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Status of Project Entitlement BROAD BEACH
Coastal Commission —

State Lands Commission —

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — 404 Application complete; all
data submitted as of 6/15; Mitigation Plan submitted Jan.
2017;

— U.S. Fish and Wildlife- Biological Opinion complete (1/17)

— SHPO- Section 106 Consultation completed 4/16

— EFH Consultation-

Regional Water Board — 401 Water Quality Certification
drafted;

County of Los Angeles — Right of Entry Permit: begins Sept.
18, 2017 (if truck-delivered sand)

Caltrans — Encroachment permit and temp. signal (if truck-
delivered sand);



BROAD BEACH
CDP Status

Approved 10/9/15
Notice of Intent issued 1/11/16

After Board consideration, BBGHAD accepted CDP: approx.
March 2016

BBGHAD’s current deadline for completing “Prior to Issuance”
conditions: February 2, 2018



Erosion and Sand Retention Facts "t A

 ElI Nino 2015-2016 caused significant erosion along Broad
Beach, and entire CA coast.

e Fall 2015 - Fall 2016: BB ave. beach width reduced 38 feet.

 While beach width and natural sand volume vary widely over
seasons and years, BB ave. annual sand loss from 2002 to

2016 = approx. 35,000 cubic yards (cy).

 Ave. annual beach loss of 35,000 cy very important
— Previously, assumed ave. annual loss rates of up to 50,000 cy.

— If placing 300,000 cy to last 5 years, beach would have to lose 60,000
cy per year for sand to be completely gone.
— This is multiple of recent loss rates, and still more than historic loss
rates.
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s, : | BROAD BEACH
Maximizing Nourishment Performance

 Lessons learned from SANDAG and other projects:

— Increase grain size to keep sand on beach, but
not too big to increase impacts.

— Backpass to retain sand in Broad Beach littoral
cell.

— Nourish In excess of historic sand loss

1 major nourishment + 1 interim nourishment=
375,000 cy (plus backpassing) in initial 5 year
period

* 5-year average annual sand loss: 175,000 cy



BROAD BEACH

Major Points

1. Revetment Realignment per CCC
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
ANIMATION: - HIT FOLLOWING BULLETS AS SCROLL THRU ANIMATION
EXISTING ALIGNMENT – REVETMENT PLACED UNDER EMERGENCY PERMIT, DIRECTLY AGAINST EXISTING OR ADDED SANDBAGS WHICH WERE AT THE BEACH SCARP LINE – ALWAYS EXPECTED SOME REVETMENT PULLBACK IN THIS AREA SINCE PRIMARY STRUCTURES HAVE GREATER SETBACO FROM SHORELINE
CCC STAFF ALIGNMENT – FOLLOWS COASTAL ACT GUIDANCE OF LOCATING SHORELINE PROTECTIVE DEVICE AS CLOSES AS POSSIBLE TO PRIMARY STRUCTURES BEING PROTECTED
BBGHAD PROPOSAL – OUR VIEW OF MAX PULLBACK – DIFFERING OPINION ON (1) ACCEPTABLE LEVEL OF RISK ASSOCIATED WITH SEPTIC SYSTEM FLOODING AND WASTE DISCHARGE INTO COASTAL WATERS; AND (2) BBGHAD PROPOSAL ACCOUNTS FOR PRESENCE OF FUTURE LEACHFIELD LOCATIONS WHICH ARE REQUIRED BY ____ AND MAY POSSIBLY BE IN USE

THESE KEY ISSUES ARE ADDRESSED IN THE FOLLOWING FEW SLIDES
TABLE NEXT – LET’S FIRST COMPARE BOTH PROPOSALS IN TERMS OF AMOUNT OF LANDWARD PULLBACK….



BROAD BEACH

Major Points

2. Public Access Through Project Life



_ BROAD BEACH
Current Status- Public Access

 No functional public access beach due to revetment

2 County-owned vertical access points- unchanged
with Project.

o 47 parcels voluntarily granted lateral access, some
to drip line- Checkerboard of public/private
property, some buried by revetment.

— Existing grants would be frozen for life of Project.

« CCC imposes lateral access demands based on
location on beach and impact of project- w/Project,
uniform provisions. Transparency.




