sand is placed on the beach
seaward of his home. Mr. Factor is concerned that sand would spill over the existing retaining
wall, into his yard and home and potentially the yard and home of his neighbor as a result of the
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nourishment. Mr. Factor stated that the area of beach around his home needs less sand than areas
to the east and, therefore, should pay a smaller proportionate share of GHAD costs than other
GHAD owners. Mr. Factor also questioned the GHAD's beach frontage determination as he
claimed that his frontage is actually 50 feet and not 51 feet as specified in the GHAD materials.
By using 51 feet as the frontage for the proposed assessment, Mr. Factor claimed that his family
1s being charged too much for the proposed assessment.

Mr. Factor further stated that, in his view, a small group of GHAD property owners wants
the proposed beach nourishment and dune restoration, but a larger group of GHAD property
owners are disproportionately subsidizing the small group. Mr. Factor further stated his belief
that, as a result of the project, the western Broad Beach area will be serving as a "warehouse" for
sand and, therefore, the "warehousers” should get paid to store the sand. Mr. Factor also stated a
concern for tide pools and other habitant areas at the western part of Broad Beach and claimed
that these areas could be adversely affected by nourishment activities. Mr. Factor closed by

- . stating that his family does not want to be treated disproportionately, and has spent hundreds of

thousands of dollars on protection from the sea and.does not want to be part of this GHAD effort.

The chair then recognized Allan Mutchnik. Mr. Mutchnik stated that he is the owner of
31372 Broad Beach Road, which is on Little Broad Beach Road, the same road that Mr. Abshez
requested for exemption from the GHAD. Mr. Mutchnik stated that Little Broad Beach contains
- -roughly 11 homes and that his home shares a'sea wall with 3 other homes. Mr. Mutchnik
-asserted that he speaks for all of the four (4) owners with the common sea wall in stating that

- - they welcome the sand nourishment and dune restoration contemplated by the project and that

these homeowners are strongly committed to the project. Mr. Mutchnik asserted that the
common sea wall shared by the 4 homeowners was severely damaged in September 2010 and
that the homeowners have spent hundreds of thousands of dollars repairing same; without the
project, their homes and sea wall would be compromised. Mr. Mutchnik further stated that
nourishment sand will be contoured for each individual home and that the backpassing element
of the project is critically important to maintain sand at the western end and to lengthen the
amount of time between major nourishments. Since the historic pattern of sand movement at
Broad Beach is from west to east for most of the year, Mr. Mutchnik asserted that backpassing is
critical to the preservation of the nourishment. He expressed strong support for the project and
stated that his support is shared by many homeowners of the west end.

The Chair then recognized Vice Chair Grossman. Vice Chair Grossman confirmed with
Mr. Mutchnik that his property and those of the others with whom he shares a common sea wall
are identified as property numbers 20, 21, 22, and 23 in the report prepared by David Weiss
("Weiss Report") and submitted by Kenterra. Mr. Mutchnick confirmed same. Vice Chair
Grossman then asked when the 4-home sea wall was built and how it failed in 2010.
Mr. Mutchnik related that the sea wall was built after severe storms in the early 1990's. The sea
wall faces the ocean and has two (2) returns-- one at each end of the sea wall. The eastern-most
return failed in September 2010 and collapsed into the deck of his current home at 31372 Broad
Beach Road. Mr. Grossman then asked if Mr. Weiss served as the engineer of record for the
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construction of the sea wall in 1990's or served in a similar capacity for the reconstruction in
2010. Mr. Mutchnik stated that he does not know if Mr. Weiss was the original engineer for the
sea wall and that he was not the engineer of record for the recent reconstruction of the sea wall.

Vice Chair Grossman than addressed questions to Mr. Factor and Dr. Jane Arnauli. After
thanking Mr. Factor and Dr. Arnault for the professional and courteous manner in which they
have stated their views on the proposed project, Vice Chair Grossman asked about the history of
the sea wall at the Factor/Arnault home. Dr. Arnault responded that David Weiss was the
structural engineer for the sea wall at their home and it was constructed with permits more than
10 years ago. Dr. Arnault stated that the cost of the sea wall was "six figures". She further
explained that it was built with the cooperation of her neighbor, Bill Curtis, and the two
homeowners have since started replacing and repairing under-home support columns one by one.
A recent single column repair cost in excess of $100,000, and six to seven more columns must be
repaired. . Dr. Arnault related that there are many unknowns and idiosyncrasies involved in the
. repair of each individual column and obtaining firm bids for the work is difficult. Dr. Arnault
- further stated that Mr. Weiss is assisting them now in their current replacement and repairing of
the under-home columns.

.- Vice Chair Grossman then thanked Mr. Factor and Dr. Arnault for their December 2011
. questioning of the beach frontage numbers used for purposes of the GHAD as their questioning -
-allowed-the GHAD to confirm the frontage for each parcel, including the Factor/Arnault parcel,
- -and also obtain a third party, independent survey repair review of the entire survey aspect of the -
‘project. Dr. Amault responded by stating that the date of the survey used to calculate GHAD .
- beach frontages was arbitrary and not fair or appropriate for the process. Dr. Arnault suggested -
- that all owners should submit their own surveys, regardless of dates, and the GHAD should use
- the submitted surveys. Vice Chair Grossman responded that the GHAD's outside professionals
and consultants advised the GHAD as to the manner and conduct of the beach frontage survey.

The Chair then recognized Board Member Levitan. Board Member Levitan stated that,
in the past year, his family has learned that their home suffers from significant foundational
undermining caused by sand erosion. Board Member Levitan stated that an area originally filled
with sand has now been carved out by wave and tidal action. Approximately 600 cubic yards of
sand from under the Levitan residence has been washed out to sea. Board Member Levitan
stated that having increased sand area between homes and the ocean and no wave action
pounding against homes, such as that proposed by the project, can only benefit the community
and area homes. In contrast, high waves, erosion, and water smashing into homes and sea walls
hurts the community and area homes. Therefore, the proposed sand nourishment and dune
restoration project will place wave action a far and significant distance away from homes, which
will be good for all.

The Chair then recognized Vice Chair Grossman. Vice Chair Grossman requested
Mr. Abshez to respond to various questions, Vice Chair Grossman asked if Exhibit 1 (letter and
Weiss Report) were submitted on behalf of Kenterra only or other clients. Mr. Abshez
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responded that Exhibit "1" was submitted on behaif of Kenterra only. Vice Chair Grossman then
asked if Mr. Abshez inquired of Mr. Weiss as to whether Weiss had been consulted or retained
by the GHAD in connection with this project. Mr. Abshez responded that he does not recall.

Mr. Abshez added that he retained Mr. Weiss in January 2012. Vice Chair Grossman stated that
on January 9th, 10th or 11th of 2012, GHAD Counsel Ehrlich had two different conversations
with Mr. Weiss and in those conversations shared with Mr. Weiss attorney client confidential
information in order to acquaint Mr. Weiss with the nature of the project, pending issues, and the
‘GHAD's position on the same. Vice Chair Grossman stated that it would seem logical that

Mr. Weiss would not have engaged in such an interview process with GHAD Counsel Ehrlich
had he already been retained by Kenterra. Therefore, Vice Chair Grossman requested

Mr. Abshez to provide a copy of his firm's engagement letter with Mr. Weiss. Mr. Abshez stated
that he would need to look into the matter and did not commit to producing a copy of the
engagement letter.

Vice Chair Grossman then asked if Mr. Weiss inspected the beach prior to the -

- preparation of his report. Mr. Abshez responded that he believed that Mr. Weiss visited the
beach, but Mr. Weiss was not present to confirm same. Vice Chair Grossman then asked about
the status of permitting for shoreline protective devices at lot numbers 7, 27 and 28 as identified

“in the Weiss Report. Mr. Abshez responded that he has no idea of the permitting of shoreline

- protective devices for such lots. Mr. Abshez added that his client's sea wall is permitted and -

~ Mr. Weiss believes that the current sea wall at the Kenterra property will be acceptable for at
least 20 years; the anticipated life of the proposed restoration project. Therefore, Mr. Abshez -
requested that his client not be assessed funds to protect a sea wall that, according to Mr. Abshiez,
does not need protection. Mr. Abshez stated that some of the homes within the GHAD are on

- rocky cliffs and bluffs and, therefore, do not need protection. He also asserted that the GHAD

will be paying to "fill public land" to create a dry sand beach that will be owned by the public.
Mr. Abshez questioned why Kenterra and other members of the GHAD are being required to
subsidize property improvement on a public beach with no monetary participation by the state of
California. Mr. Abshez further commented that his client: opposes the questioning of various
facts in the Weiss Report, seeks to be deleted from the GHAD, and has no interest in paying to

~ place sand at Lechuza Point and "incur environmental damage" as a result.

Vice Chair Grossman responded that the questions regarding the Weiss Report are
important because Kenterra and Mr. Abshez have asked the GHAD Board to rely on the Weiss
Report. Therefore, it is important for the Board to determine whether the Weiss Report presents
accurate facts, was prepared with sufficient care, and is otherwise credible. Vice Chair
Grossman then asked Mr. Abshez if, prior to the construction of the current sea wall at the
Kenterra property, previous shoreline protective devices or other structural elements of the
Kenterra property failed due to wave or tidal action. Mr. Abshez responded that he does not
know. Vice Chair Grossman then showed Mr. Abshez a photograph at page 111 of a book
entitled "Images of America Malibu” and asked if what is now the Kenterra property is in the
background of the photograph. Mr. Abshez stated that he did not see how a response would
benefit the discussion. Vice Chair Grossman stated that the GHAD Engineer has opined that

LA 86983443v1



Broad Beach Geologic Hazard Abatement District
Summary of Actions March 11,2012
Page 6 of 12

what is now the Kenterra property is in the background of the photograph, with visible dunes
seaward of the improved property.

Vice Chair Grossman then asked if the Kenterra properties were in escrow to be sold.
Mr. Abshez responded that he does not see how this question could be relevant to the issue at
hand.

Vice Chair Grossman then asked Mr. Abshez if he could explain the recent failure of the
steel sheet pile wall protecting property numbers 21 through 24, as numbered by the Weiss
Report, in light of the fact that the Weiss Report concludes that such wall would not be
undermined by wave action. Mr. Abshez responded he does not know anything about these
properties or the shoreline protective device(s) seaward of them.

Vice Chair Grossman then asked Mr. Abshez if the statement on page 3 of the Weiss
Report that "the western beach never had a protective dune” is correct. Mr. Abshez stated he
could not answer the question and referred Vice Chair Grossman to the Weiss Report. Vice
- Chair Grossman then showed Mr. Abshez a photograph identified as taken on February 14, 1982
at Victoria Point with obvious sand dunes in the background. The photograph was marked as
- Exhibit "7". Vice Chair Grossman then asked Mr. Abshez if he could explain how it is that his
client is endorsing a report that has factual inaccuracies in it— i.e., representing that the western
portion of Broad Beach never had a protective dune when other evidence shows otherwise.
Mr. Abshez responded that he does not know that the report is factually inaccurate. Mr. Abshez
then stated that it was his belief that, trad1t1onally, eastern Broad Beach homes had deeper lots
with more sand dune than western lots, and future protection of the eastern lots should not be
~ borne by the owners of the western lots.

Vice Chair Grossman then asked Mr. Abshez to outline the relief that his client requests.
Mr. Abshez responded that Kenterra seeks to be deleted from the GHAD assessment and/or
revise the project so the "cove” is not filled with sand.

The Chair recognized Board Member Levitan. Board Member Levitan stated that review
of Moffat & Nichol's 1972 and 2010 Broad Beach/Lechuza Point photographs clearly show the
potential of the proposed project to restore all of Broad Beach, including the Lechuza Point area,
to the approximate beach conditions which existed in or about 1972 - at least as close as possible.
Board Member Levitan stated that this is a positive goal and a good thing for all stakeholders.

The Chair recognized Dr. Amault. Dr. Arnault requested additional copies of the
March 10, 2012 Moffat & Nichol Letter Report. Copies of the same were handed to all who
requested them.

The Chair then recognized Mr. Mutchnik, who responded to previous speakers who
claimed that the proposed project would disproportionately benefit eastern Broad Beach.
Mr. Mutchnik testified that, at high tide each day, his sea wall is pounded by waves and that such
pounding reverberates through his entire home. Mr. Mutchnik stated that eastern Broad Beach
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The Chair further sought confirmation that no member of the public, GHAD Board
member, or GHAD staff had any further comments on this agenda item. No such comments
were forthcoming. The Chair then declared the public comment portion of the meeting closed
and asked the GHAD Clerk and GHAD Counsel to begin the tabulation of the votes on the
proposed GHAD assessment.

GHAD Counsel Ehrlich thanked the board and the Chair, and stated that the tabulation of
the votes on the proposed assessment would begin. GHAD Counsel Ehrlich explained that the
votes will be tabulated both manually and electronically. The votes will be tabulated manually
by GHAD Clerk Barbara Hamm, and electronically via a programmed Excel spreadsheet
prepared by GHAD Manager ENGEO and in use on the GHAD Counsel’s computer, the GHAD
Clerk’s computer, and that of the GHAD Manager in northern California. Each valid ballot will
be opened and the vote will be announced, at which time the amount of that parcel’s linear beach
frontage (according to the January 18, 2012 Assessment Diagram) will be added to either the
“yes” or “no” spreadsheet column depending on the GHAD parcel owner’s vote. Concurrently,
the GHAD Clerk will manually record each vote and, after opening all valid votes, will add the
linear frontage feet voting “yes” and the linear frontage feet voting “no”, and anmounce the
results.

GHAD Counsel Ehrlich further stated that the vote will not be recommended for approval
or certification until the manual tabulation and the electronic tabulation are identical. GHAD
Counsel Ehrlich further announced that only valid ballots will be counted. Specifically, only
those green ballots submitted by the owner of each parcel will be counted. GHAD Counsel
Ehrlich announced that the GHAD Clerk has previously placed the received ballots in APN
- order, and the ballots will be opened in that order. Mr. Abshez asked if a record of non-green
ballots would be kept. Mr. Ehrlich answered in the affirmative. Dr. Arnault asked if there would
be a printout of the results available for the homeowners. GHAD Counsel Ehrlich answered in
the affirmative.

The votes were then tabulated. During the course of the tabulation, it was discovered that
the owners of the parcels with the APNs ending in 013-004 and 014-016 submitted white ballots
and such ballots were not counted. After tabulating all of the valid, received ballots, electronic
tabulation showed 4,618 feet voting “yes,” 785 feet voting “no,” and a total of 5,403 feet voting
in the election. GHAD Counsel Ehrlich announced that the manual tabulation of the votes will
now commence. After approximately ten (10) minutes, the GHAD Clerk announced a manual
calculation of 4,618 feet voting “yes,” 785 feet voting “no,” and a total of 5,403 feet voting. The
GHAD Clerk announced that the electronic and the manual tabulation matched identically.
GHAD Counsel Ehrlich asked the GHAD Clerk if she, therefore, certifies the assessment vote.
The GHAD Clerk responded in the affirmative. GHAD Counsel Ehrlich further guestioned the
GHAD Clerk as to whether she could certify the vote in writing in accordance with proposed
Resolution No. 2012/03 to the extent that the GHAD Board passes the resolution. The GHAD
Clerk responded in the affirmative. GHAD Counsel Ehrlich announced that he will take
possession of all the ballots. At this time, the GHAD Clerk signed Exhibit 1 to Resolution No.

LA 8693443v]



Broad Beach Geologic Hazard Abatement District
Summary of Actions March 11, 2012
Page 10 0f 12

2012/03. The GHAD Clerk then handed the signed Exhibit 1 to proposed Resolution 2012/03 to
the Chair. Due to a personal emergency, Board Member Levitan lefl the meeting at this time.

The Chair then declared the tabulation portion of this agenda item closed. The Chair then
requested a motion to adopt Resolution No. 2012/03. Vice Chair Grossman moved that the
GHAD Board adopt Resolution No. 2012/03. Board Member Lotman seconded the motion.

The motion carried 3-0.

Board Member Lotman moved that the Board adopt Resolution No. 2012/04. Vice Chair
Grossman seconded the motion. - The motion carried 3-0. The Chair noted that, inherent in the
results of the vote on the proposed assessment and the GHAD Board’s adoption of Resolution
Nos. 2012/03 and 2012/04, there was no majority protest or opposition to the proposed
assessment, and that the tabulation results revealed at least 85% of the voting property owners in
favor of the proposed assessment. Thus, the Chair stated that the GHAD Board finds no majority
protest to the proposed assessment, and Resolution Nos. 2012/03 and 2012/04 are enacted
accordingly.

8. OLD BUSINESS

A. Report On Permitting and Regulatory Process. GHAD Counsel Ehrlich reported
on the status of the permitting and regulatory process for the project. GHAD Counsel Ehrlich
reported that, in the last month, the permitting effort has continued even though the proposed
assessment has taken significant attention. The State Lands Commission (“SLC”) is moving
forward with its assessment-and analysis of environmental impacts for the project. The SLC has
mformed the GHAD that, if the assessment vote passes, the SLC would assert that the CEQA
exemption in GHAD law would apply and, therefore, prevent the agency from completing an
Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") or otherwise applying CEQA to the permiiting process.
Instead, the SL.C has informed the applicant that, instead of an EIR, the agency will prepare an
Analysis of Public Trust Resources (“APTR”) using its existing contractor, AMEC, with
substantially the same format of a CEQA EIR. The SLC has also confirmed that it is
coordinating efforts with the California Coastal Commission (“CCC”) such that the two agencies
will share analyses and investigations conducted and prepared by AMEC and the applicant’s
technical consultants.

GHAD Counsel Ehrlich also reported that the GHAD received in the last week a letter
from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (“RWQCB”) stating that the agency has ceased
processing the GHAD’s water quality certification request due to the lack of fec payment.
GHAD Counsel Ehrlich reminded the Board that the applicant and the agency have a dispute
over the applicable fee, and that a meeting is scheduled to occur in mid-April in an attempt to
resolve the dispute.
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9. NEW BUSINESS

A. Proposed BBGHAD Web Site. Board Member Lotman reported that the web site
is ready to be launched with the relevant documents for inclusion. The Chair requested that the
contact numbers for the GHAD Clerk be placed on the "Home" page and the “Contact Us” page,
and that the emails and contact information of Board Members be deleted. Board Member
Lotman agreed to implement the request. Vice Chair Grossman thanked Board Member Lotman
for his significant efforts in creating the web page.

10. GHAD BOARD MEMBER REPORTS

The Chair solicited reports from the remaining Board Members. Vice Chair Grossman
asserted that the active participation of those who objected to the GHAD assessment and the
repeated inquiries from various Malibu West Board members and residents enriched the GHAD
Board’s consideration of the GHAD itself and the proposed assessment, and benefited the
community at large. Vice Chair Grossman stated that this input demonstrates democracy in
action and has resulted in a better process than would have otherwise occurred. Vice Chair
Grossman also expressed thanks to GHAD Board Advisor Mark Goss for his wise counsel under
difficult circumstances on behalf of Malibu West.

Board Member Lotman had no further comments. The Chair echoed the Vice Chair’s
comments and observed that all of the people on the beach remain neighbors and expressed the

hope that we can go forward in a constructive and neighborly way to beautify and restore the
beach. : -

11.  GHAD OFFICER REPORTS

A Financial Report. GHAD Treasurer Barbara Hamm reported a cash balance of
$453,092 as of February 29, 2012. Several GHAD property owners have been contributing
significant fair share payments. The Chair stated his appreciation and that of the Board for those
who have contributed to date and have helped the GHAD pay bills in these difficult times. The
Chair expressed his hope that, now that the assessment has passed, additional fair share payments
would be made. The Chair noted that a budget discussion was agendized, but the two principal
Board Members to lead the discussion, Board Members Levitan and Marquis, were absent.
Therefore, the Chair announced that this item would be tabled until the next GHAD Board
meeting.