BROAD BEACH

Public Access — Nourished Beach
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Public Access — Eroding Beach i
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Public Access — Completely Eroded Beach
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BROAD BEACH

Revetment Impacts

Revetment Creates Impacts- Dunes & habitat affected:

physical barrier occupying former dune; impedes natural
shoreline processes; blocks and limits public access; buries
existing lateral access easements.

Means of Mitigating Revetment Impacts- Relocate eastern

portion; SLC encroachment payment; 3:1 restoration ratio;
maintain public access seaward of revetment and dune
habitat in accordance with CCC-imposed objective triggers;
springing license.

Springing License- Should beach width seaward of
revetment measure less than 10 feet on three (3) separate
occasions out of any five (5) years following initial
nourishment, then temporary 10’ public access would open
landward of revetment until sand restored.




BROAD BEACH
Revetment Consequences

e If Revetment shrinks, mitigation and minimization
measures shrink as well.

« Example: If revetment removed from all but where
absolutely necessary: 1) springing license likely
changes significantly; 2) required dune footprint
reduces and homes less affected.

 As long as revetment maintained, some form of
public access provision necessary to mitigate
access blockage & other impacts.
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BROAD BEACH
Dune Footprint

e CCC-approved plan:

e BBGHAD proposed numerous, more seaward alternatives.

e Competing interests: mandated 3:1 restoration ratio, owner
beach access, fostering habitat in dunes & dune health;
seaward footprint jeopardizes dunes.

e Dunes as ESHA Nothing New- Broad Beach dunes
designated as ESHA since adoption of LCP in 2002.
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http://www.bbghad.com/project-documents/01-draft-beach-dune-accessway-plan-march-2017/

BROAD BEACH

Major Points

3. Consequences of Project Failure
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BROAD BEACH

Consequences If CDP Not Implemented

Revetment would not be permitted- Either individual
permits or some form of group permit necessary to
maintain it. LAE’s must be handled.

Mitigation- required to keep revetment. +20M/10 yrs
likely If no nourishment

No Right to Nourish Beach

— No dry sand beach

— CCC may insist on shorter and more landward revetment
No Dune Restoration

Septic compromise thwarted- CCC may insist on
quicker abandonment of septics

Permitting- Start from scratch. Project time and
money wasted.
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What Do You Want Your
?s‘w each to Lok Like?




BROAD BEACH
Like This ?

February 2, 2014
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i ¢ BROAD BEACH
BBGHAD Position: Homeowners

Deserve a Restored Beach

P T ——

I ol

 Public beach created at private expense
 Benefits Broad Beach, Zuma, and downcoast

e Commitment to new waste treatment solution

Final dune design subject to approved dune restoration plan 21



BROAD BEACH
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BROAD BEACH

Major Points

4. Sand Retention Device
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BROAD BEACH
No Argument Re Sand Retention Benefits

 Past Efforts: BBGHAD Board directed evaluation In
2011/12.
— Evaluated and deemed potentially viable.
— BBGHAD Board & Staff support retention device.

e CCC staff engaged & rejected idea:

— Staff & Commissioners would not approve or support
project with significant offshore construction in public
lands that would directly benefit private property owners.

— Involves new technology unproven on Pacific coast- need
other successes and initial failure of nourishment.

— Broad Beach lies within MPA: in-water construction
different from permissible “nourishment”.
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| BROAD BEACH
No Argument Re Sand Retention Benefits

« Agencies recently reengaged: Still assert off-shore
reef not permittable at Broad Beach.

« CCC and SLC staffs assert sand retention reef
would unlawfully take or affect living, geological,
and cultural marine resources-- separate from
permissible “nourishment”.

« MPA- Major policy shift required to overcome
agency opposition.
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Revetment footprint seaward of
Jan 2010 MHTL = 0.54 acres

BROAD BEACH
REVETMENT FOOTPRINT ON STATE LANDS (JAN 2010 MHTL)
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BROAD BEACH

Revetment footprint seaward of
Oct 2009 MHTL = 0.01 acres

BROAD BEACH
REVETMENT FOOTPRINT ON STATE LANDS (OCT 2009 MHTL)
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