12,  PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA

The Chair solicited any additional comments from the public. None were forthcoming.
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13. FUTURE MEETING

After conferring with Board Members, the Chair announced that the next GHAD Board
Meeting will be April 29, 2012, at 9:30 a.m. at the private residence located at 31330 Broad
Beach Road.

14. ADJOURNMENT

Board Member Lotman moved for adjournment. The Chair seconded the motion. The
motion carried 3-0. The meeting adjourned at 4:47 p.m.

Approved and adopted by the Broad Beach GHAD
Board on April , 2012,

NORTON KARNO, Chair |

ATTEST:

BARBARA HAMM, GHAD Clerk
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Katten

fattenMuchinRosenmaniLe

2029 Century Park East
Sulte 2600

Los Angeles, CA 80067-3012
310.788:4400 te}
310.788.4471 fax

ALLANJ ABSHE?
alian.abshez@kattenlaw.com
310.788.4444 direct
310.712.8238 fax

March 9, 2012

Board of Directors

‘Broad Beach Geological Hazard Abatement District
¢/o Marquis Property Company; Ltd.

29169 Heathercliff Road, Suite; 212

Malibu, California- 90265

Rﬁ:_. Proposed Broad Beach GHAD Assessment
Honorable Board Menibers:

We are wutxng on behalf of our client, Kenterra VI, L.P. (“Kente;’ra "), the owaer of the
property located at 31388 - 31406 Broad Beach Road in Malibu, California, to object to the
‘proposed assessmient and to respectfully request thatthe Broad Beach Geologic Hazard
Abatement District (“GHAD™) Board refrain from adopting it.

By law, the:GHAD is.a limited purpose agency, whose only purpose is to prevent,
mitigate, abate, or control geologic hazards. The boundaries of the Broad Beach GHAD
primarily include privately-owned property. However, the: GHAD Board’s proposed project
proposes to a program to primarily fill public tiust tidelands lands to maintain the dry sandy
beach at Broad Beach for an approxm}ateiy twenty-~year period. At the end of this period,
according to the. GHAD s own engineers, the beach will have: eroded to approximately today’s
elevation and width.2 Thus, the GHAD Board’s project provides at best a temporary program
foran approximately 20-year period.

The primary purpose of the project is plainly to support the Topanga Property Owners
Association (“TPOA’s”)-desire to obtain from the California Coastal Cominission-a permanent
(or at least 20-year lenpth) Coastal Development Permit that-would allow the temporary
emergency revetment installed in 2010 by 78 TPOA members under Emergency Perrnit 4-10-

' The Broad Beach GHAD includes two accessways 10 Broad Beach that are owned by the
County of Los Angeles, but such accessways are not proposed to be assessed for the GHAD’s
project.

% The Engineer’s Report states that the cuirent rate of erosion at Broad Beach is 35,000 cubic
yards per year. Thus, it is anticipated that the 600,000 cubic vards of sand added by the project
will be lost in approximate_ly 17 years, more or less.

CHARLOTIE  CHIGAGD  IRVMG  'LONOOK  LOSANGEIES  NEWYORK  OBHLAND  SHANGHAt  WASHNGTBHLDC  WIWWKATIEMLAW.CON
LONDON APRRIATE: KATTEN MUCHIN ROSENMAN LICELR
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003-G to be retained.’ The J anuary 24, 2012 ballot solicitation by the GIIAD Board admits this
purpose in its warning that in the absence of the project:

“[a]s detailed in the CCC’s emergency revetment permit, the CCC could insist on
the removal of the emergency revetment (which would affect the 78 homes currently
benefitting from the revetment)... if the emergency were removed, the pre-emergency
revetment lack of protection against storms, erosion, and potential damages to properiies
would return.”

The project also proposes primarily aesthetic improvements to those 78 properties behind the
temporary emergency revetment, including burying the temporary emergency revetment so as to
conceal it and creating restored sand dunes over the revetment, These expenditures exclusively
benefit the 78 emergency revetment properties, Moreover, the project assessment proposes to
unlawfully refund up to approximately $2.6 million dollars incurred by the 78 homeowners in
connection with the installation of the temporary emergency revetment.

PLAINLY, THE PURPOSE OF THE PROJECT DISPROPORTIONATELY PERTAINS
TO THE 78 HOMES LOCATED BEHIND THE TEMPORARY EMERGENCY
REVETMENT.

Whatever the merit and value of the GHAD Board's temporary project for the 78 homes
behind the temporary emergency revetment, the GHAD improperly includes and proposes to
assess — on the same basis as the 78 temporary emergency revetment homes -~ [ots that are not
behind the temporary emergency reveiment without any evidentiary showing that the GHAD’s
project is necessary to protect such lots, or that the special benefit (if any) conferred on those lots
is equal (on a linear footage basis) to the special benefit conferred on the temporary emergency
revetment lots. Indeed, the evidence shows that Kenterra’s property and many lots located on
the westerly stretch of Broad Beach require no additional protection within the 20-year project
period because they are situated where they are already protected (for example, on rocky bluffs
well-above the beach), or because they are protected by improvements that are already in place
that can be maintained at far lcsser cost than the assessment. In addition, Kenterra and other
property owners along the westerly stretch of Broad Beach object to and oppose the

3 The project is a replacement for the application for Coastal Development Permit 10-064 filed
by the TPOA with the City of Malibu on December 13, 2010, which application is hereby
incorporated by reference as if set forth in full.
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environmental damage that would be caused by filling near-beach and intertidal areas along the
westerly stretch of Broad Beach as proposed by the GHAD Board’s project.’

IN SUMMARY, THE ASSESSMENT REQUIRES KENTERRA AND OTHER

UNWILLING PROPERTY OWNERS TO SUBSIDIZE COSTS THAT SHOULD BE

BORNE BY THE 78 TEMPORARY EMERGENCY REVETMENT HOMEOWNERS,
. THE COUNTY, AND THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA.

The California Constitution protects property owners from being compelled to pay
assessments unless the assessment meets very stringent requirements. As discussed below, the
assessment proposed by the GHAD Board does not comply with the requirements of Proposition
218, codified at Article XIIT D of the California Constitution, in that (among other things) it: (i)
fails to include and assess publicly owned land which will receive benefits; (ii) exceeds the
reasonable cost of benefit conferred upon privately owned parcels; (iii) is not suppaorted by an
engineer’s report and rate and method which meets Proposition 218 requirements; (iv) is
partially or wholly based on claims of general enhancement to property value; and (v)
improperly includes costs that are not part of the project.

A. The Assessment Improperly Excludes Publicly Owned Parcels that Received
Special Benefits and Fails to Separate and Assess General Public Benefits

Article XIII D of the California Constitution mandates that “[plarcels within a district
that are owned or used by any agency, the State of California or the United States shall not be
exempt from assessment unless the agency can demonstrate by clear and convincing evidence
that those publicly owned parcels in fact receive no special benefit.” Cal. Const., Art. XIII D, §
4 (a) (emphasis added). Exclusion from a district of parcels that are specially benefitted is a
basis for setting an assessment aside. As the Court of Appeal held in Town of Tiburon v.
Bonander, 180 Cal. App. 4th 1057, 1085-86 (2009), “[i]f a property receiving a special benefit is
excluded from an assessment district, then the assessments on properties included in the district
will necessarily exceed the proportional special benefit conferred on those propertics. Insuch a
case, the properties in the assessment district effectively subsidize the special benefit enjoyed by
properties outside the district that pay no assessment.”

The GHAD Board, its representatives, its consultants and public agencies such as the
California Commission acknowledge that virtually a// of the 1006+ foot dry sandy beach will be
created by adding fill to public trust lands owned by the State of California, resulting in special

% See Exhibit A, Moffat & Nichol’s Beach Restoration Project Progress Report dated July 2011
recommending that the GHAD project be redesigned to avoid impacts to western beach near
beach areas, sea-grass and inter-tidal areas to avoid environmental damage.
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benefit to those State lands — specifically, the creation dry sandy beach that will be owned and
enjoyed by the public. As the California Coastal Commission’s letter dated May 12 , 2011
(attached as Exhibit B} states:

“In particular, it should be clearly stated that in the event that the proposed beach
nourishment program is successful in creating a widened beach within the project area as
a result of placing fill on public trust lands, including sand for the purpose of beach
nourishment, then those new areas of beach would be public Jands available for public
use and would not be subject to private ownership interest.” (emphasis added)

The GHAD Board’s project arbitrarily proposes to widen the dry sandy beach to 100 fect
— wider than any recorded width during the twentieth century. Moffat & Nichol’s Project
Description (attached as Exhibit C} describes the objectives of the project as follows:

“The Trancas Property Owner’s Association (TPOA), representing almost all of
the property owners along the Broad Beach shoreline, has elected to address the extensive
erosion by privately funding a beach and sand dune restoration project which will not

only protect their homes but also restore the beach to its historic grandeur not only for
their benefit but for the benefit of the public at large. The Broad Beach restoration project
seeks to design, permit, and implement a shoreline restoration program that provides

erosion control, property protection, improved recreation and public access opportunities,
aesthetics, and dune habitat.”

Indeed, the Moffat & Nichol trumpets this public benefit as “unprecedented™:

“In addition to the natural shore protection benefit afforded by a widened beach,

the general public would also directly benefit through enhanccd and unprecedented
access and related recreational opportunities.’

Exhibit C at pages 2 and 8 (emphasis added).’

Moreover, the Engineer’s Report also admits that the assessment will specially benefit Zuma
Beach. See Exhibit C at page 8 (“Any nourishment activities al Broad Beach would also benefit
Zuma Beach and shorelines further east, at no cost to the public.”). The District also improperly
exempted from assessment public access lots owned by the County of Los Angeles fronting the
beach. Because of the admitted unprecedented benefit to publicly-owned lands, in order to the

_assessment to meet the requirements of Article XIII D, the special benefit to such lands must be
separated and assessed.

% See also, September 12, 2011 Record of Proceedings and Hearing Transcript before the Malibu
City Council authorizing formation of the Broad Beach GHAD incorporated hercin by reference.
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In this regard, the Engineer’s Report also fails to separate the amount of general benefit
to be received by the public so that government agencies could use revenues other than
assessments to pay for those costs. Beutz v. County of Riverside, 184 Cal. App. 4th 1516, 1532
(2010) (“Local government must use a professional engineer’s report to estimate the amount of
special benefit landowners would receive from the project or service, as well as the amount of
“general benefit.” This step is needed because Proposition 218 allows local government to
recoup from assessments only the proportionate share of cost to provide the special benefit. That
is, if special benefits represent 50 percent of total benefits, local government may use
assessments 10 recoup half the project or service’s costs. Local governments must use other
revenues to pay for any remaining costs. This limitation on the use of assessments represents a
major change from the faw prior to Proposition 218, when local governments could recoup from
assessments the costs of providing both general and special benefits.”) (emphasis in original).

Because the Engineer’s Report fails to quantify and include special benefits to publicly
owned and land and fails to include such lands in the assessment, and because the Engineer’s
Report fails to separate general benefits to the public that must be borne by public agencies, the
proposed assessment is unconstitutional.

B. The Proposed Assessment Exceeds the Reasonable Cost of Special Benefit
Conferred upon Kenterra’s and Other Parcels

While the Engineer’s Report makes an extensive case as to why the project may specially
benefit the 78 homes that are protected by the emergency revetment, neither it — nor the 2011
Moffat & Nichols Report on which it is based — contains any analysis of the circumstances and
improvements of the other lots within the District and an analysis of their need, if any, for the
ostensible protection of the project.® The Engineer’s Report merely assetts — in an entirely
conclusory manner (without any analysis or substantial evidence whatsoever) — that the “special
benefit is proportional to the length of beach frontage, regardless of the presence of pre-existing
protective structures, such as revetments or seawalls.” See Engineer’s Report at page 9.

The Engineer’s Report should have analyzed each of the lots included within the GHAD
other than the 78 emergency revetment lots so that a determination could be made regarding the
type and amount of special benefit, if any, that is actually conferred by the GHAD Board’s
temporary twenty-year project for those Iots. Such an analysis is necessary to ensure: (i} that
there is in fact a geologic hazard to be abated for these lots within the purpose of the GHAD

® The so-called Engineer’s Report by ENGEQ Incorporated dated January 18, 2012, which
supports the Broad Beach GHAD Board’s proposed assessment, contains no znalysis
whatsoever, but relies exclusively on a 2011 report prepared by Moffat & Nichol, who are
described as Engineer of Record for the proposed improvements.
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enabling statute, and (ii) that the amount of the assessment for those lots did not exceed the
reasonable value, if any, of the GHAD’s 20-year project to them.

The analysis contained in the accompanying expert engineer’s report by David Weiss
dated March 9, 2012 (“Weiss Report”) demonstrates that the lots along the westerly stretch of
Broad Beach (the “Western Beach” (from the approximate beginning of “Little Broad Beach
Road” through Victoria Point)) including Kenterra’s property: (i) are situated significantly
differently than the lots along the eastern stretch of Broad Beach where the emergency revetment
is located; (ii) do not need the ostensible protection afforded by the GHAD’s project in many, if
not all, cases; and (iii) that many of the Western Beach lots should not be assessed any amount,
much less $400 per linear foot of beach frontage.

The Weiss Reports explains that the eastern stretch of Broad Beach (the “Eastern Beach”
(i.e., the casterly approximately five-thousand feet of beach from Trancas Creek west to the
public vertical access walkway at the beginning of the private access road commonly knows as
“Little Broad Beach Road™)) consists of very deep, flat lots extending from the Broad Beach
Road right of way line to the beach. The floor levels of the houses on Eastern Beach are lower
than those of the Western Beach. It was the Eastern Beach lots that were exposed to “[hligh
erosion rates during the 2009-2010 winter season and widespread failure of then existing
temporary emergency sandbag revetments necessitated permitting and construction of a
temporary emergency rock revetment by the TPOA.” Exhibit C at page 5.

By contrast, as the Weiss Report analyzes, the Western Beach is naturally protected by
Victoria Point, which is a rocky bluff, and there is cobble and bedrock closely underlying the
beach that is not subject to the type of scour exosion that threatened the 78 homes now protected
by the temporary emergency revetment. Kenterra’s property, located at 31388-31406 Broad
Beach Road, is already protected by a reinforced coricrete sea wall that is supported by a series
of concrete soldier piles founded in bedrock strata.  As the Weiss Report documents, this
seawall is adequate to protect Kenterra’s property against even the highest potential sea levels
projected by the Engineer’s Report during the twenty-year period of the GHAD Board’s project.
Without establishing that the seawall or homes owned by Kenterra are at risk of any significant
damage whatsoever, the GHAD proposes to assess Kenterra’s lots approximately $70,000 per
year for twenty years. The Weiss Report establishes that the GHAD project is not necessary to
protect Kenterra’s property given its location and its reinforced concrete sea wall, and that if
minor repairs were to become necessary at any time, they would be far less costly than the
cumulative cost of the annual assessment ($1.4 million over twenty years before adjusting for
potential assessment increases and inflation).
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Simply put, in terms of special benefit, the GHAD Board’s project is entirely superfluous
to Kenterra’s property, and the assessment to Kenterra’s property far exceeds the reasonable cost
of the special benefit, if any, conferred on the Kenterra property.

As documented in the Weiss Report, the houses on sites 1 through 6 inclusive, 9 through
14 inclusive, 16 and 17 are all located high enough above the beach that they do not need
additional protection from ocean wave action and are supported on piles founded in the bedrock.’
Site number 15 is not only above the beach but is protected by an existing timber bulkhead.
Other homes are also protected by devices or structures. For example, the houses on sites
numbered 7, 8, 27 and 28 have rock revetments that will provide sufficient protection from wave
action during the project term. The house on site number 20 is underpinned into the bedrock and
is also protected by a rock revetment. Sites 21 through 24 inclusive are protected by a steel
sheet-pile wall that is canfilevered out of the cobble layer, if not the bedrock, and will not be
undermined by wave action. According to the Weiss, who has prepared property-specific
engineering studies of over 80 properties on Broad Beach, none of the foregoing lots needs
additional protection, even in the event that sea level rises to the “Likely High Rate” of sea level
during the 20-year project period.

Neither the Engineer’s Report nor the Moffat & Nichol Report contain any analysis: (i)
substantiating a geologic threat to each of the foregoing numbered lots that needs to be abated;
(i1) that considers the location of homes along the Western Beach stretch and the protective
devices already in place to determine that each of the lots has a need for the GHAD Board
project’s temporary protection. Most importantly, the Engineer’s Report does not contain any
analysis that might substantiate that the amount of potential damage to any such lots from wave
- exposure justifies an assessment of $400 per linear foot of frontage per year (or $20,000 per year
for a fifty foot wide lot) during the 20-year project period.

The Engincer’s Report does not address lots that are already protected by the rock
outcropping on which they are situated and whatsoever and makes entirely gratuitous statements
about benefitting the “longetivity” of protective structures. But the Engineer’s Report provides
no analysis demonstrating that a $400 per linear foot annual assessment is reasonable to address
wear and tear that may occur within the 20-year project period. The Weiss Report directly
addresses this issue and explains:

“Any wear and tear from wave action during the projeet term can be effectively
repaired, and at a cost much fower than the proposed beach restoration project. For
example, rocks in revetnients exposed to wave aclion will, from time to time, roll off the
face of the revetment and should be retrieved and replaced back onto the revetment.

7 Numbering references are to the Weiss Report.
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Concrete and timber seawalls may be pock marked and damaged by debris that may be
thrust against them by storm waves. This is rather minor wear, and can easily be repaired
as it occurs. It certainly can be repaired for much less that the proposed assessment of
$400.00/ft of property per year for the next twenty years. Moreover, not all wear requires
repair. For example, the under deck area of the house on site 17 has sustained cosmetic
damage by wave action, but this is not a condition that threatens the structural integrity of
the home, and can be easily repaired or ignored, as the property owner wishes,”

Because it lacks requisite analysis to support the proposed assessment for Kenterra’s
property and the other lots along the Western Beach, it is clear that the Engineer’s Report merely
spreads the cost of the GHAD’s project, which disproportionately benefits the 78 emergency
revetment lots and public trust lands to be improved, in violation of Article XIII D of the
California Constitution. Thus, the proposed assessment is unconstitutional.

C. The California Constitution Bars Assessments Based on General Enhancement of
Property Value.

The California Constitution narrowly defines a “special benefit” as “a particular and
distinet benefit over and above general benefits conferred on real property located in the district
or to the public at large.” Article XIII D, subd. (i). The definition of special benefit expressly
states: “General enhancement of property value does not constitute ‘special benefit.””

In violation of the California Constitution, the proposed assessment and the Board’s
campaign for the assessment are based on claims of general enhancement to the property value
of each lot in the District based on the linear frontage of each lot to new dry sandy beach. See,
e.g., the GHAD Board’s January 24, 2012 letter at page 5 (“there 'would be little prospect of a
dry sand beach, which, among other effects, could reduce property values and ability 1o enjoy
your beachfront homes”). Indeed, in response to arguments that the project is not needed by
many homes that are naturally protected or that already have engineered protection against
potential ocean damage (particularly along the Western Beach), the GHAD Board has responded
by arguing that a dry sandy beach will add to property value and therefore the assessment should
be supported. Whether or not one believes that increasing the width of dry sandy beach adjacent
to privately owned lots in GHAD increases the property value of those lots, the proposed
assessment cannot be based on enhanced property value in whole or part. Thus, the proposed
assessment is unconstitutional,
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D. The Proposed Assessmeit Includes Impermissible Improvements to Private
Properiy.and Reimbursement of Expenses Not Associated with the GHAD Project

Beyond the fill .of public trust lands to create a 100-foot wide dry sandy beach, the
GHAD Board’s project includes primarily aesthetic improvements to the various private
properties that are not necessary or incidental to abatement of ¢rosion along the main stretch of
Broad Beach, specifically burying the: emergency revetment and covering it sand dunes. The
purpose of burying the emergency revetment is-primarily aesthetic and benefits the 78 homes
where the temporary emergency revetment was.installed. Imposing the cost of these
improvements on homes-along the westerly stretch of Broad Beach requires them to subsidize
special and Cilsproportlonatc ‘benefits to the 78 homies in violation of the California Constitution.

The GHAD Board’s project budget also includes the payment of up to $2.6:million
dollars of so-called. “fair share contributions” Many, if not all, of {hese expenses are poorly
documented, were not contributions to the GHAD at all, and were in fact incurred before the
GHAD was formc,d in September 2011. Therefore, they were not “financial assistance” to the
GHAD pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 25691, The e-mail communication attached
as Fxhibit D-also documents that records for the so-called “fair share contributions” were not
available even aftef the Engineer”s Réport was finalized and submitted, and therefore such
expenses were not independently reviewed by the plO_]BC-t engineers. In addition, many of the so-
called “fair share contributions” were incurred before or in connection with the ifistallation of the
emergeney revetment by the TPOA owners in 2010. Because the proposed-assessment of $400
per linear foot.of frontage per year is based on the inclusion of impermissible improvements and
payments to, or for the benefit-of, third parties, the proposed assessment violates the California
Constitution.

For all of the foregoing reasons; we:object to and urge the Board not to adopt the
proposed assessment.

Very truly yours,

Al
/ f{ . l e
o, i g
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ce: Ms. Paula Kent Meehan
Ken Ehrlich, Esq.
Christi Hogin Esq.
City of Malibu
Ms. Deanna Christensen
California Coastal Commuission
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BROAD BEACH RESTORATION PROJECT
PROJECT PROGRESES REPORT » JULY 2011

This document is the first of a series of progress reports to keep the TPCA members
infarmed regarding the latest progress on the Broad Beach Restoration Project. The
tang term restaoration praject has thus far included the following tasks;

Yask 1 fnitial Planring Studies
Task 3~ Meld Investigations
Task 3 Project Entitlesnant
Task 4 Preliminary Enginesring

The following summarizes the current progress and schedule. A summary of the
parallel process of creating and maintaining a Geologic Hazard Abatement District
(GHAD) follows a review of Tasks 1-4 below.

TASK 1~ INFFIAL PLANNING STUDIES - COMPLETE

These studies were summarized in the Phase f Report which was completed in mid-
2010. These effarts investigated the praject feasibility, estimated life cycle costs, and
outlined the project entitlement process. They formulated the basis for the proposad
project, provided necessary information of initiation of the project entittement process,
and formed the technical basis for the initiation of the Geclogic Hazard Abatement
Districk (GHAD).

VASK 2w FIELD INVESTIGATIONS

The goal of this task is to perform the field investigations and studies required to
advance the project design ta the 30% stage to allow the TPOA to select an alternative
for the Final Engineering and provide supparting documentation for the reguiatory
Orocess.

Tagk 2.1 « Sand Source Research and Investigation Scoping — COMPLETE This
task was also completed in mid-2010, and cansisted of office research to identify
patential sand sources for beach nourishment, and to provide instructions, a schedule
and the fee far completing the entire offshore mvest:gation and sand saurce analyses.

Tash 2.2 - Offshore Sand Source Investigarion — A fairly extensive campaign of
offshore sand source suiveys was completed in June. The effort was initiated by a
Phase 1 study that relied on the gaophysical sub-bottom profiling to identify potential
sources of beach quality sand. Based an these findings, the greatest promise of a
viable source in terms of valume and proximity appeared to be right offshore. The
Phase 2 vibracore sampling program was then develaped and approved by the various
resouice agencies. Vibracare samples are collected in a tube that is vibrated into the
seabed such that sediments over the full depth of the intended extraction area are
tested (Phote 1). Over twenty sampies of offshore sediments off Broad Beach and
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Zuma Beach were gathered and tested to measure grain size and ceanliness. An
example of a care sample is show in Phato 2.

Photo ¥ -Top of Vibracore Rig

Phroto 2 - Example Vibracore Sample

Unfartunately. the Phase 2 vibracore investigation of the potential offshore sand sources
did nat preduce the desired results —the sand grain size is just too fine and we have
strong concerns about its longevity on vour beach. The average grain size of alf the
samples taken off Broad Beach and Zuma are less than 0.2mm. We were hoping for at
least 0.25mmito 0.3mm or greater. There is a direct correlation of grain size and beach
fill iongevity. For comparisan, much of the existing beach grain size is in the 0.2mm to
0.4mmrange. We want at ieast that for the beach fill, if not coarser.

[ 2%}
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We went back ta the existing grain size data we have, and we feel there is strong
promise for & higher quality sand source off #4arina del Rey. Prior to our Phase 1
geaphysical investigation, we felt this sand source held the most promise, as discussed
in our initial sand source investigation report compieted in Task 2.1, We have reviewed
actual vibracore data from that site and the average mean grain size sampled
throughout the area was 0.51mm. That is really great beach nourishrment material,

In summary, we strongly recommend proceeding with anather round of vibracare
sampling off tdarina del Rey. it should be noted that we will still sirongly consider
multiple sources of beach sand to develop an optimum project based on petfarmance
and cast. For example, we could use the finer local sand source fo construct the dune
restaration, and then use the coarser beach sand as your frant line of defense against
erasion. ‘

Tagh 2.3 — Beach Profife Surveying in Bpring and Faif Seagons — Coastal Frontiers
Corporation surveys beach sand profiles in the spring and fali-seasans at five locations
along Broad Beach. The beach prefiles extend from the landward extent of the dune
out to a water depth of approximately 30 feet. This is the active beach zone that
experiences both seasanal and annual shifts that are critical to quantify for design and -
regulatory purposes. These data are useful for tracking the movement of the position of
the shoreline overtime, and for estimating changes in beach sand volume over time and
space when combined with the aerial photography analysis. Rates of sand lass from
the beach or gains to the beach can be accurately estimated from these data. They are
ane of the most useful planning and design data sets, and will be the primary future
manitaring requirement of several permit agencies. These semi-annual surveys have
been undertaken since fall 2000; the next scheduled survey is fall 20114,

Task 2.4 - Blological BMarine Habitat Survey of the Recelver and Borrow Site{S),
and Baseline Sand Dune Habimar Assessment — Chambers Group is our team's
maring biclogy subconsultant To date, they have campleted 4 survey of the marine
biological habitat slong Broad Beach, which will be the “receiver” site for beach
nourishment material. The focus of their work was to document any sensitive intertidal
resources such as rocky intertidal (especially tidepools) and surfgrass.  Their work
included a reconnaissance level survey of the nearshore area off Broad Beach in order
to characterize the habitat and resaurces including giant kelp, palm kelp, feather boa
kelp, surfgrass, eelgrass, and gargonians. The nature of the substrate and approximate
hieight of relief is alse documented.

Their findings are generally goed news — limited sensitive habitat issues are present.

Only at the extreme west end of the project da we need to madify the initial design of

the beach fill to avoid sensitive rocky habitat and surf grass. This issue is discussed in
greater detail under Project Entitiermnent.

Qur dune habitat consultant, YWRA, has conducted surveys to characterize existing
native dune habitat for the purpose of developing an initial constraints map for ptanning
purposes. The purpose of their work is to pravide descriptions of_the on-site native

is)
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dune habitat, and report any sensitive species ar ¢ther sensitive habitats (ESHA's).
This informatian is required as part of the CDP application and for the EIR.

Task 2.5 ~Bathymetic Survey of Borrow Sitgs - Once the offshore sand sources
have been identified, hvdrographic surveys of the preferred dredge borrow site and
proposed dredge pipeline route(s) to the shareline will be conducted.  #ulti-beam
bathymetric sonar, side scan sanar, and magnetometer dafa will be obtained at the
favored barrow site. The proposed dredge pipeline route{s) will be investigated with
multi-beam bathymetric scnar and side scan sonar. The objectives of the barrow area
surveys are to obtain detailed bathymetry suitable for final dredge plan design. search
for and map hard bottom areas, and identify magnetic anomalies (obstacles, debris,
andior shipwrecks}). The objectives of the dredge pipeline route surveys are to abtain
detailed bathymetry along each route and to identify sea bottom characteristics (sand
vs. racky bottom). Resource agencies will want verification that no sensitive habitat wili
be impacted by the pipeline installation, operatian andfor remavatl.

- PHASE 3 ~PROJECT ENTITLEMENT

Applications [» Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) — Secticn 401C
Submitted: Certification
» Califarnia Stete Lands Commission (CSLC) — Lease of State Lands

Applicatione |« California Coastal Cornmission {CCC) — Coastal Develapment Permt
Pending: * S Ammy Corps of Engineers (USACE) — Sections 10 & 404 Permit

Regional Warer CQuality Contref Board — The application was submitted in January
2011 and is in process. Discussion around whether the TPOA will have to pay the
$40,000 fee for dredging is ohgeaing (and is linked {o SANDAG’s effort ta have the same
fee waived far their regional nourishment project in San Diego area). Some minor
deliverables including a monitoring report and status of long term On-Site Wastewater
Treatment {OSYWT) management plan are still owed to the RWQCB ta comply with
emergency permit issued far revetment which should be submitted by the end of this
manth.

Cafifornia Stare Lands Commissionn — This is the lead agency for California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) purposes. They have selected the Environmental
impact Report (EIR) consultant and are initiating the EIR process. Regarding the lease
agreement, - authorization for dredging area will follow finalization of nourishment
material sourcing process (material testing and results approval by EPA, USACE, and
RWQCB].

California Coastal Commissior — A condition of the Emergency Coastal Development
Permit (ECDP} issued by the CCC for the revetment indicates that a complete regular
Coastal Development Permit (CDOP) application far the long term restoration project be
submitted within 180 days of the ECDP issuance which is July 25, 2011. However, the

CCC is willing ta grant an extension since much of the delay has been outside of the
TPOA cantral, such as the significant fime required to finally identify the CSLC as the
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lead agency under CEGA. Initially this was to be the City of Malfibu and considerable
effort was expended under that assumption.

The current game plan is to submit an initial incomplete CDP applicatian by the July 25
date. to be followed by a complete application no later than November 7. 2011, which is
the designated date the draft EIR is circulated for public review.

Key elements of the CDP application will be a detailed description of the proposed
proiect with sufficient detail and technical suppaort for critical praject elements including,
-but not limited ta:

« Duration of prgect including number of renourishments, inciuding detailed
description of physical "riggers” that would warrant the next beach nourishment

» Details and description of triggers for interim "backpassing” whereby beach sand
within the project area at the eastern end wauld be recycled to the wesi to estend
the economic life of the beach nourishment

» Description of the proposed lateral access and privacy buffer and how the Ilmzts
may change as the public partion of the beach narrows

+ {ocation of the revetment — remain in place or relocation tandward — need strang
defense ta keep in place, including feasibility analysis of relocating leach fields.

US Army Corps of Engingsers — Because the USACE permit process relies an the
Vater Board Permit, which is tied to the CEQA process, the TPOA has decided to held
aff an submittal of this application until Movember 2011 when the draft EIR is avaiiable
and the Water Board can progress further toward issuance. We may reconsider this
and apply earlier if the USACE suggests earlier application to enable the NEPA process
to be complete concurrent with the CEQA procass. The goal is to have all permits in
hand by June of 2012 so that bid adveriisements can be distributed to the construction
community,

Cther Entitiements

Other entittements such as those possibly of the County and the State #4ining and
Reclamation Board will accur per the curnrent project schedule with the following
modifications:

e (City of Maiibu — Will not be issuing a CDP but will be required to issue iocal
authority approval of the project as part of the COP application to the CGC andis
scheduled to occur in Movember 2011, in coordinatian with the State CDP
application and CEQA document distribution.

¢ California Department of Fish and Game {CDF3) — discussions will begin with
CDFG the week of 71811 to determine whether staff will require a streambed
alteration agreement to be issued for the project due to the proximity of the
praject to the maouth of Trancas Creek.

M
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PHASE 4 ~ PRELIVINARY ENGINEERING AND SCHEMATIC DESIGN

The following {schnical tasks are currently underway and wil be used as technical support for
the project inthe EIR. These studies will be completed in August.

Fask 4.1 ~ Evaluation of the Causes of Erasion — Preparation of a detaiied ijec'
BDeseription for CEQAMNEPA depends on refinement of beach nourishment and re-nourishment
quantilies and frequencies that were based on findings of the Phase 1 study. The goal of this
task is to determine the cause of the sand loss at Broad Beach to predict future nouwrishment
and re-neurishment requirements, and tc assess the potential need for sand retention. Not only
wili this be a requirement for the regulatory process, but it wili ali help guide the design of the
shareiine protection project. The deliverable for this task will be a repan, which vil be
summatized in the CEQA/NEPA docuiments and attached as an appendix.

Task 4.2 - 30% Engineering Design OF Project Elerments — Initiation of CEQA and NEPA
docurrenis wili require input from the coastal engineer about the sand dispersion from the
-project and aliernatives. The marine biologist will assess these resuits and detarmine any
pctﬂnt:al impacts to habital, and any potential mitigation reguirerrents (such as a reef to ofisst
burial of exposed rock near the west end). Projsct commponents are assumed to include
dredging. beach fili. dune crealicn, and revetment details. Specific deliverahles will include a
madeling summary reporl. project plan views and cross-sections, material cuantity estimates.
and our preliminary opinion of probable construction rosts. This task is separated into the
foliowing elements:

Mesmerical Madefing of ihe Performance of the Beach Fill (Pfan)

Numerical Modeling Of Cross-Shore Beach Response io Sionms

Estimaie of Renourishment Rates and Frequencies

Frepare 30% Design Documenis Provide Opindon of Probable Consrrucnon And
Mainfenance Costs For Pla nning And By dgeiing

Refine and Finalize the Crmoject Description for Permiiiing and Enviranmental Review

OO W

m

GHAD STATUS

The TPOA continues to move forward with the creation of the GHAD to handle the |ong-term
funding of the project. In recent weeks, we submitted to the City of Kalibu petitions signed by
the vast majority of property owners within the proposed GHAD. Many thanks to ali of the
property owners who sighed petitinns in favor of the creation of the GHAE. The City of Matibu
has accepled our petitions and started the City Council process for creating the GHAD. On
August &, 2011, the City Council will receive an update fromthe Gity's Planning staff on the -
accepted petitions and set a date approximately 20 days into the future for the City Councit's
actual vole on the ereation of the GHAD. City staff has informed us that the Council wilt HOT

actually consider the GHAD on August B, bui will simply affirmthe acceptance of the petitions
and set a future date for consideration of GHAD creation. City staff cunenily befieves that the
City Councit wiil consicer the actual creation of the GHAD at either its August 28 or Septernber
12 meeting. The TRPOA wiil keep alf property owners informed of the City process.

-Assuming that the City Council favorably considers the Broad Beach GHAD proposal and
creates the assessment district, the GHAD Board must then meet and pass a resalution
accepting the GHAD's Pian of Control, hold a puhlic hearing on the proposed GHAD
assessment, and conduct the GHAD property owner vole on the propesed GHAD assessment.
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The GHAD must provide at least 45 days notice forthe hearing. We aniicipate this process wili
Ise carmpleted by the end of Spring 2012, '
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STATE QF CALIFORNIA -~ NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Govarnor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA

89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST., SUITE 200
VENTURA, CA 93001

{805} 585-1300

May 12, 2011

Crystal Spurr
Staff Environmental Scientist
California State Lands Commission 1
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South , |
Sacramento, CA 95825

RE: Notice of Preparation (NOP)} of Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for a
4,100 linear ft. rock revetment and beach nourishment project at Broad Beach;
described in the notice dated Aprit 15, 2011, as the "Broad Beach Restoration Project”

Dear Ms. Spurr:

Commission staff has reviewed the NOP for the DEIR dated April 158, 2011, and we
appreciate the opportunity to provide comments for your consideration. The project
involves permanent authorization of an “as-built” 4,100 linear ft. rock revetment
consisting of 33,000 tons of rock rip rap that will be located seaward of 77 existing
beachfront homes and implementation of a beach nourishment program aiong Broad |
Beach within the City of Malibu, Los Angeles County. : |

The proposed project is in follow-up to the Emergency Coastal Development Permit
(CDP) 4-10-003 issued by the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission on .
January 25, 2010, for the instaliation of a temporary 4,100 linear ft. rock revetment
consisting of 33,000 tons of rip rap on the sandy beach seaward of 77 existing
beachfront residences at Broad Beach. The Emergency CDP granted temporary
authorization for the rock revetment until January 25, 2013 (the Executive Director may
extend this time by an additional two years for good cause). Thus, the applicant must
either remove the temporary emergency revetment in its entirety or obtain a regular
coastal development permit for its permanent authorization. Moreover, any application
for & coastal permit for any form of permanent shoreline protection on site (such as the
as-built revetment) must include a full evaluation of zll other feasible alternative forms of
shoreline protection that would serve to minimize adverse impacts to coastal resources.
Such alternative forms of permanent shoreline protection would include, but not be
limited to, construction of a vertical sea wall and/or relocation/removal of some or alt
portions of the revetment to the furthest feasible landward location in order to minimize
adverse impacts fo coastal resources.

‘At this preliminary stage, Staff is not prepared to make conclusions regarding

alternatives until they have been fully evaluated and the subject application is before us.

We anticipate that the EIR will provide a complete analysis that will aceommodate our-
information needs. However, in the interest of early feedback, based on our review of

the notice and familiarity with the subject site, we offer the following comments:



Notice of Preparation for Broad Beach Revetment and Beach Nourishment
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Project Description Clarification: .

The project description, as described in the notice, must be clarified to identify that a
primary component of the proposed project includes the request for permanent
authorization of the “as-built” 4,100 linear ft. rock revetment on site. Although the notice
states that the project includes “burying of an existing temporary emergency revetment”,
it does not clearly identify that the revetment on site is a temporary structure only and
that permanent authorization of the shoreline protection device is now proposed.
Pursuant to the terms and conditions of the above referenced emergency coastal
permit,.it is important to note that the temporary revetment on site must be removed in
its entirety if permanent retention is not authorized pursuant to a new coastal
development permit. This clarification is critical to ensure that the EIR includes an
accurate description of the baseline of existing site conditions and to ensure that an
accurate evaluation of the project’s long-term adverse impacts (including both short-
term and long-term adverse impacts resulting from the rock revetment) are evaluated.

Baseline Conditions: .

The EIR should evaluate the impacts of each alternative relative fo the shoreline that
would exist if the proposed 4,100 linear ft. rock revetment was not present. Since the
proposed project includes the request for permanent authorization of the temporary
revetment, the baseline description of the subject site should not include the existing,
"as-built”,  temporary rock revetment since it would not provide useful information
regarding the impacts of the revetment and would preclude meaningful analysis of
alternatives to the proposed permanent retention of the as-built temporary rock
revetment. All alternatives must be considered frorn the same baseline. Therefore,
since the existing revetment was authorized on a temporary basis only; it should not be
considered as a permanent structure on the subject site for the purpose of establishing
the baseline or existing site condition.

Identification and Analysis of Impacts: - )

Impacts related to the initial construction and permanent retention of the 4,100 linear ft.
temporary rock revetment consisting of 33,000 tons of rip rap should be evaluated as
part of the proposed project. This evaluation shouid include analysis of the long-term.
effects of the revetment on shoreline sand supply and coastal processes, public access
and recreation, visual resources, and sensitive dune habitat and beach habhitat,
Moreover, the analysis should evaluate the effects of sea level rise relative the
proposed rock revetment and beach nourishment project in order to adequately assess
potential impacts.

Coastal Act Section 30235 acknowledges that seawalls, revetments, and other such
structural or “hard” methods designed to forestall erosion also alter natural landforms
and natural shoreline processes. Accordingly, Section 30235 limits the construction of
shoreline protective works to those required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to
protect existing structures or public beaches in danger from erosion. In this case, the
NOP does not include any analysis that permanent shoreline protection is necessary to
protect existing structures on site, particularly in relation to the proposed beach
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nourishment component of the project. Thus, it is critical that the DEIR fully evaluate
the need for permanent shoreline protection on site.

Shoreline protection devices, such as the proposed 4,100 linear fi. rock revetment,
directly interfere with public access to tidelands by impeding the ambulatory nature of
the mean high tide line (the boundary between public and private lands) during high tide
and severe storm events, and potentially throughout the entire winter season. As the
shoreline retreats landward due to the natural process of erosion, the boundary
between public and private land alsc retreats landward.  Construction of rock
revetments and seawalls to protect private property fixes a boundary on the beach and
prevents any current or future migration ef the shoreline and mean high tide line
landward, thus eliminating the distance between the high water mark and low water
mark. As the distance between the high water mark and low water mark becomes
ohbsolete the seawall effectively eliminates lateral access opportunities along the beach
as the entire area below the fixed high tideline is inundated. The ultimate result of a
fixed tideline boundary {(which would otherwise normally migrate and retreat landward,
while maintaining a passable distance between the high water mark and low water mark
overtime) is a reduction or elimination of the area of sandy beach available for public
access and recreation.

However, our staff notes that the NOP does not include any discussion or analysis of
these above referenced potential adverse impacts to coastal resources that would result
from the proposed rock revetment. Thus, since shoreline protection structures, such as
‘the proposed revetment, result in 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, it is critical that the DEIR fully evaluate the impacts to coastal
resources that will resuit from the proposed revetment.

The proposed project also includes the placement of 600,000 cu. yds. of sand material
on the beach at the project site for the purpose of beach nourishment but the NOP does
not indicate whether beach nourishment activities would be limited to this one-time
event or if the -beach nourishment activities would continue with supplemental -
nourtshment operations over a longer period of time in order to maintain a target beach
width. The NOP indicates that the beach on site is losing approximately 35,000 cu. yds.
of sand per year due to erosion. In respect to the ongoing beach erosion on site, the
- NOP concludes "[slince the sand loss rate in the Broad Beach area could average

35,000 cubic yards per year, it is anticipated that the Project maintenance would require
placing high quality beach material on the Project site within the next 20 years.

However, it is not clear whether additional beach nourishment operations are proposed
as part of this project. Although the proposed one-time placement of 600,000 cu. yds.
"~ of sand material would initlally cover the rock revetment, our staff notes that as
shoreline erosion continues to occur after the inittal placement of sand material, it is
likely that the beach would likely be eroded back to the proposed revetment or seawall.
If the revetment becomes exposed, at some point In the future, it would also be subject
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to wave action and result in significant adverse impacts to coastal resources. Moreover,
the analysis should evaluate the effects of sea level rise relative the proposed rock
- revetment and beach nourishment project in order to adequately assess potential
impacts. Thus, for the above reasons, it is important that the DEIR identify the duration
of beach nourishment operations and specify what supplemental beach nourishment
activities will occur after the initial placement of sand as part of the proposed project in
order to fully evaluate the potential long-term adverse impacts that would result from the
proposed 4,100 linear ft. rock revetment

In addition, the NOP indicates that the donor site for sand material has not yet been
determined but that several different altemative locations, including both on and
offshore sites, have been identified as potential sites. When the donor site is chosen,
then biological resource surveys and sediment testing of the site should include: (1)
grain-size, color, and chemical/contaminant analysis to determine that the dredge
material would be compatible with the receiver sites’ existing sediments consistent with
the guidelines specified by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and (2) biological
surveys which indicate that the subject dredge -area would not constitute
environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA) and would avold significant disruptions to
marine biota to the maximum extent feasible. In addition, potential impacts to shoreline
and interlidal species at the receiver site should also be fully evaluated. The DEIR
should also include a detailed analysis of surfing tmpacts from both the proposed sand
excavation and the proposed sand placement, .

Further, portions of the as-built revetment have been constructed within several
recorded lateral public access easements. However, the NOP does not Include any
discussion or analysis of the adverse impacts to public access and recreation that will
result from the proposed rock revetment. Although the proposed one-time placement of
800,000 cu. yds, of sand material would initially cover the rock revetment, our staff
notes that as shoreline erosion continues to occur after the initlal pfacement of sand
material, it is likely that the beach would likely be eroded back to the proposed
revetment or seawall.

Thus, It is important that the DEIR fully identify all adverse impacts to public access and
recreation and evaluate potential mitigation measures to offset these adverse impacts.
Further, the analysis should ‘address the potential for impacts fo occur in the event that
the heach nourishment program fails to establish a wider beach or in the event that the
rock revetment becomes temporarily or permanently exposed to wave action resulting in
a substantially more narrow beach. Under high tide events, it is possible that all
portions of the sandy beach would become impassable to pedestrians due to the
obstruction of the revetment. The DEIR analysis should include, but not be limited to,
an evaluation of such potential mitigation measures as providing a uniform lateral public
access easement over the entire reach of the project site from the mean high tide line to
the base of the rock revetment. During conditions when the revetment would be
covered in sand, then it would be appropriate to provide lateral public access to the toe
of the dunes, If the dunes were located further landward than the revetment. Additional
mitigation measures should be evaluated to ensure that public access to and along the
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¢coasl is maintained, including the provision of a public trail along the top of the
revetment that would be available for public use in the event that during such conditions
when the sandy beach is not passable due te inundation.

Alternatives Analysis:

Section 30235 of the California Coastal Act provides that shoreline protective devices
may 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. The Coastal Act provides these limitations because shoreline structures can
have a variety of adverse impacts on coastal resources, including adverse effects on
sand supply, public access, coastal views, natural fandforms, and overall shoreline
beach dynamics on and off site, ultimately resulting in the loss of beach.

In this case, the NOP did not include an evaluation of the need for permanent shoreline
protection to protect the existing residential development on site, Moreover, the NOP
identified only a fimited range of aiternatives to the proposed revetment including: {1)
retention of the as-built revetment, (2) adding more rock to the as-built revetment, (3)
construction of an artificial reef with beach nourishment, and (4) the “no project”
alternative. Thus, it will be critical that the DEIR include both: (1} a full evaluation of
both the need for permanent shoreline protection along all sections of the project reach
where the revetment is proposed and (2} a complete evaluation of all feasible
alternatives to permanent retention of the as-built temporary revetment that would serve
to reduce adverse impacts to coastal resources to the'maxifmum extent feasible.

The alternatives analysis should include an evaluation of all alternatives that would
allow for a shoreline protection device on site fo be Jocated as far landward as feasible -
and designed in a manner that would minimize adverse impacts to coastal resources.
The alterhatives fo be evaluated should include, but not be limited to: beach
nourishment with no permanent shoreline protection device; relocation of the revetment
to a further landward location; landward relocation of the downcoast portion of the
revetment where the beach is wider; and the use of a vertical seawall in order fo
minimize the footprint of the structure on the sandy beach. Specifically, since a seawall
option would be viable for this beach area, the long-term option of placing a vertical wall
further inland of the proposed location for the rock revetment (including installation of a
- wall immediately seaward of the residences to be protected) should be considered as
an option in conjunction with the proposed beach and dune restoration. The beach
nourishment and dune restoration could still be constructed, as planned, but with the
seawall as the last line of defense instead of the revetment.

in addition, where segments of the revetment or vertical seawall may be necessary
because an on-site septic system/leach field is located on the sandy beach seaward of
. an existing residence, alternativas should be evaluated that would include relocation of
septic systems to further landward locations and/or landward of the residence in order
to allow for the furthest landward location of the revetment or vertical seawall. Further,
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alternative methods of sewage disposal that would eliminate the need for on-site septic
systemsfieach fields on individual beachfront lots, such as, but not limited to, a use of a
single sewage package treatment plant that would serve all the homeowners within the
project area should be evaluated. Moreover, the removal of existing private patios,
private landscaping, lawns, and accessory structures located on the sandy beach
seaward of these residences would allow for the construction of a shoreline protection
device in a further landward location than the proposed revetment while still protecting
the primary residence on each site. Thus, the DEIR should fully evaluate all feasible
alternatives to the proposed revetment in its as-built location, inctuding but not limited
to, the above referenced alternatives.

Public Lands:

- As discussed above, portions of the proposed “as-built” reveiment have been
constructed within-several recorded lateral public access easements, which would
otherwise be available for public use. Moreover, it appears that the rock revetment is
located on, or at least partially, on state tide lands. Since the proposed development
will be located partially, or wholly, on public lands, the DEIR should address the public’s
right to access public lands and the public’'s ownership rights. In particular, it should be
clearly stated that in the event that the proposed beach nourishment program is
successful in creating a widened beach within the project area as a result of placing fill
on public trust lands, including sand for the purpose of beach nourishment, then those
new areas of beach would be public lands available for public use and would not be
subject to private ownership interests.

| hope this information will assist the California State Lands Commission in completing

its EIR and in the applicant's subsequent submittal of a CDP application to the
Commission pursuant to the requirement of Emergency CDP 4-10-003-G.

Sincerely,

ST oblom

Steve Hudson
District Manager
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1. INTRODUCTION 2

Broad Beach is located in the northwest portion of the County of Los Angeles
and within the City of Malibu. The project area is comprised of the shoreline area
fronting approximately 80 homes spanning approxima‘te’ly from Lechuza Point to
Trancas Creek. Broad beach has been suffering shoreline erosion over the past
30 plus years, resulting in"an almost complete loss of recreation and public
access. Public access through dedicated public access ways from Broad Beach
Rd. to the beach was rendered impossible during the most severe storms and
tidal action over the past few years. The severe erosion problem now threatens
private property and dune fields along this stretch of beach.

The Trancas Property Owner’s Association (TPOA), representing almost all of
the property owners along the Broad Beach shoreline, has elected to address the
extensive erosion by privately funding a beach and sand dune restoration project
which will not only protest their homes but also restore the beach to its historic
grandeur not only for their benefit but for the benefit of the public at large. The
Broad Beach restoration project seeks to design, permit, and implement a
shoreline restoration program that provides erosion control, property protection,
improved recreatipn and public access opportunities, aesthetics, and dune
habitat.

Broad Beach Restoration — Project Description FINAL
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The vicinity and location of the project site are shown below in figure 1. 3

“%% MOFFATT & NICHOL | Figira 211 Vicingy Map
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Fig.ui’-e, 1 - Broad Beach Restoration Project Location
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z, BACKGROUND

Development along Broad Beach began in the 1930s, consisting of smail beach
cottages. Given the limited infrastructure available, septic systems and leach
fields were typically installed in or close to the sand dunes seaward of the
residences. As construction continued and the site was further developed, most
leach fields remained.

The Broad Beach shoreline is retreating because of a negative sand balance due
eitherto a reduction in sand supply entering around Lechuza Point, or a change
in the alongshore component of wave energy that increases the amount of sand
leaving the beach near the vicinity of Trancas Creek. Between 1974-and 2009,
approximately 600,000 cubic yards (cy) of sand was lost at Broad Beach, a
majority of which has moved east {o nourish Zuma Beach, On-average, the
shoreline moved inland 65 feet during that time period. The greatest beach
recession oocurred close te Lechuza Point and tapered off toward Trancas
Creek. Since the sand budget furned negative in 1974, the Broad Beach loss
rate has accelerated fo approximately 35,000 cubic yards per year during the last
5 years. However, evidence suggests that this annual loss rate could be
significantly higher owing to wave behayvior and/or storm events and could reach
up to 60,000 cubic yards per year. Currently, Broad Beach is a very narrow
ribbon of sand visible primarily at low ide but inundated at high tide.

Figure 2 - 1972 Aerial Photo {California Coastal Records Project, 2009)
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Figure 3 ~ 2009: Aerial Photo {California Coastal Records Project, 2009)

3. EMERGENCY BEVETMENT

High erosion rates during the 2009-2010 winter season and widespread failure of
then existing temporary emergency sahdbag revetments necessitated permitting
and construction of a temporary emergency rock revetment by the TPOA. This
revetment was considered the minimum action necessary and the least
environmentally damaging alternative to-implement the interim shore protection
required to hait the critical erosion and protect residential structures and septic
systems. Specific elements of the temporary rock revetment included:

3 Filter fabric to eliminate loss of dune material through voids in the
stone:matrix;

¢ Reduced armor size (1/2 to 2 ton) stone to allow for faster
construction;

. Shallow toe elevation for improved constructability.

Figure 4 below shows a typical design cross section for the emergency
revetment.

Broad Beaoch Restoration — Project Deseription FINAL
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Figure 4 — Typical Revetment Design Cross Section

In total, approximately 77,000 tons of rock - were placed along Broad Beach in
front of hores located between 30760 and 31346 Broad Beach Road. The rock,
each piece weighing between ¥:and 2 tons, was placed on top of afilter fabric
layer and reaches an average sievation of +13 féet mean lower low waiter
(MLLW). In accordance with permits issusd by the California Coastal
Commission (CCC) and City of Malibu, homes between 31302 and 31346 Broad
Beach Road received a more robust rock revefment design and larger rock (up to
4 tons per rock). The project aiso involved redesigning the fwo current public
access ways 1o include stairways over the revetment and onto the beach to
~provide continued and enhanced vertical public access to the shore. Construction
of the revetment began on February 17th 2010 and ended on or about April 15
2010. Complications associated with construction of the western access stairway
has resujted in'its construction ending in early December 2010.

It shouid be noted that the propetty owner at 30822 Broad Beach Rd.opted not to
participate in the reveiment project and so a break in the continuity of the
revetment oceurs in front of this property. Drawings 3-a and 3-b in Appendix A,
Preliminary Plan Set, depict graphically the final footprint of the revetment as
measured on November 10".2010. The western portion of the revetment is
represented by the green outline in drawing 3-a while the eastern portion is
shown in drawing 3-b.
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Emergency Revetment Permits 7
Permifs required for the construction of the emergency revetment are as follows:

City of Malibu _
‘Coastal Development Permit No. 09-021
Engineering Permit No. 10-002

California Coastal Commission
Coastal Development Permit No. 4-10-003-G

U.8. Army Corps of Engineers _
Sections 10 and 404 Permit File # 10-003 No. 2009-00979-PHT

Regional Water Quality Control Board {LA Region) _
Section 401C Water Quality. Certification No..2009-00979-PHT

Los Angeles County )
Dept. of Beaches and Harbors Permit No, RE-043-09
Dept. of Beaches and Harbors Permit No. RE-029-10

State Lands Commission
Lease of State Lands

Caltrans
Encroachment Permit No. 710-6TK-0148

4, LONG TERM PROJECT APPROACH

Under Coastal Development Permit No. 09-021 issued by the City of Malibu for
the emergency revetment, Condition 2 states that a follow-up permit for the rock
revetment must be submitted. The longer term project how incorporates that
emergency revetmeni into its design and so this permit application seeks
approval to have the emergency revetment become a permanent and integral
part of the longer term shore restoration effort.

The TPOA Broad Beach Restoration Strategy constitutes a holistic approach
including enhanced beach access for the public, protection of private property for
the homeowners and restoration of valuable dune habitat. This approach, which
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must be built on property owner, community, stakeholder and reguiatory agency
consensus, aims to solve the beach erosion prablem for today and into the
future. Components of the approach are: 1) sand nourishment, 2) appropriate
shoreline protection (rock revetment), and 3) dune restoration.

1. Sand Nourishment

The primary element of the shoreline protection and enhanced public access
would be through an ongoing beach nourishment project. Beach nourishment
serves as a primary element of the Broad Beach Restoration strategy. The
TPOA seeks to restore Broad Beach with significant "dry"” sand between the
dune-system and the shoreline.

The TPOA and its consultant Moffatt & Nichol hasfacused a significant amount
of its recent Broad Beach work on the sediment transport ¢haracteristics of the
Broad Beach area and surrounding region, to understand the scope and scale of
a beach nourishment project that could mest the long term goals of the project at
a definable cost. These efforts have inciuded detalled analyses of beach profiles
and surveys, wave data and historic shorgline positions. An extensive collection
of ortho-rectified aerial photographs have been acquired, digitized and analyzed
to develop an extremely valuable data set of historic mean high tide line positions
from- 1846 until the present. These data combined with historic wave data and
modeling of longshore sediment transport have allowed the TPOA to estimate
the most probable range of sand loss rates for the Broad Beach area. This
information is being directly applied to the design of an ongoing beach
nourishment project,

Research findings show that the sand loss rate in the Broad Beach area can
reach 60,000 cubic yards per year. In addition o the natural shore protection
benefit afforded by awidened beach, the general public would also directly
benefit through enhanced and unprecedented access and related recreationat
opportunities.

The City of Malibu and the public will gamer significant bensfits from the
proposed beach no:urishmenf-project[ Without implementation of the proposed
restoration sirategy, the-shoreline is expected to continue to ¢rode. Our
investigation of historic shoreline erosion patterns indicates that beach losses
may be progressing downdrift toward Zuma Beach and beyond.

2. Revetment

As part of the long term sirategy for protection of private property, the emergency
reveiment placed in 2010 will be buried in the landward edge of the widened,
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nourished beach. This shore protection would remain buried unless severe

‘beach erosion or other conditions preclude maintaining sufficient beach width for

protection. The revetment would serve as a last line of defense against future
severe erosion during extreme storm events,

3. Dune Restoration

The restoration project also intends to protect and enhance the existing coastal
dune system. Benefits include restoration of this important habitat with a
reservoir of sand in the case of severe future erosion.

Figure 5 below shows in cross section how the restored beach and-dune system
- would laok. Drawing 8 In the accompanying plan set in Appendix A represents
the vision of a post-restoration Broad Beach in plan view,

Figure 5 — Cross Section of Final Beach and Dune Restoration
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Shoreline Change and Sediment Transport Rates

In determining the amournit of material required to adequately restore the
diminishing shoreline to its general 1970's dimensions, detailed sediment
transport rate analysis was conducted based on shoreline position analysis,
profile change analysis and known fransport rates in the region. A crucial step in
estimating sediméent transport rates is the application of a relationship between
shoreline position-and sand volume. In the Broad Beach Restoration Project
Phase 1 Report prepared by Moffatt & Nichol in coordination with Everts Coastal
(included herewith-as Appendix C) the shoreline posifions and change rates
were converted to volumettic transport ratas. Figure:6 below shows the average
Broad Beach shoreline change relative to 1946 while Figure 7 shows the
volumetric ¢hanges for the full 63 year data record.
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Figure 6 - Average Broad Beach Shoreline Change
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Project Design

Imported beach quality material will be placed over the existing revetment to
create a restored dune: The dune elevation will be approximately +20-ft MLLW at
its highest point and will have a crest width of 50 t. In areas where the
constructed dune abuts existing dune onthe landward side, it will meet or exceed
the elevation of the existing dune thus providing protection for any existing dune
habitat. in: areas where the constructed dune abuts fower lying non dune private
properties, the dune will slope landward for 10 to 20 feetin a 3:1 slopé (ratio of
horizontal: vertical dimensions). On the seaward side of the dune, the slapa-will
also be 3:1 and will extend for between 16 and 20 ft. The seaward dune slope:
will meet the design beach height of approximately from 12 10 14 ft MLLW., The
new beach will measure 100 ft in width and will slope seaward for approximately
70 it at a 5:1 slope.

Itis estimated that the total project area footprint incorporating beachfil, dune
material and dune buffer will cover 1,821,000 .

Based on the aforementioned shoreline position and sediment transport analysis,
it is estimated that a fotal of 600,000 cy is the anticipated amount of beach
material required for this restoration project, This volume of material will meetthe
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design beach width of 100 feet as well as the restored dune hsight of +20 feet
- MLLW and width of 50 feet. The anticipated project footprint in plan view is
provided in drawings 1-z and 1-b while a typical cross section view is provided as

drawing 2 in the accompanying Preliminary Plan Set enclosed herewith as
Appendix A, ‘

TR
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Permits Required for Long Term Project

The following permiits are required for the construction of the long term shore and
dune restoration project

____Table'1 — Permits Required for Long Term Project

- [PermitName - Issuing Agency
Local Coastal City. of Malibu
' Development
Permit
Regional Section  401C | Regional Water Quality
Water  Quality | Control  Board (LA
Certification Region) '
State . Lease of State|State Lands
| Lands’ Commission
Coastal California Coastal
Development Commission
Parmit
Federal Sections 10 and | U.S. Army Corps of
404 Permit Engineers

The County of Los Angeles may also need to issue a Department of Beaches
and Harbors permit and Caltrans an Encroachment Permit as were required for
the emergency revetment project. It is the intention of TPOA and their agents to
work closely with the agencies In order to ensure the permitting process unfolds
inn a timely and effective manner. '
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4, ALTERNATIVES

An initial planning study was conducted to determine the hasic physical
parameters for the site-and to develop a clear basis of design that will help direct
the project development and entitlement effort. Project alternatives were
developed at a concept-level to estimate costs and benefits, and fo provide a
bagis for the project entiiement and environmental review process.

Shoreline management options considered as part of the overall restoration
strategy include:

+ Managed retreat, wherein residential structures and other facilities that
-are damaged or endangered by continuing erosion are relocated or
abandoned, '

« Construct a structure, such as-a seawall or revetment, to [imit the
continuing damage or threat of damage; or

o Initiate a program of periodic beach nourishiment to provide the desired

level of protection, perhaps in conjunction with duné habitat restoration
‘and hard structures either onshaore or offshore. Any nourishment
activities at Broad Beach would also benefit Zuma Beach and
shorelines further east, at no cost o the public.

The resuils of a preliminary screening analysis identified three alternatives as.
viable candidates for the long term restoration of Broad Beach:

Afternative 1 - Beach Nourishment and Dune Restc_}raﬁon with Buried
Temporary Revetment

“This alternative will form the primary focus of the analysis moving forward
based on the fact that the emergernicy revetment has already been
‘permitted (on an emergency basis} and placed.

Aitemaffve 2 — Beach Nourishiurient and Dune Restoration with Buried
Long-Term Revetment

The emergency revetment that was constructed this past winter was
designed with the intent that it could be augmented in the futuré with one
or two outer layers of properly sized armor sfone. While it is acknowledged
‘that the revetment is intended to remain buried within the maintained
beach nourishment, there may be occasions in the future when a major
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storm or series of storms hit at a time when there is sufficient surpius of
sand on the beach to protect property.

Alternalive 3 — Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 Augmented with Sand
Retention Reefs

This aiternative will continue to be analyzed in an effort to reduce future
beach nourishment requirements, enhance the nearshore environment
and provide improved surfing conditions. t'will be considered as a stand-
alone project that could be added on to any of the other beach
nourishment alternatives. it is widely held that this option would reguire
extensive studies and a very compelling argument to be permitted.

More detail is provided on project alternatives in the accompanying Phase 1
Report attached to this application as Appendix C.

3. SAND SOURCE INVESTIGATION

Two main types of sand sources exist - one from the offshore ocean, and the
other from the upland. Typically offshote ocean sand sources can provide high

- quality marine sand at a relatively low overall cost, with minimal environmental
impact. Upland sediment sources can also provide sandy beach compatible
material, which may be more immediately available than offshore sand, but which
may also lead to increased impacts and gosts from trucking. Upland sand is
typically found behind dams, at quarries, at flood control sites in rivers-and
detention basins, and at certain alluvial deposits.

A sand source investigation has been initiated to identify viable sources of sand
for beach nourishment, followed by the appropriate sampling and testing ‘
programs to verify acceptability and compatibility. The investigation identified the
sources to be analyzed further to confirm their candidacy. The results ofa
preliminary investigation based on existing data and studies were compiled into a
report completed in June 2010 and titled the Sand Source Investigation Report.
This report is included herewith as Appendix D. '

The initial sand source investigation has identified a number of offshore sites
which may yield material compatible with Broad Beach material. Permitting to
collect samples of this material is currently in process and is expected (o be
completed by early 2011, Drawings 6 and 7 in the accompanying plan set in
Appendix A show existing and candidate offshore sand source sites.
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6. CONSTRUCTION METHODS / DESIGN FEATURES TO

AVOID IMPATTS

It is anticipated that the malority of the material required for beach and dune
restoration will come from offshore sources and will be pumped directly orito the
beach. This will greatly limit the amount of material to be-trucked in, It is possible
that the only material to be brought to.the beach via truck will be inland material
deemed suitable for capping dune habitat and it Would roughly amount to less
thari 50,000 :¢ubic yards.

This section is.intended to provide a clear understanding of how sand would be
dredged, delivered to the receiver site, and then manipulated o be suitable for
public use. ltalso identifies the design features/specific methods to be
incorporated into final design. or the contractor's specifications to avoid significant
impacts #nd minimize potential adverse impacts.

Construction would consist of:

1. Dredging the offshore borrow sites with either a hopper dredge or
cutterhead suction dredge

2. Transporting the sand via hopper to Broad Beach which would connect
with floating/submerged discharge lines outletting on the beach (use of
booster pumps as necessary)

3. Discharging the sand at Broad Beach within training dikes

4. Redistribufing the sand as needed with earthmoving,equipment. such as
scrapers, and grading the beach fills to required dimensians with
bulldozers.

Dredging Operations

Beach replenishment operations would include the use of dredge vessels, which
would dredge sediment from the offshore borrow sites and fransfer the sediment
to the proposed receiver site. The contractor may use one of two types of dredge
vessels, a hopper dredge or a cutterhead suction dredge; both are described

below. Regardléss of the dredge type, the U.S. Coast Guard would pest.a Notice
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fo Mariners with the coordinates of dredging activity so that ocean users can
avoid the activity.

AT
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For both dredge vessels, discharge lines would have 1o be placed in the ocean.
Some portions of these lines would be floating. The floating portion of the dredge
discharge line would be marked and lighted for navigation safety and a Notice fo
Mariners would be issued through the LS. Coast-Guard. The discharge line
would be trucked-or floated in segments to the appropriate placement locations
and assembled using cranes and other equipment, The line may be a
combination of plastic high density polyethylene: (HDPE) and steel materials,
depending on need and availability, and would be approximately 30.inches in
diameter. -

- Hopper Dredge

The hopper dredge is a self-contained vessel that loads sediment from an
offshore borrow site, then moveste a receiver-site for sand placement. The
hopper dredge contains two large arms that have the ability to drag along the
ocean floor and collect sediment. The drag heads are about 10 feet square. The
hopper dredge moves along the ocean surface with its arms extended, making
passes back-and forth until its hulf is fully loaded with sediment. The vessel can
hold approximately 2,000 to 5,000 cy of sediment per load.

The hoppeér dredge can be located just offshore of each site, as it can generally
reach within approximately 0.5 mile of shore fo offload. No beoster pumps are
needad as the hopper dredge connects to a floating or submerged pump line
from shore. The vessel then pumps a slurry of sediment and sea water onto the
receiver site, Submerged lines are encased by several large tractor tires fo '
minimize abrasion of the ocean floor or reefs.

The hopper dredge can also connect to a floating platform called a mono buoy,
which is-used fo interconnect thefloating pump line with a steel sinker pipeline
that would run the rest of the distance to the beach. The mono buoy is generally
anchored to the seabed at an appropriate depth and location.to serve the praject
needs, depending on locations of sensitive resources and engineering
considerations. For this project, the mono buoy would be anchored in at least 25
feet of water. The permit would include conditions to avoid sensitive resources
stich as kelp, reefs, and structures such as outfalls. An anchor plan would be
prepared for each mono buoy for submittal to the resource agencies prior to
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construction that illustrates the relationship between anchors on the ocean floor

and identifying any sensitive resources in the vicinity. 17

Cutterhead Suction Dredge.

A cutterhead suction dredge is similar to a hopper dredge in that it uses a long
arm that extends down to the sea floor to dredge sediment. A rotating head about
8 feet in diameter sweeps an area approximately 300 feet wide. However, a
cutterhead dredge breaks up sediment material along the seafloor, then uses a
vacuum mechanism to suck sediment into an intake line and pump it directly.to
shore through a dischargs line. The cutterhead dredge anchors above a borrow
site while its-arm swings back and forth to dredge up sediment. It then pumps a
mixiure of sediment and sea water through a floating discharge fine directly onto
the receiver site. The discharge line would either be assembled afloat, connested
tothe cutterhead suction dredge, and pulled to land by tugboats, or assembled
on'land and dragged offshore to the dredge by tugboat, Unlike the Hopper
‘dredge, the cutterhead dredge remains at the dredge site for the entite operation
while pipelines carry the matérial.

Booster pumps would be required approximately every four miles if a cutterhead
suction dredge is used. Discharge pipes would either beé floating in the ocean or
onshore along the beach. The exact locations of pumps are not known at this
time.

Forall pipeline delivery routes, the floating and submerged portions of the dredge
discharge line would be routed fo avoid sensitive resources to the maximum
extent feasible. Assuming use of a cutterhead suction dredge, the discharge line
would require management and maintenance activities during the construction
period. After replenishment was complete, all pipelines would be removed.

The dredge discharge line would either be floating or placed on the beach.
During the operation, floating pipeline segments would be subject to weather and
wave conditions. If substantial wave action is anticipated, any floating pipe would
be temporarily dismantted until suitable wave conditians returned. The pipeline
could then be temporarily staged along the beach and reconstructed once wave
conditions allow. Coordination with the U.S. Coast Guard, as described above,
would be a critical component of floating pipeline placement.
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Onshore pipeline segments would be placed aiong_-the toe of the revetment. The 18
- discharge line would be placed on top of the existing sand or-cobbles and be '
buried at intervals to provide for pipe anchoring and for beach access to the

public. Areas of active construgction, i.e., where sand is being emitted from the

pipe and redistributed by earthmoving equipment, would be cordoned off from

the public with signs. Construction crews would.also be on-site to monitor the
construction site to prohibit public access. All other areas of the discharge fine

would be open {o public use,

Maintenance of the discharge line would occur-as necessary. The:line may be
affected by waves and tides and may periodically require added -support,
protection, or relocation. Earthmoving equipment and cranes may be used to
maintain onshore portions: of pipeline. Meore frequent line maintenance may be
fequired for the onshore line at the Broad Beach as litfle room exists for line
placement and protection at this site. The line may-be mare exposed to waves
and may be affected during high tides or waves. If floating, the line would be
subject to weather, and would need to be taken down two to three days prior to a
predicted weather event. While this Is time-intensive pracess, the intent of
maintenance is to provide safety and security for these temporary features,

Training Dikes

Training dikes would be constructed to reduce turbidity and aid in the retention of
pumped sand at receiving beaches. The material coming from the dredge
material discharge pipeline is a slurry mix of sand and water. Once the water
flows back to the.ocean, the heavier sand settles onto the beach. The training
dike system consist of two dikes—ene that is perpendicular to the beach
connected to one that is paraliel to the beach, forming an “L” with the long end
paralle! to shore. The dikes would be constructed using two bulldozers. Sand
would be placed at a single discharge point behind (i.e., landward of) the dikes.
The dikes would be used t6 direct the flow of the discharge and slow the velocity
of the slurry effluent, thereby allowing more sediment to settle onto the beach
instead of remaining in suspension and being transported back info the surfzene.
Given how little sand currently exists at the Broad Bsach site, an initial quantity of
sand would be discharged on the highest portion of the beach at low tide for use
in building the dikes.
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Beach Building 19

Beaches would be formed by deposition of sand from the dredge discharge line. ~ ——
within the training dikes. Sand would be graded and spread along the beach to

the dimensions of the beach fill plan using two bulldozers. One crane may be

used fo progressively move the discharge pipeline along the beach as the fill is

placed and the beach fill is lengthenead. Sand 'placement around storm drain

outlets would be designed to aflow proper drainage.

Dune Building

“The project length dune would most probably be formed by deposition of sand
from the dredge discharge line within a raised and diked containment system.
Sand would be graded and spread along the dune to the dimensions of the dune
fill plan using smallér bulldozers. One crane may be used to progressively move
the discharge pipeline along the dune as the fill is placed and the dune is
lengthened. Sand placement around storm drain dutlets would bé designed to
allow proper drainage.

Drainage. _

It is understood that a rumber of public drains owned by the Cily of Malibu and a
to-be-determined number of private (stormwater) drains are currently. daylighting
onto Broad Beach. The location of these drains will be mapped and final project
design will incorporate a solution to ensure that any remaining drainage pipes
«can caniinue to function post construction.

Projected Project Maintenance

Given that the sand loss rate in the Broad Beach area is exceptionally high, on
the order of up to 60,000 cubic yards per year, it.is. anticipated that this shore
beach and dune restoration project will require maintenance into the future. Such
maintenance would take the form of placing more high quality beach compatible
material on the project site approximately every decade or pussibly more
frequently.
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Construction Phasing / Schedule

The potential start date for construction is fall of 2012 and is anticipated to take a
fotal of 3 months. A permit duration of 5 years Is requested.

Other Projects in the Area
At this time it is thought that no other beach sited projects are scheduled to occur
in the Broad Beach area.

IMPACT AVOIDANGE / MINIMIZATION

During construction, impacts to waters of the U.S. will be minimized by use of
appropriate BMPs such as limiting the overfilling of the dredge to reduce turbidity
from spillage, restricling dre‘dging__ and disposal near sensitive habitals and
conddcﬁng water 'quality‘ monitoting to assess turbidity levels. Ensuring the
material on the beach is placed behind a sand berm will allow settlement of
sediment before excess water is drained off and hence curtail turbidity.
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APPENDIX A S

PRELIMINARY PLAN SET

Project Plan View — Beach Nourishment and Dune Restoration with buried
Long-Term Revetment - Western Portion

Project Plan View — Beach Nourishment and Dune Restoration with buried
Long-Termi Revetment - Bastern Portion.

Cross Seetion View — Beach Nourishment and Dune Restoration with buiied

Long-Term Revetment

Projéct Plan Viéw — As-Built Revetment in Green - Western Portion DRAFF
Project Plan View — As-Built Revetment in Green - Eastern Portion DRAFT
Cross Section: — As-Built Revetinent Profiles

El Nino MHTL’s and Septic Systems As Surveyed Pre Construction—
Western Portion

EL-Nino MHTL’s and Scptic Systems As Surveyed Pre-Construction—
Central Portion :

El'Nino MHTL’s and Septic Systems As Surveyed Pre-Construction—
Eastern Portion

Sand Source Locations
Candidate Offshore Sand Sources
A Vision of 2 Post Restoration Broad Beach
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APPENDIX B

BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT / CEQA DOCUMENT

TO BE PROVIDED
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APPENDIX G
BROAD BEACH RESTORATION PROJECT
PHASE 1 REFORT — APRIL, 2010
PREPARED BY
MOFFATT & NICHOL

IN COORDINATION WITH
EVERTS COASTAL
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APPRPENDIX D
SAND SOURGE INVESTIGATION REPORT

JUNE, 2010-
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APPENDIX E

SEDIMENT GRAIN SIZE EVALUATION
OF POTENTIAL RECEIVER SITES

TO BE PROVIDED
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APPENDIX F

PROJECT MONITORING PLAN

TO BE PROVIDED
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APPENDIX G

ADDRESSES OF ADJOINING PROPERTIES AND RADIUS MAP
(CERTIFIED)

TO BE PROVIDED
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APPENDIX H

PROPERTY OWNERSHIP DATA
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From: Barbara Hamm

Sent: 0172472012 05:39:47 pm

To: Naren

Cer Helmut Martinek; wrutteriZZverizon net; Zan Marequis
Bcee:

Subjecty TPOA TS records

Hi ¥aren & Helmut,

THE BAGHATD has received arequest for all records related to the TPOA Fair Share and GHAD
formation. I need anvthing that von have related to this. If vou conld just put all in a box, I will
copy and return to vou. So this shonld be from 2000 thro 2031,

Ineed copies of the invoices that vou sent out to the HO for the FS requests. For now, ] was told
that vou can give me an example of each of these billings that were done. So if vou could pick a
conple of homeowners, from each vears request and give me copies of those invoices and letters
that were mailed ont. Please give me an example for each type of Amount that was requested per
lot.

Ineed alt of this, like vesterday, so ASAP.

Also, 1 do need the lzbels that you were going to print for me (2 sets).
AndIneed 7% prestamped envelapes. Regular postage is fine.

Can yvon also print cut refurn address labals with the following:
Broad Beach GHAD

c‘o Point Dume Village

29169 Heathercliff Rd, =212

Malibu, CA 90263

Please acknowledge this email and give me a call o that we can go over this,

Wher stuff {s ready, I can come and pick up.

Barbara Hamm
GHAD Cterle
ph: 310-437-6507

BBGHADO0037973



Subject: RE: GHAD accounting {(timely)

Lynn, thank you. Therc may have been a disconnect in your communications with Zan over the
meaning of how much has been ""solicited." you appear to be seeking information about the
amount ""collected.™” that number, as you correctly state, should be easilly available. I will ask
that question at today's meefing and you should fecl free to to seek whatever information you
desire at the meeting today. It is important that there be transparency and that whatever questions
are asked be answered. You are also free to contact board members. My thinking is that the best
way to get information is collectively at a board meeting, especially when it is imminent. Also,
as you may know MW requested the engineers to come to its next meeting and that has been
approved by the GHAD. We are doing the best we can as an all volunteer group, Best regards,
Marshall.

From: Lynn Norton [lynorton@charter net}
Sent: Sunday, January 22, 2012 12:34 AM
To: Grossman, Marshall B,

Subject: GHAD accounting (timely)

Marshall,

My professional background is in business analysis and software development and from what
Ik seen the GHADIslaccounting is a mess. | had already received an email response from Zan
before you asked me not to email the GHAD board members, and he said Tto be exact about total
dollars solicited, we would have to spend some staff time going through the numbers and the
correspondence and records of all solicitations to confirm a total amount solicitedj 1 honestly
cannot imagine a system so bad that you couldnltimmediately put your hands on this piece of
information. Ilul telling you this to help because 1 hope the GHAD gets the bookkeeping cleaned
up before it becomes a public issue. You asked me to ask my questions publicly Clwhen I do ask
my question tomorrow about the total Fair Share amount solicited and paid, no one should
answer by saying that this is difficult information to compile because that is a huge indication of
inadequate accounting. If no one can rattle off the numbers, then they should offer to email them
tome in 10 days or whatever the appropriate period is.

I realize the GHAD voted to hire an accountant, but you still need someone to direct that person
and tell them what to implement. I remember at a GHAD meeting that Mark Goss offered that
heldlbe willing to be personally involved somehow in oversceing the GHAD accounting and if
he is still willing to do that, I hope the GHAD will take him up on it. T know Mark believes in the
GHAD and trust he would do a good job helping you fix the weaknesses in your system and is
not looking to harm the GHAD.

Lynn

BBGHADO0037772
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March 9, 2012

- residential structures and storm damage repairs for structures and protective devices for sites in the Broad Beach |
~ and Lechuza areas. Iam the founder and principal of David C. Weiss, Structural Engineer & Associates, Inc.,

1 have reviewed M. Ehdlich’s letter and the attachments, including without limitation the Engineer’s Report

"I BACKGROUND OBSERVATIONS ™ '~

DAVID C. WEISS
f\ Structural Engineer & Assobiates, inc. - }l

Board of Directors

Broad Beach Geologic Hazard Abatement District
C/o Marquis Property Company, Ltd.

29169 Heathercliff Road, Suite 212

Malibu, CA 90265

Subjeet: " Review of Proposed Assessment for the Broad Beach Geological Hazard Abatement
District

Honorable Members of the Board of Directors,

For your consideration at the March 11, 2012 public hearing regarding the proposed Assessment for the Broad
Beach Restoration Project, and on behalf of my client, Kenterra VI, L.P. (“Kenterra™), I submit my review of
and response to the January 24, 2012 letter from Kenneth A. Ehrlich, Project Attorney for the Broad Beach
Geological Hazard Abatement District (“GHAD?”) and accompanying materials.

I am a civil and structural engineer licensed by the State of California, as well as the states of Washington,
Oregon, Nevada, Arizona and Wisconsin. My practice involves a particular focus on coastal engineering, and I
have been actively involved in the design of structures on the beach in Malibu, specifically structures in the surf
zone, for the past forty-seven years. I have prepared numerous Coastal Engineering Reports (Wave Uprush
Studies) for sites in Malibu. Approximately eighty-five of those reports have been for properties in the Broad
Beach and Lechuza areas. I have also prepared and/or directed the preparation of structural designs for ||

which has been providing engineering services since 1965. 1 have been a member of the Structural Engineers
Association of Southern California and the Consulting Structural Engineers Society since the early 1970°s.

prepared by ENGEO Incorporated and dated January 18, 2012 (the “Engineer’s Report™), as well as the
documents identified on pages 27 and 28 of this letter.

A, Broad Beach

The area known as “Broad Beach” is a portion of a hook shaped bay extending from Point Lechuza on the west
to Point Dume on the east. The amount of sandy beach in this area has increased and decreased throughout the
documented history of the beach. The Mean High Tide Line (MHTL) is a meandering entity and has varied
significantly over the last century, Records show that there is no predicting where the MHTL will be other than
it is more often seaward during summer months and landward during winter months. While recent surveys
show the MHTL is currently in a relatively landward position, it is important to note that, as shown on the map
of Figure Number Ten, one of the most landward MHTL of record occurred over eighty years ago, in 1928.

1 :
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B. The Proposed Beach Restoration Project

The proposed beach restoration project (the “Project”) is meant to provide a wide sandy beach for a period of
twenty years, from approximately 2013 to 2033. The plan is that the beach would be widened from its present
narrow configuration by between approximately fifty to one-hundred feet on the west end to about two-hundred
and fifty feet at the east end (Figure 4-1, Reference Number Six) by importing sand from distant sites. The
intended result is an approximately 40-60 foot wide restored sand dune system followed by an approximately
100-foot wide dry sand beach, As stated in the balloting materials, the project “intends to return Broad Beach
to its historic splendor.” This newly created sand beach would be state-owned land seaward of the most
landward MHTL.

Sand migration along this beach has been found to be predominantly fiom: west to east. This would cause the
west end of the project to erode, while the east end aceretes, In order to maintain an equilibrium of width over
the life of the project, there would be a system of “back passing” from, most likely, east back to west. Over
time, sand would be lost from the system due to normal wave transport. It is estimated that more sand will have
to be brought in to re-nourish the system once, after a period of ten years. There is no plan for after the
twentieth year. The conclusion of the various documents referenced at the end of this report is that the reason
for the Broad Beach retreat is a “negative sand balance™, i.e. more sand is moving off the beach than is being
moved back on to it by wave action. Without continued re-nourishment, the beach will revert to its present
narrow shape around the time the Project ends.

The MHTL is impacted in part by sea level and by weather patterns, such as storm events and wave actions that
deposit or remove sand from the shore. Much uncertainty surrounds these issues and it is difficult to predict the
factors that impact beach conditions from year to year. The popular philosophy today is that sea level is rising
due to global warming and melting of the Polar ice caps. Measurements have been made showing the rate of
sea level rise over the past century. Reflecting the high level of uncertainty as to future conditions, a range of |
projections of sea level rise -- from manageable to catastrophic -- have been made for the next century. i

The proposed Project and the Engineer’s Report rely on the analysis and recommendations in reports prepared
by the engineering firm of Moffat & Nichol. For purposes of their study of Broad Beach, Moffatt & Nichol
considered thres possible rates of sea level rise over the next 38 to 88 years:

o Low rate of Increase: 2” by 2050, 9” by 2100 = 90% probability
s Likely High Rate of Increase: 12 by 2050, 37” by 2100 — 10% probability
» Highest Rate of Increase: 16” by 2050, 52” by 2100 — (no probability given)

It is important to note that each of these scenarios covers petiods extending 18 and 68 years beyond the twenty
year term of the proposed beach nourishment project. In addition, the various studies used to arrive at the above
projections do not predict that sea level will rise uniformly over the next century. The rate of sea level rise will
be less between 2000 and 2050 than between 2050 and 2100, and thus will be below the projected rates during
the twenty year term of the Project. From Table 3-3 of referenced reports Number One and Number Six below,
it appears that Moffat & Nichol used the “Likely High Rate of Increase” for sea level rise in designing the -
Project, and assume that sea level will rise just over five inches by the year 2030. For purposes of simplicity,
and to err on the conservative side for calculations used later in this report, this office has prepared attached



Figure Two showing each of the above sea level rise projections as a series of straight lines between the years
2000 and 2050 (the Project period will end at the end of 2033)..

I1. THE VARIED CONDITIONS ON BROAD BEACH

Broad Beach is comprised not of uniform properties, but of lots with a diverse range of conditions, significantly
different relationships to the beach and corresponding risks of damage from sea level rise, storm or other wave
events,

Broad Beach can be divided into two major areas, as shown on Figure Number One. The easterly
approximately five-thousand feet of the beach (the “Eastern Beach™) extends from Trancas Creek west to the
public vertical access walkway at the beginning of the private access road commonly known as “Little Broad
Beach Road.” The Eastern Beach consists of a wide dry sandy beach and previously contained a protective
sand dune between homes and the dry beach. The individual properties along the Eastern Beach are very deep,
flat lots extending from the Broad Beach Road right-of-way to the water’s edge.

By contrast, the westerly approximately fifteen-hundred feet of beach (the “Westem Beach™) is characterized by
a relatively slim strip of beach, and the width of dry beach narrows from east to west. The Western Beach
never had a protective dune. This is an oscillating section of beach. This beach is often covered with a thin
mantel of sand over the layer of rock and cobble below, but this thin mantel of sand comes and goes, As a
result, there are times when the rock and cobble is exposed. Individual propetties along both beaches are
differently situated, as discussed below.

A. Properties on Western Beach

Unlike the Eastern Beach, this area is generally characterized by cliff conditions, with many of the houses
located not on the beach, but rather on the slope between the street and the sand. There are twenty-eight houses
on the Western Beach. These structures are labeled numerically in Figure One-A to show their location. Figure
One-B is a chart showing the address for each site number on Figure One-A.

The houses on sites 1-10 are located on Victoria Point Road, the actual “crook™ of the beach hook. These
homes are located above the beach. Homes on sites 1 through 6 inclusive, are located higher on the slope

~between Victorta Point Road and the beach below,-and-are situated on rock, which is not subject to significant - - -

erosion, especially not during the twenty year term of the project. Homes on sites 7 and 8 sit on concrete or
timber piles founded in the bedrock strata, and are protected by a rock revetment. (The Engineer’s Report does
not address homes on the rocks, or homes located above the beach whatsoever).

The houses on sites 11 through 17 are located on the steep slope between Broad Beach Road and the beach.
Additionally, the house on site 15 is protected from ocean wave action by a high timber bulkhead wall. The
houses on sites 11 through 14 inclusive, 16 and 17 have concrete pile foundations that are embedded deep into
the bedrock strata.

Sites 18 through 28 inclusive are located on Liitle Broad Beach Road. Although these homes have no natural
protection, many have installed protective devices. The houses on sites 18 and 19 (31388-31406 Broad Beach
Road), which are owned by my client, Kenterra, are protected by a concrete bulkhead wall, discussed further in
Section I1.C.2 below. The houses on sites 21 through 24 inclusive are protected by a steel sheet pile wall. The
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house on site 20 is protected by a quantity of rock that serves as a barrier to retard the force of the waves
impinging on the site and has foundations underpirined into the bedrock strata. The house on site 28 is
protected by rock revetment and a recently installed concrete “secant” wall.

B.  Properties on Eastern Beach’

‘The Eastern Beach still consists of a wide dry sandy beach between the Broad Beach Road right of way line and
the new rock revetment. The Eastern Beach differs from the Western Beach, however, in that the floor levels of
the houses on the Eastern Beach are lower than those on the Western Beach. Some of the houses on the Eastern
Beach are supported on timber piles; the newer houses are supported on concrete piles. These piles would
provide protection in the event of wave uprush.  Most of the older houses, however, are supported on
conventional shallow foundation systems that could be undermined by ocean wave action in severe ocean
stonms in the event of significant sea level rise.

C. Coastal Protection Requirements During the 20-Year Project Term

Individual lots on Broad Beach have very different requirements for coastal protection over the next twenty
years. '

1. Western Beach

Properties on the Western Beach have varying degrees of protection and thus varying requirements for coastal
protection over the next 20 years. The floor levels of the homes on the Western Beach are higher than those of
~the homes on the Eastern beach. Those homes that have protective structures, such as seawalls or rock

revetrnents, or that are located high enough on slopes or above the water level, will sustain only the occasional
inconvenience of being able to walk on the beach less offien because of higher wave uprush. For example,
houses on sites 1 through 6 inclusive, 9 through 14 inclusive, 16, and 17 are all located high enough above the
beach that they do not need additional protection from ocean wave action and are supported on piles founded in
the bedrock. Site number 15 is not only above the beach but is protected by an existing timber bulkhead.

Other homes are protected by devices or structures. For exainple, the houses on sites numbered 7, 8, 27 and 28
have rock revetments that will provide sufficient protection from wave action during the project term. The

~house-on site number 20 is underpinned into-the bedrock and is also protected by a rock revetment. Sites 18and ...

19 (Kenterra) are protected by a concrete sea wall. Sites 21 through 24 inclusive are protected by a steel sheet-
pile wall that is cantilevered out of the cobble layer, if not the bedrock, and will not be undermined by wave
action. None of the above mentioned houses or sites needs additional protection, even in the event that sea level
rises to the “Likely High Rate” of sea level rise depicted in Figure Two.

Thus, these homes have various forms of existing protection, including elevation, piles, underlying bedrock and
coastal protective devices. Many homes have multiple types of protection, providing a second line of defense if
the first were to fail. Many, if not all of these homes currently have adequate protection for the twenty year
project term and beyond. The owners of these properties have invested significant resources in providing
protection (often multiple levels of protection), and the Engineer’s Report has not provided any evidence that
the protection they have provided is not sufficient to protect them from wave action during the project term.



Any wear and tear from wave action during the project term can be effectively repaired, and at a cost much

lower than the proposed beach restoration project. For example, rocks in revetments exposed to wave action
will, from time to time, roll off the face of the revetment and should be retrieved and replaced back onto the

revetment. Concrete and timber seawalls may be pock marked and damaged by debris that may be thrust

against them by storm waves. This is rather minor wear, and can easily be repaired as it occurs. It certainly can

be repaired for much less that the proposed assessment of $400.00/ft of property per year for the next twenty

years. Moreover, not all wear requires repair. For example, the under deck area of the house on site 17 has

sustained cosmetic damage by wave action, but this is not a condition that threatens the structural integrity of

the home, and can be easily repaired or ignored, as the property owner wishes,

2. The Kenterra Property

My client, Kenterra VI, owns property between 31388 and 31406 Broad Beach Road (the “Kenterra Property™),
which is located on the Westem Beach, at the west end of Little Broad Beach Road. My client has invested in a
reinforced concrete seawall to protect the two existing single family dwellings on this site. As discussed in
detail below, this seawall is sufficient to protect the existing property from reasonably foreseeable conditions
during the 20 year project period. Even in the event of reasonably foreseeable changes that could threaten this
protection, maintenance and small scale repairs would be sufficient to resolve such a threat, and would be
considerably less expensive than the proposed assessment of my client’s property for the beach nourishment
project,

The beach fronting the Kenterra Property varies, depending upon the height of the tide and the severity of the
wave uprush at any given time, from a sandy beach of varying dry width to a cobble strewn beach
approximately five or six feet lower in elevation than the sandy beach at its highest elevation. This change in
beach elevation is due fo waved action. The sand scours a few hundred feet or yards off the beach forms a
protective sand bar. When the wave climate changes, the sand washes back up onfo the beach. .

As documented in the reports referenced at the end of this report, the beach has not been recovering io the same
elevations as in years past due to a “negative sand balance.” Negative sand balance is the result of less sand
being transported onto the beach (from up coast sources) and more sand being transported down coast. The
comparison of photographs from the same area of beach in October 2004 (Figure Three), October of 2009
(Figure Four), and February 2012 (Figure Five) shows the width of this section of beach has declined over time,

~with ¢cobble éxposed at 4 low beaeh profile in February of 2012 However, the Western Beach will not scour

much deeper than that shown in Figure Number Five. While sand is easily washed on and off the beach, cobble
of this size this far back on the beach profile might move and shift, but will not wash very far. Bven if the
cobble were to wash off the beach, the loss of cobble would expose bedrock, which is not subject to further
erosion since the beach will not scour below the bedrock surface. An existing outcropping of bedrock just a few
feet into the wet area is shown in Figure Number Six.

The Kenterra Property extends from the Broad Beach Road right-of-way to the MHTL. Starting at the Broad
Beach Road right-of-way line, the site slopes steeply fo the north side of Little Broad Beach Road. There is
then a level pad that extends from the north side of Little Broad Beach Road to the south side of the house at
31388 and the south side of the patio at 31406 to the top of a concrete seawall. The sites then drop vertically to
the beach and continue to the water edge. The height of the drop off at the sea wall varies at different times of
the year, depending upon the elevation of the sand.



The houses on the two sites are constructed of light timber frame materials on a concrete slab on grade
supported by a series of on-grade concrete continuous perimeter and interior footings. Both houses are
serviced by on-site wastewater treatment systems on the north (inland) side of the houses, between the houses
and the toe of the slope between Broad Beach Road and Little Broad Beach Road.

The houses are protected by a reinforced concrete sea wall that is supported by a series of concrete soldier piles.
The wall was designed to protect the two properties after the severe winter ocean storms of 1998. A coastal
development permit was issued for this wall by the California Coastal Commission and the design was
approved by the City of Malibu Building Department. The bottom of the wall stem is founded in the bedrock
strata. The purpose of the wall was to protect the foundations of both houses from being undermined by ocean
wave action.

In order to evaluate the adequacy of the existing seawall, my office prepared a Design Beach Profile (Figure
Number Seven) for this site. This profile is based upon the lowest of a number of historic profiles that we
researched for this section of beach, and on the conservative assumption that the site is underlain by sand only,
no bedrock. Under that assumption the site would scour to a depth of approximately 2.8° Mean Lower Low
Water (MLLW). We then calculated a matrix of waves that could pessibly break on the seawall given a Still
Water Line (SWL) or design tide elevation of 7.5° MLLW. The 7.5 MLLW for the design tide was determined
by assuming a 6 MLLW tide elevation as being approximately the highest one percent of the tides in this
geographic area, plus 75" (9”) for storm set-up, plus an additional .75 or 9” for sea level rise by 2030. The 9”
sea level assumption is approximately equal to that shown on our Highest Rate of Sea Level Rise graph of
Figure Two. This would give a depth of water at the base of the wall, or what is referred to in coastal
calculations as ds , 0f4.7°.

" On this beach profile our calculations showed that the highest wave that could break on this wall would be one
with a breaking wave height () equal to 6.63°. Since seventy-eight percent of that wave height is above the
SWL or tide line, that would give a breaking wave elevation of 7.5’+5,2°=12.7 MLLW. The elevation of the
top of the wall is 16.8° MLLW. We calculated a second matrix of waves that could break on the wall under the
assumption that the beach would scour no deeper than the cobble layer at the base of the wall. Under that
scenario, again on a 7.5° MLLW tide and a ds of only 2.03°, the largest wave that would break on the wall
would have a breaking height of only 2.86” and a breaking elevation of only 7.5+2.23’=9.73 MLLW, again,
well below the elevation of the top of the wall. The sketches for the wall with toe depths of 4.7> and 2.03 are

shown as Figures Elght and Nine respecnvely The matnx of calculat:ons for the breakmg wave elevatlons for |

those two water depths are shown on Figore Ten.”

Considering the projection of sea level rise through the year 2033 assumed in the reports referenced below and
the most probable future scour of this site due to ocean wave action, it is my professional opinion that the
existing seawall will adequately protect both properties from ocean wave action through the year 2033, the
period of the proposed Broad Beach nourishment project, and beyond. The Kenterra Property does not need the
one hundred plus feet of sand to be projected for this section of beach with the nourishment project for
protection from ocean wave action.

Should sea level rise faster or higher than that assumed for our calculations, or should the wali be in danger of
being flanked on the west side because of development of the lot to the west, there are ways of addressing those
problems much more cost effectively than the projected cost of $400.00 per foot of frontage per year for the
next twenty years. It would be far less costly to make repairs and/or clean up after sorne minor overtopping by



- wave action than the projected cost of the proposed nourishment project. Should the need arise it would be far
more cost effective to raise the height of the wall than the cost of the replenishment. In the unlikely event that
sections of the wall might be undermined by ocean wave scour, those sections of wall covld be underpinned for
far less than the cost of the sand replenishment solution. Should the wall be in danger of being flanked on the
west side due to the development of that site, it would cost less to extend the flank protection than to replenish
the beach.

3. Eastern Beach

As discussed above, lots on the Eastern Beach currently enjoy a wide sandy beach and are on relatively long, -
but low, lots. Because these homes are not at a higher elevation, and sit on conventional shallow foundation
systems, they could well sustain damage from wave action scour when sea level rises between 2030 and 2100 to
the level predicted in the “Likely High Rate of Sea Level Rise” or “Highest Rate of Sea Level rise” Scenarios,
without some type of coastal protection. Of course, the need for protection is less likely to arise during the 20-
year term of the project.

These homes were historically protected by the dune system that ran along the Fastern Beach. Since the loss of
the dune, these homes are more vulnerable to inundation and scour due to wave action, and have a need that
houses on the Western Beach do not. In fact, the preject appears to primarily benefit the approximately 78
homes previously protected by the dune system, and now protected by the emergency revetment under the
emergency CDP which permit requires a sand nourishment program or other application in order to maintain the
emergency reveiment.

‘These homes could be adequately protected with adequate rock revetment, much of which is in place now as an
emergency revetment, without the dunes or the addition of a 100-foot beach. This emergency revetment could
be made permanent, ora vertical walt could be constructed to provide sufficient protection for these homes. For
purposes of protection alone, there is no need for a sixty-five to one-hundred feet wide beach. A permanent
revetment or vertical wall would provide effective protection for less than $8,000.00 per lineal foot (i.e. the cost
of the assessment over twenty years if there is no increase for cost of living).

1. RESPONSE TO ENGINEER’S REPORT
Al The Engineer’s Report Does Not Establ:sh thdt a 100—Foot Beach is Necessa1 Y

The Engineer’s Report does not establish a need for the project for at least three reasons. First, the report does
not show that a new sandy beach offers necessary or superior protection of beachfront properties. During
severe storm events the sand added by the Project will be foreseeably pulled away from the shore, leaving the
improvements exposed to wave action as they were in 2009. Therefore it appears that the primary purpose of
the project is aesthetic and recreational in nature rather than geologic hazard protection. Based on my
experience with coastal properties, the more effective protection in such circumstances is a sea wall, revetment
or other coastal protective device, not additional sandy beach. The Engineer’s Report does not explore the
possibility of less burdensome solufions, such as a permanent revetment or new sea wall, or explain why a
sandy beach is necessary and superior to such alternatives, In particular, the existing temporary revetment may
be made permanent, yet there is no discussion of such an option or explanation as to why it would not be
sufficient to meet the coastal protection requirements during the next 20 years,
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Second, the Engineer’s Report does not explain why a sandy beach is necessary to protect properties during the
project period. The proposed beach nourishment is not a permanent solution, and it is acknowledged that even
with replemshment the beach will continue narrowing after the project term has ended, and as sea levels rise.
Accordingly, it is only appropriate to evaluate the needs that will exist during the project period. The
Engineer’s Report does not properly evaluate this specific need. The projected sea rise scenarios examine a
much longer time period, which would extend well beyond the life of the proposed project. There is not
sufficient analysis or conclusion as to what is truly necessary over the next 20 years, given current conditjons,
and the likely sea rise and other changes during this same time period.

Third, even if an expanded sandy beach were a superior or necessary solution during the project period, the
Engineer’s Report does not establish that a 100-foot sandy beach and a restored dune system (as opposed to a
beach of less width) are necessary to provide protection during the 20 year project period. The Broad Beach
restoration project would create a wide sandy beach, wider than that in existence when the beach was
supposedly at its widest in 1972, The report does not correlate to any of the sea level rise scenarios with the
proposed 100-foot beach, or with any other number. There is no analysis whatsoever of the amount of sandy
beach or dune system required, suggesting that the proposed 100-foot beach is an arbitrary number. The 100-
foot widening appears to primarily benefit the tidelands owned by the State of California by creating dry sandy
beach for public recreation.

Finally, even if a 100-foot wide sandy beach were necessary for some homes, the Engineer’s Report does not
establish that it is necessary or beneficial for al} (or even most) homes on Broad Beach. As discussed in Section
[LA above, many homes are sufficiently protected from coastal activity over the next 20 years and do not
require additional improvements. Some property owners have natural protection, such as a steep slope or
existing wide sandy beach, while others have made substantial investments in sea walls, revetments or other
devices to provide the necessary protection.

B. Lincar Beach Frontage Does Not Correlate to the Amount of the Special Benefit Provided

Proposition 218 requires that the assessment be distributed among the assessed parcels in proportion to the
special benefits conferred on each parcel. The GHAD has the burden of establishing that the assessed
- properties receive a special benefit and that the amount of the assessment is proportional to and no greater than
" the ‘special benefit conferred on the property in question. " The Engineer’s Report merely ‘assumes, without - -
explanation or analysis, that linear frontage correlates to the amount of spemai benefit received for alt properhes
on Broad Beach.

This assumption is erroneous for several reasons. As discussed above, not all properties are equally situated
with respect to risk of erosion or other damage from wave uprush or storm. Some properties, such as the
Kenterra Property and many properties along the Western Beach, have no need for additional protection during
the 20 year project period, but could achieve the same result with their cuirent protection and maintenance that
is far more modest and less expensive than the proposed project. For those properties that may benefit from
additional protection, not all of these properties would need the same amount of protection. The Engineer’s
Report has not shown any relationship between the amount of beach frontage and the amount of protection
received.




The Engineer’s Report (ai pages 9 and 10) states that lots with seawalls will receive a special benefit because
(1) by adding sand on the seaward side, it will better balance the pressures that act on the landward side and (2)
the additional sand will prevent ocean storm waves from impinging on these walls. However, no such
“benefits” are necessary because these walls: have been specifically designed to withstand their current
conditions. These walls have been designed to withstand the loads of the unequal soil pressures and are not
damaged by that unequal pressure. The walls also have been designed to withstand the pressure of the breaking
waves. Any damage to the face of the walls due to floating debris can be repaired for much less than the
assessment per foot of site. It is very unlikely that a large enough piece of debris would be thrown against
either the concrete walls or the steel sheet piles walls to break through them or cause enough damage that would
render the wall ineffective for the rest of that storm.

In addition, if is not clear that the same improvements are planned for each lot on Broad Beach. In particular, it
is not clear that the restored dune system will be implemented along the full stretch of property to be assessed.
To the extent different improvements are planned for different areas, using linear fronfage alone to calculate the
assessment will not appropiiately reflect the amount of special benefit conferred.

Moreover, because the MHTL is not uniforin across Broad Beach, beach nourishment may create new dry sand
beach on the property of some owners not but others. Assessment by linear frontage does not account for this
potentially significant difference in special benefit to individual parcels.

Finally, even if linear frontage were a reasonable way to quantify special benefit of a permanent improvement,
the proposed Project is admittedly not a permanent improvement, and its benefits may last no longer than the 20
year project period. The proposed assessment makes no attempt to identify the special benefit conferred on
particular propettics during the term of the project, which is likely to vary greatly from property to property
given the vastly different circumstances of individual lots, as discussed above.

C. The Project Has Not Been Approved and Therefore its Benefits Cannot be Sufficiently Konown to
Justify an Assessment

The Project is merely a proposal and not an approved, permitted plan. It is not certain that the Project will be
approved or constructed. In addition, the Project is subject to the jurisdiction of several different agencies, and
if approved it is likely to change, perhaps significantly. Given this uncertainty, it is tmpossible to properly
identify or quantify the special benefits to particular properties. An assessment on the proposed Project is based
on assumption and speculation as to what will ultimately be approved and implemented.

Structural  f
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David C. Weiss RN
S.E. 8167 o
President,

David C. Weiss, Structural Engineer & Associates, Inc.
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West Section of Beach showing location of 28 houses.
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Site Address

31554 Victoria Point Rd, Malibu Ca
31556 Victoria Point Rd, Malibu Ca
31532 Victoria Point Rd, Malibu Ca
31528 Victoria Point Rd, Malibu Ca
31520 Victoria Point Rd, Malibu Ca
31516 Victoria Point Rd, Malibu Ca
31508 Victoria Point Rd, Malibu Ca
31504 Victoria Point Rd, Malibu Ca
31502 Victoria Point Rd, Malibu Ca
31500 Victoria Point Rd, Malibu Ca
31460 Broad Beach Rd, Malibu Ca
31454 Broad Beach Rd, Malibu Ca
31450 Broad Beach Rd, Malibu Ca
31444 Broad Beach Rd, Malibu Ca
31430 Broad Beach Rd, Malibu Ca
31418 Broad Beach Rd, Malibu Ca
31412 Broad Beach Rd, Malibu Ca
31406 Broad Beach Rd, Malibu Ca
31388 Broad Beach Rd, Malibu Ca
31320 Broad Beach Rd, Malibu Ca
31376 Broad Beach Rd, Malibu Ca
31372 Broad Beach Rd, Malibu Ca
31368 Broad Beach Rd, Malibu Ca
31364 Broad Beach Rd, Malibu Ca
31360 Broad Beach Rd, Malibu Ca

- 31360 Broad Beach Rd, Malibu Ca

31350 Broad Beach Rd, Malibu Ca
31346 Broad Beach Rd, Malibu Ca

Figure Number One-B: Site Addresses
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Figure Number Six:
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Figure Number Eight:
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David C. Weiss.
Steuctural Engineer & Assaciates, Inc,

24372 Vanowen Street, Suite 104

Woodland Mills, GA 91367
B18-227-8040(P) B18-227-8341(F}

Client
Job Add.:

Job Num.:
File:
Date:

Kenterra vl LP

31383 Broad Beach Road
Malibu, CA
KEN4.112

Maximum Breaker Heights

211312012

FOR SW.L. = 7.5" MLLW, ds = 2.03"

ds= 2.03 ft.
= Q.05
g= 2.2 fsech2
1 2 3 4 5 Ll 7
" Hsec, dsigre2._ Hblds Hb HbigTA2  HbM'o Ha Wo Elavetian (MLLW
& 0.0018 1.226 2569 .00 1.710 1.57 2.0980 B.558
7 oo0i3 1358 275 0.0017 1920 143 2.4471 2.647
B 8.0010 1.350 274 &,0043 2130 1.28 21376 £.628
2] 0,0008 1.365 237 9.0011 2280 117 2.1613 2.861
i G.6D08 1.3715 279 0,000 2500 112 24772 0877
11 0.c005 1.385 281 0.0007 2780 1.01 21930 S.693
12 0.6004 1,395 253 0.0003 2780 102 2.2088 9708
13 4.6004 1.398 253 0.0005 2780 1.02 2.2088 6,709
14 0.0003 *1.400 284 0.0005 2780 1.02 2.2168 8717
156 0.0003 1.400 2384 00004 780 1.02 2.2168 9717
16 00002 1.410° 286 0.0003 2.78D 1.03 2.2326 8783
17 .02 1410 2.86 0.0003 2780 1.03 22328 9,733
18 00002  1.410 288 0.0003 2760 103 22526 8733
- Hbrds based on 1:16.67 Botlom Slope - Flg 74 USACE Shere Profection Manual
- HbfH'o based on £;36.67 Bottom Slope.- Fig 7-5 USACE Shore Pralection Majual
fadd RA0 Based on 2.5 Uprush Slope - & Inferpolating between Fig. 7-10{ds/H'o=.8) &
Fig 7-1 {{dsMa=2.0) USACE Shere Protedion Manual
il K Runup Correcdion Facter - Fig 7-13 USACE Shore Prolection Manuat
FOR S.W.L. = 7.5 MLLW, ds = 4.7
ds= a7
m= 0.os
g= 322 fsech2
1 2 3r 4 El [iad 7
Yisoc.} dsigs2 Hb/ds Hb Hix/gTA2 HbH'o Ho H'e Elavation !MLL!VJ
G 0004 1219 5.70 0.0048 1.54D 425 %.4450 1420
7 B,u030 1.250 5.88 00037 1.460 4.02 4.5825 14.42
a oopza  1.300 811 0.0030 1570 3.69 £.7658 1460
a 0.0018 5.013 617 0.0024 1.700 3463 A.8118 14.64
10 00018 1.338 8.26 ¢.0020 1.820 345 4,833 1474
1 0.0032 1.350 838 0.0016 1880 3.20 4.9491 1478
12 0.0010 1:363 &40 0.0014 2,080 .3.08 4.8840 14.83
13 00008 1369 543 .0012 2,230 288 5.0180 14.85
14 0.0007 1375 £.46 0.0010 2,420 287 5.0408 18.87
15 0.0006 +.281 8.49 5,0009 2520 258 5,0637 14.90
18 0,0006 1.381 6.45 00,0008 2890 248 5.0637 14.80
17 0,0005 1.283 a5z 0.0007 2790 235 5.0886 1462
18 o0 4.388 852 D.0000 2790 234 5,0865 14.92

Figure Number Ten: Calculations for heights of waves breaking on the seawall at

31388-31406 Broad Beach Road.
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Figure 11: Structure #1 & #2 elevated above on rock
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Figure 14: Structure #6 elevated above on rock. Structure #7 wiih existing rock
revetment,
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Figure 16: Structure #10, #11 & #12 clevated on piles, so




Figure 18: Structure #14 elevated on piles, socketed into bedrock.
Existing timber bulkhead protecting structure #13.
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Figure 20: Structure #17 elevated on piles, socketed into bedrock.
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Figure 22: Structures #21 - #24 pi‘otécted by éxiéting steel sheet pi]é wall, ' ' o ;
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BRE ROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

LAWYERS
ARTHUR H BARENST BARENS AW BUILING
JOE FARITON 10z09 Bastra MONICA Bve
PauL, L KOSSIECH L.os ANGELES CALIFORNIA 20067
8 ASSOCIATES
*A PROFESSIONAL CORFORATION ‘FNC,(L’»‘! 0) 55714583
March 9, 2012
Board of Directors

Broad Beach Geol '1caI Hazard Abatemcm District

20169 Heatherc
 Malibu, CA 90265

Re:  Proposed Broad Beach GHAD Assessient
DearBoard Members:

_Thls {fice rcpresanis Cha.d_McQuecn who s the:ownerofithe: preperty Jocated at 31516

ineludesan

that arenot

whatsoever that: 1y : CESRaT )

any; confen'ed OFT. thcse }ots ig equal to the: spcc1ai heueﬁt conferred on ﬂm temperary emergency
revetment lots,

Mr. MeQueen's property is one of those:properties that will nof benefit by-this project as
itis situated in 4 location already protected by more thah sufficient sand:and rocky bluffs; well
above the beach. My client will have nio benefit whatsoevet from:ihe revetment-and accordingly,
atax is bemg impesed on my:client simply because he Jives.in‘the general area of the
improvement. My client i being unfairly assessed a tax to benefit-othiers buf not himselfas a
propeuty owher:




Board of Divectors

BBGHAD District

Chad McQueen /31516 Victoria Point Road, Malibu, CA
March 9, 2042

Page 2

My client further objects to the improvement along the westerly stretch of Broad Beach as
a result of the environmental damage that will be caused by filling the nearby beach and inter-
tidal areas along the westerly stretch of Broad Beach as proposed by the Board’s GHAD project.

In summary, the assessment requires my client and other unwilling property owners to
subsidize costs that should be bourne by the 78 temporary emetgency revetment homeowners,
the County of Los Angeles and State of California, and no others. As you are aware, the
California Constitution protects property owners from being compelled to pay an assessment
unless the assessment meels various stringent requirements. We submit that the assessment
proposed by the GHAD Board does not comply with the requirements of Proposition 218 on its
face.

Furthermore, there has been no showing by any report submitted by any engineering
agency or any other report, that the “special benefit” is of any relevance or benefit for my client’s
property. No determination has been made or submitted to your Board that there is any amount
ol special benefit actually conferred by the GHAID Board’s temporary project that would benefit
my client’s properly. Furthermore, there is no analyses confirming that there is a geologic
hazzard to be abated for our client’s property that is served within the purpose of GHAD
enabling statute and that the amount of the assessment for our client’s lot does not exceed the
reasonable value, if any, of the benefit received by his property.

Our client’s property is naturally protected by Victoria Point, where the properly is
tocated, which is a rocky bluff and there is cobble and bedrock underlying the beach that is not
subject to the type of erosion that threatened the 78 homes and to be protected by the temporaty
emergency revetment. The land in front of our client’s residence s more than sufficient to
protect his propetty. Accordingly, the GIIAD project is not necessary to protect the property
given its location. Any additional protection that my client might wish for his property would
certainly cost much less than the accumulative cost of the annual assessment that would be
imposed by the GHAD. :

In conclusion, for all the foregoing reasons, we object to, and urge the Board not to adopt,
the proposed assessment.

V’éry truly;oui‘s,

1l

H. BARENS

AHB:am
Enclosure
ce: Chad McQueen (via fax)
Larry Rogers, CPA (via e-nail)
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B : 3780 Kilidy Attpoi Way, Suité. 600
hdh¥ LonigBeach, GA 90805

mottott & nicho) (562 426.551 axfsﬁz} 247488

March 11,2012,

Broad Beach Geologic Hazard Abatement: District (BBGHAD)
c/o Mir. Zan Marquis, BBGHAD Board
Marguis. Property Company, Itd.

BBGHAD Formatton
ME&N File: 6935

Dear-Mr. Marquis:

t.écﬁsiructzan of temporarv"emeégenty'revetment to proirect restdences and on—snte wastewater
‘freatrent systems: (OSWTs)

JIssue: Disproportionate benefit to 78 homes biekirid temporary erergeéncy revetiment.

nig-the bewefits:to: gll within the District. Al
associated with the greater shore:

‘Response: ‘More ‘detailed discussion: below' ¢l
‘properties within. the District. will garner Special beneﬁ"‘
‘protection provided hy the project. illy it has heen the: ‘westerly porticm of Broad Beéach
‘that has:been subjact to the majority of coastal stm*m»-relatedidamages

lssue: Kenterra property and many lots located. orthe westerly stretch:of Broad Beach reguire fio
-additional protection within the 20-year project period. The David C.'Weiss. letter subdivides the
‘westerly stretch of 28 residences.intothree getieral groups.from west toreast,

Group 1~ 31554 through 31500 Vittoria Point Road ~These are homes located onthe bluff
above ‘the beach and:described to be situated an: rock which is not’subject to significant
erosian especiafly during the:next 20 years of the project.




Group 2 - 31460 through 31412 Broad Beach Road ~ These homes are located on the steep
siope between Broad Beach Road and the beach. :

Group 3 — 31406 through 31346 Broad Beach Road — These homes include those located on
Little Broad Beach Road.

Response: Most of the coastal storm damage to residences along Broad Beach has occurred within
this westerly region. Each of these groups of residences directly benefit from the protection
afforded by the proposed project as foliows:;

Group 1 - 31554 through 31500 Victoria Point Road — The western-most 6 residences are
elevated and founded on the existing biuff. There is evidence of historic erosion of the bluff
base along this reach as evidenced by observations of the bluff material (Photo 1 and 2} as
well as the existence of revetment material at various locatjons along the bluff base, for the
apparent purpose of stemming bluff base erosion(ﬁhotoz nd 4}, One key benefit from the
project is that it will greatly reduce this erosive effect. Why the protection of erodible bluff

~ base material is so important is that once it has eroded, it does not come back.
Furthermore, observations of these properties indicate many of the residential structures
are located in close proximity to the biuff base (See Photo 5). The next few residences are
protected by rock revetment that was constructed in the 1980s or 1990s in response to
coastal storm related damages (per telecom with Alan Mark on March 10, 2012},

Group 2 — 31460 through 31412 Broad Begch Road — Within this next group of 7 residences,
“all ‘but 31430 Broad Beach Road are described to have concrete foundations that are
embedded deep into bedrock strata; 31430 is protected by a high timber bulkhead walil.
This group of homes is also subject to coastal storm-related damages that could be reduced
or eliminated by a sand beach fronting the seawalls. For example:
BN

* 31430 Broad Beach Road recently completed a $40,000 seawall repair project {Max
Factor personal communication to Chris Webb at {date) BBGHAD meeting.

» The seawall at 31444 Broad Beach Road was recently inspected and a large volume
of backfill behind the seawall has been lost due to apparent wave action, thereby
warranting significant repair cost. A fronting beach would eliminate the hydraulic
pumping action that is the typical cause of this type of damage.

¢ The timber buikhead that protects 31430 Broad Beach Road was constructed in
response to the 1997-1998 El Nifio winter storms (per telecom with Alan Mark on
March 10, 2012}

Group 3 — 31406 through 31346 Broad Beach Rogd — This remaining group of 11 homes
have various forms of shore protection. This group is also subject to period coastal storm
damages that would be reduced or eliminated with a fronting beach. Examples include:

¢ The Kenterra properties at 31406 and 31388 Broad Beach Road are protected by a
seawall designed to protect the two properties after the severe 1997-1998 Ei Nifo



winter storms — again clear evidence that residences within this westerly reach are
subject to significant coastal storm damage that could have been reduced or
eliminated if the residence was fronted by a sand beach. Even if the sand beach is
damaged during the storm events, much of the sand is moved offshore to create a
winter berm that helps break waves farther offshore and thereby reduces the
dynamic wave breaking directly on structures fronting properties on a beach that

T,z Eo— would ctherwise have been denuded of sand.

el 3368 ¢ The seawall at 31372 Broad Beach Road failed in January 2010,

! . } = The fanuary 2010 winter storms also caused foundation damage at 31346 Broad

Gran- X B2 2 Beach Road.

» _In the telephone conversation with Alan Mark on March 10, 2012, Mr. Mark also
indicated a number of homes were having their steel sheetpile walls coated to
inhibit damage and corrosion since these walls when designed were not intended to
be exposed, but rather buried under sand. Photo 6 is an illustration of excessive
scour of sand away from structure foundations.

issue: Kenterra and other property owners along the westerly stretch of Broad Beach object to
and oppose the environmental damage that would be caused by filling near-beach and intertidal
-areas along the westeriy stretch of Broad Beach.

oryed
Response; Environmental impacts to the marine habitat at the west end jis’not anticipated because
the project was designed to be sensitive and not impact biological resources. This was done by
tailoring its footprint to avoid. direct placement on sensitive resources. They are accustomed to
‘regular sand burial naturally during seasonal changes, and will continue to experience that after the
project. This successful approach was taken in the San Diego region that possesses similar sensitive
biology where no environmental impacts occurred from that project in 2000. A similar effort will
occur later this year in San Diego using the same approach. The design team has extensive
experience working with resource agencies to be protective of habitat while still nourishing the
beach.
issue: The Western Beach is naturally protected by Victoria Point, which is a rocky bluff, and there
is cobble and bedrock closely underlying the beach that is not subject to the type of scour erosion
that threatened the 78 homes now protected by the temporary emergency revetment,

Response: The real shore protection benefit that Victoria Point {Lechuza Point) provides is to
properties west of the point. The point is a promontory that acts like a groin. Groins are sand
_blocking structures that collect sand on their updrift (west) sides. Groins can also negatively impact
the downdrift side by deflecting sand offshore in the immediate downdrift region. Furthermore,
coastal headlands are also typically subject to increased wave energy than a beach with straighter
and more parallel offshore contours, due to wave refraction effects.

The attached aerial photographs clearly illustrate these points. Photo 7 is a 2010 photo illustrating
a wide updrift beach and narrow beach eastof the point. Conversely, Photo 8 illustrates historic
wider beach east of the point in 1972.



We hope theinformation provided herein is:useful in the decision-making process:

Best regards;

MOFFATT & NICHOL

Russell H. Boudreali RE~"
Project Manager



Photo 1 Toe Erosion Along Existing Coastal Bluffs

Photo 2 - Bluff Toe Erosion o

;
¢
;
t




Phato 3 ~ Revetment Added for Biuff Toe Protection




Photo:5 ~ Proximity of Westernmost Residences to Bluff Toe




Photo 7~ Aerial Photograph of Victoria Point 2010 [Californla Coastal Records Project)
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To: The Board of the Broad Beach GHAD
Intérested GHAD Properly: Gwners
Other :nierested parties

March 11 20’%2

Many times in many meetings:of the proposed GHAD, - Lhave objected {o being included in the

GHAD. My:home is.on the western'end of Broad Beach, thé "Cove Aréa™and my-home is already

protected by aseawall. L amNOT: agams’t the GHAD6r the: people who heed it, such asthose

hcmes behind the rock revetments. | am AGAINST the GHAD for those of us who do:not: want the
sand nor need it.

.Gﬁm'sagéiﬁ. Fhiereby request that | heiexciuded from the GHAD.
1'vote:No forthe following reasons, among others::

1, This project is not necessary 1o protect my hotme. Noris it necessary to protect the homes of
miy:neighbors who have:seawalls and cliff bluffs:already protecting ol homes;

2. My home isnot at tisk by wave: action: Protection'i is aiready in plane and i i hemg femﬁed at
greatexpense to.me (i.e. the: foundation columns bemg repa:red and:carbon.fiber wrapped: 33

he lovely ide pools; arasses, and sea lif ove will be:destrayed by the GHAD sand.
Weall=“the public:and homeowners - wul&suﬁer*iﬁe 1o8s:0F this natural ervironmerital bléssing:

4.1 the: Govetha sand comes and goes; Wi en the fide- andlcr sandws fow e have heauti&ai

shameyi am: being forced to: pay;,, -the: destruct
hveiy and cherished.

(ihé Beachin the Cove and jusi_ astward 'A bre sand: far movement (gtadual or otherw:se)

- gast.

6. The"Fair Share” reimbursement is entirely unfair fo those homeownars:not needmg or:wariting
the GHAD:and the sand..

the costof the GHAD sand and beach construction.

7.The public:is not participating

8. The eventual management of the:beach ls:not known af fhis pomt Ttis- mpossrble g (o} judge now
whether the GHAD. plans-are in my- interest

9. I-am subsidizing the 78 or so-homes behind the:rock revetment who need, the GHAD while | do:
not nesd it The:cost to me i8:5617,497.00: using the GHAD proponents numbers and: project;ans

wse:| need to: sgend large:sums, ‘hundreds of thousands gf

syt _ : ] e
asymmetry of benefitarises from the fact that Broad Beach'is really geologmily two. beaches with




different needs of homeowners in the Cove area behind seawalls and natural cliffs and of
. homeowners in the long stretch of beach which runs straight.

11. There are other solutions to the ditemma of the homes behind the rock revetment: one
obvious solution entails applying for a permit to make permanent the rock revetment. This
application has not been done. Instead, | and other Cove homeowners are being forced to
subsidize the homeowners behind the revetment, Scare tactics have been used by the
proponents of the GHAD to have homeowners believe that the GHAD and sand is the oniy
solution.

12. The volume of sand which is proposed for my beach front is less than the volume for many
other houses yet | am being assessed the same amount.

13. My assessment is for more linear square feet than | actually own per official documents and
as previously communicated in detail by me fo the GHAD Board.. This is discriminatory in that my
home is in the cove and there was some curve to the frontage in linear square foot
measurements (in the past not necessarily now) . Choice of this method of assessment and date
of survey is arbitrary and discriminatory o me and my neighbors.

14. The beach in the Cove and Western End of Broad Beach is serving as a reservoir of sand for

the homes behind the rock reveliment and on down the beach. | do not need the proposed sand

to protect my home, yet1 am being forced to pay nof fo benefit my home but because this ]

beachfront is heeded to serve as a reservoir for the sand which natural forces will then move |
" down the beach to others homes. g

15. | hereby join in my reasons for voting NO on the GHAD the numerous reasons supplied by
Attorney Allan Abshez for his client Kenterra and the Report by structural engineer David Weiss
and his firm.

16. Other reasons which | include here by reference, some of which | have communicated to
GHAD Board at numerous meetings and some of which | have written to our esteemed Malibu
City Council. .
Sincerely,

Jane Arnault
Homeowner, 31460 Broad Beach Road, Malibu, Ca 90265
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NKIE” Goes: o Mausu, In ,16, rnk Sina

and uncavers a web of deceit arid corruption. The Derective is another movie set in New York
City but:somchow ended up on the beach at Malibu. Mia Farfow was suppased to costar with
her husband, Frank Sinatra, in the movie, but she was caught up in another movie and refused.
Sinatra became so angry, he served his wife divorce papets on the ser of Rosemayy’s Baby. There
is:thore trivia about the movie: The Detective was-based ona book by Robert Thorp, and the
sequel to that book, Nothing Lasts Forever, has detecrive Joe Leland trapped in a skyscraperafter
itis taken by Getman terrorists. In the film, he maust also rescue his daughter and grandchildren.
Sound familiar? Nothing Lasts Forever was made 20 years Jater under the title Die Hard with
Bruce Willis.

tra starred with Jacqueline Bisset it The-
Derective. Sinatra played detective Joe Leland, who was investigating the murder of a homosexual.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA : K ‘ _ " EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Govemor

CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION ' CURTIS L. FOSSUM, Executive Cfficer

100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South (916) 574-1800  FAX (916) 574-1810

Sacramento, CA 95825-8202 California Reiay Service from TDD Phone 1-800.735-2929 -
from Volce Fhone 1-800-735-2922

Contact Phone: (916) 574-2555
Contact FAX: (916) 574-1835

Aprit 18, 2012

File Ref: W26420

Kenneth A. Ehrlich

Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP
1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90067-4308 -

SUBJECT: Status of the Broad Beach Geologic Hazard Abatement District
Application for a New Lease of State Land for the Broad Beach
Restoration Project, City of Malibu, Los Angeles County

" Dear Mr. Ehr!ich'

* Staff of the California State Lands Comm[ssmn (Commission) has reviewed the
application you submitted on behalf of the Broad Beach Geologic Hazard Abatement
District (BBGHAD) for the Broad Beach Restoration Project (Project) to determine if it
contains sufficient information to be determined complete as provided by law and the
Commission's application requirements. According to the information submltted the
application is incomplete and the followmg must be provided: :

1. Dredaing Activities —
+ |Information identifying the exact Iocations of the potential offshore borrow

 sites, including: coordinates delineating the perimeter of each site; details
regarding the maximum depth of cut and volume to be removed; whether the -
proposed sites have been dredged previously; the regulatory requirements
associated with all dredge pemmiiting applications submitted to other
regulatory agencies (e.g., U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers, Regional Water
Quality Control Board, etc.); and plans for restoration of the proposed
dredging areas if required by any regulatory authorizations.

» [nformation detailing the set-up and movement of the dredge discharge line
system, including: how the discharge line and other system components will
be moved during beach and dune fill activities; whether multiple discharge -
lines will be.installed; how the submerged portion of the dredge discharge line

. will be secured to the ocean floor and moved; what precautions will be taken
during hazardous surfiweather conditions to avoid potential leakages/spills of |
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dredge slurry; and details of maintenance activities for the dredge discharge
line, to include where such maintenance will oceur, procedures disposal of .
any waste materials, etc.

A lighting plan detailing the location, arrangement, and timing of all proposed
lighting to be used during construction activities, including lights for the
dredge discharge pipeline, monobuoy, any other buoys, ete.

» . A plan for managing traffic/recreation (including waterborne traffic such as
motorized/non-motorized watercraft, surfing, etc.) during operation of the -
dredge discharge pipeline and beachfdune fill activities.

¢ A plan detailing ény sewage/bilge pump-out and/or boat/barge waéhlng
activities for any vessels associated with the Pro;ect including where such
activities would occur if required.

2 Public Access —
- A bona fide mitigation plan to offset or compensate for the loss of existing
fateral public access easements.

+ . A site plan and associated project design plans substantially representing the
~ final project proposal, to include all existing vertical and lateral public access
easements, and any new publlc access easements required for pro;ect
~ approval.

» A plan detailing how the existing vertical accessWays from Broad Beach Road .

and the access stairways constructed over the revetment will be modified or
incorporated into the propesed dune construction, and how such vertical
access improvements will be maintained post-constructlon

» - Information detailing proposed staging activities at the Zuma Beach parking -
lot near the east end of Broad Beach, including: the authorization process for
use of the parking area; identification of any existing structures and/or
proposed Best Management Practices (BMPs) fo contain/treat runoff from the
staging area (e.g., existing storm water detention/treatment systems,
oil/grease/sand separators, efc.); and whether staging activities are proposed
at this location for future backpassmg and/or nourlshment activities.

. Informatlon regardlng the proposed use of an aiternative staging area within a
parcel located between 31212 and 31202 Broad Beach Road. Please clarify
whether the site is still being considered for the project, and if so, provide a
construction staging plan to include: details on the proposed access through
the site; impacts affecting public areas (such as the area of public parking . -
locations affected and the duration that such locations would be unavailable
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for public use during the project); details for all proposed BMPs during staging
activities; and a proposed restoratlon plan for the affecied pubixc areas upon
Project completlon

3. Storm Drainage —
¢ A plan set, to include at minimum a plot plan and elevation plan, identifying: .

any recorded easements for existing storm water conveyance structures; the
owners and/or responsible parties for each and if any authorizations are
required to modify such structures; the locations of all existing storm drain
outlets along the project reach that will be modified and or affected by the
Project; and a plan detailing how existing storm drain outlet structures will be
extended/incorporated into the proposed dune-and beach fill area, to include
a representatave detail of such drainage outlet.

4. Dune Restoration Plan —

* A Landscaping Plan for the proposed dune restoratlon mcIud:ng a
dimensional Site Plan identifying the location of the dune system in relation to
the ex;stlng temporary rock revetment along its length, and a !lst of proposed
plant species. : : .

5. Construction Schedule— .
» A construction schedule time line showinig anticipated construction activities

for the duration of the project, including information identifying which activities

are expected to occur on a continuous 24-hour schedule and/or on
weekends and their duration.

Upon receipt and review of all of the above |tems you will be notified if your -
application is complete. Once your application has been determined complete, the
Commission must act on your application as provided by iaw.

While not required for a complete application, the following information must be
submitted prior to consideration by the Commission: : :

Septic System Survey -

» Please provide the antzctpated Septic System Survey at your earliest
opportunity. Please note that additional information may be needed for any
proposed modification and/or relocation of existing leach fields/septic systems
for the residential properties along Broad Beach Road.

Authonzatlons for Future Dredging Actlwtles -
* Please ideniify any future assurances/commitments that have been
negotiated for authorization to dredge additional sand from potential borrow
sites anticipated to be used for future re-nourishment events.
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Please be advised that the Commission cannot consider your application until all
the above items have been received, so you are encouraged to submit them as soon as
possible in order for us to continue processing your application in a timely mariner.

* Please contact me via telephone at (916) 574-2555 or via email at
, Kenn'eth.Foster@slc.ca.qov if you have any questions on this matter.

Sincerely, -

AT A

Kenneth Foster
Public Land Management Specialist

Cc:  Broad Beach Geologic Hazard Abatement District
c/o Zan Marquis
Marquis Property Company, Lid.
- 29169 Heathercliff Road, Suite 212
Malibu, CA 90265

Chris Webb =

Moffatt & Nichol

3780 Kilroy Airport Way, Suite 600
- Long Beach, CA 90806

Shelli Haaf — CSLC
Jason Ramos — CSLC
Grace Kato- CSLC
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Broad Beach GHAD
Cash Flow

Cash in Bank : 2/29/12

Sources of Cash:

Advances from Individual Homeowners {Actualsi-Mar

Al invoices Paid thru 2/12/32 Oct/Nov Invoices
Morgan Miller Blair 13,188.25
Moffatt & Nichols

Jeffer Mangels

ENGEO

PSOMAS

State Lands Comm-Staff Costs

Wendel Rosen

Bell, McAndrews & Hiltachk

Verizon {Jan & Feb)

‘Excelsior Digital-copying service

Jeff Letman-reimb Web site expenses

Barbara Hamm-reimb Time & Expenses for Jan & Feb

Bank charges-cks and endorsement stamp

Cash Paid Qut

BBGHAD 3-31-12

453,091.56

201,000.06

Paid
6,689.25
8,958.50

126,732.10
7,559.44
8,137.00

15,999.00
1,456.56
7430
3,184.60
197.85
3,092.18

{175,392.03)

Advances from individual Homeowners - Apr
{Have resubmitted request for 2012 £§ funding to Homeowners)

Current Payables in hand:
ENGEQ

Jeffer Mangels

Moffatt & Nichol

Wende! Rosen

TSG-transcript of vote meeting
Barbara Hamm-reimb-Mar
Jeff Lotman-Website expenses
Total Invoices Due

Forecasted invoites thry APR-IUN
Moffatt & Nichols

Jeffer Mangels {their bills have exceeded the budget)
ENGEC

EIR Consultant- AMEC Earth & Environ

Accounting Administration

Total Forecasted

Estimated Net Cash Flow Needed thru 6/30/12

47,200.00

4,029.00
112,153.33
8,625.83
4,093.28
1,207.10

250.00

{130, 35_8.54}

539,385.17
70,968.00
8,665.00
253,423.00
5,400.00

{877,841.17}

{482,300.18)




Bivad Bexch GHAD
DRengil tor the answer 1o the Guestionaire
ASof: 3/31/12

/Ca Ei é A géld H f B . L -
Transterrad, 2011 Nov & Dec, 2011 i Totals

Uses;
Expenses transfered from FS acel-2011 2,332,113
Mioffats & Nichols-Approved 46,000 50,000 82,702 172,700
Maffait & Nichols-Projected 654,063 106,243 5559 277,081 53,000 25,000 534,276
Moffatt & Nichals-Final Engr & Constr Documents 271,500 45,000 316,000
Moffatt & Nichols-Constr Support/Mgmi/Monitor -
Project Construetion-Hasd Cost .
Project Construction-20% Contingenicy ' B
GHAD Bond Legal 140,000 100,000
GHAD Bond Urderwriting 300,000 300,000
Jeffer Mangefs-Approved 75000 25,000 24,752 125,732 70 868 43,917 21,250 386,639
ENGEO 1650677 12,385 2,650 %550 12,694 14,000 65,365
Morgan, Miller & 8lair 6,500 6.689 13,189
Bell, MeAntrews & Hiltachk 1,043 1457 2,500
Wendal Rosen 9,918 15,939 25,957
PSGMAS B.137 8,137
Fed-City of Makbu -
Fee- Coastal Commission .
Fer-Water Board 40,000 40,000
fae-Fish & Game -
Fee-Army Corp of Engr ?
Fea- LA Counly Fees far using Bulldozer on beach? .
Fee- State Lands Commission additional Permit faes -
State Lanils Comm-Staff Costs 10,067 4,160 15,735 45038 10,000 90,000
EIR Consultarit: AMEG Earth & Environ 36,059 208,385 122,232 366,665
Quality Mapping 1,176 1,176
Tofanga Undergroiind -
AON-E&O Insurance -
Cifice / Phone/Wab Site/Coping/Transcripts m 344 3,457 3,478
Accounting Atiministratian 4,663 3,092 5,400 5,400 5,400 43,955
Saft Cost Contingenty : -
Total Lises 2,333,211 | 205,207 139,181 255916 4,782,592

v : ividisal Homebwiers factaals) <00 1,580,278 66,250 91,500 636,000 201,000 47,200 L 2RIn228
At Alfviances from Iedhid sl Revetmeit Homédw 261,579 i 261,579
Advances from  TPOA General Fund 550,000 200,000 750,000
GHAL Bond -
GHAD ASSESMENTS -
Additional Source of Cash-Passible line of Credit/ican -
Aepayment of Atlvances (v Homeowners -
Repaymeat of Advances 10 TPOM Grngral Fand -
tatal Soerees 2,391,857 266,250 91,500 636,000 201,000 47,200 - - 3,633,807

L Gaas ias)

Budgated Time Frames assume GHAD Gond closing in Bec, 2012 and Start of canstroction Feb, 2013

Assurnes' GHAD assessments 1o HO-to startin 2012




