
 
 

AGENDA 
SAN DIEGUITO RIVER VALLEY REGIONAL OPEN SPACE PARK  

CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 

10:30 a.m. to 12:15 p.m. 
Friday, May 3, 2013 

 
Hope United Methodist Church 

16550 Bernardo Heights Parkway 
(Corner of Bernardo Center Drive and Bernardo Heights Parkway,  

on top of hill) Rancho Bernardo 
 

In order to conduct the meetings effectively, the Chair has asked the Citizens 
Advisory Committee appointees to please sit at the front of the room.  
Alternates (who are not sitting in for the regular appointee) and others present 
are invited to sit in the rows behind the committee.  Discussion during the 
meeting will be conducted by the appointees.  Alternates and others are 
welcome to address the committee during the public comment period or if 
recognized by the Chair during the meeting.  Speaker slips are available.  It is 
important that CAC members comply with the Chair's Meeting Procedures and 
maintain decorum and politeness at all times.  A quorum is a simple majority of 
current members.  The Chair cannot start the meeting until a quorum is 
present.  PLEASE ARRIVE BY 10:25 A.M! The CAC may take action on 
any item listed on the Consent or Discussion/Action agenda, but only when a 
quorum is present.  If a quorum is temporarily lost during the meeting, no 
further discussion will take place until the quorum is regained.  If the quorum is 
not regained, the meeting will be adjourned.  Please advise the Chair at the 
beginning of the meeting if you must leave before 12:15 p.m. 
 
NOTICE: Agenda packets are distributed by e-mail only.  If you do not have an 
e-mail address, please contact the office at 858 674-2270 to make alternative 
arrangements. 
 
Roll Call and Introductions Chair 
 Late arrivals should speak to staff to make sure their attendance is noted. 

Approval of February 1, 2013 Minutes 

Chair's Report Chair 

Executive Director’s Report Staff 

Public Comment Public
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DISCUSSION/ACTION 
 

1. Committee Reports  

a. Project Review Committee (oral report) 

b. Trails Committee (oral report) 

2. Election of Vice-Chair 

3. Proposal to Formally Change the Name of the San Dieguito River Valley 
Regional Open Space Park Joint Powers Authority to San Dieguito River Park 
Joint Powers Authority 

4. Letters to Caltrans and SANDAG regarding the I-5 Corridor Widening and Public 
Works Plan 

5. Beekeeping – A Proposal to have beekeeping hives and classes at the Sikes 
Adobe Historic Farmstead 

INFORMATION 

6. CEQA Update 

7. Park Project Status 

8. Communications An opportunity for any CAC member or the public to bring to 
the CAC's attention a project or activity not reviewed by the Project Review 
Committee in their reports. 

a. A public workshop will be conducted by California Coastal Commission 
(CCC) staff and contract scientists to present the 2012 results of the CCC 
monitoring program for the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station 
(SONGS) wetland mitigation project (San Dieguito Wetlands). The 
workshop will be held Tuesday, May 7, 2013 from 6:00 to 8:00 PM at the 
City of Del Mar Powerhouse Community Center located at 1658 Coast 
Boulevard, Del Mar, California. See attached flyer. 

 
Adjournment Chair 
 
If you have any questions, please call Dick Bobertz at (858) 674-2270. 
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Agenda Item 2 
May 3, 2013 

TO:  CAC 
 
FROM: Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Election of Vice-Chair 
 
 
 
Make nominations from the floor and vote on election of CAC Vice-Chair 
 
 
 
Rand Newman resigned as Vice-Chair earlier this year (he remains the CAC 
representative from the San Dieguito River Valley Conservancy).  At today’s meeting, 
the Chair will accept nominations from the floor to fill the vacant Vice-Chair position, 
and an election by secret ballot will take place. 
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Agenda Item 3 
May 3, 2013 

TO:  CAC 
 
FROM: Chair Golich 
 
SUBJECT: San Dieguito River Park Name 
 
 
 
Discuss and provide recommendation to JPA Board 
 
 
 
Over the years people have joked that the San Dieguito River Park is one of the best kept 
secrets in the County.  I have been asked to see if we can standardize the name in the 
shortened form with the hope that we can get more recognition of the Park, with a 
shortened name, and the staff could work to get recognition on the County maps of the 
Park.   
  
The CAC/JPA agendas show the name of the organization as "San Dieguito River Valley 
Regional Open Space Park Joint Powers Authority."  However, in most uses the name is 
shortened to "San Dieguito River Park."  This issue is related to the renewal of the JPA 
Agreement, which is presently being circulated to the member agencies for approval. 
 Would this be the time to push for an official shortening of the name of the organization 
to the San Dieguito River Park as part of the JPA Agreement process?   
 
I asked JPA attorney Wayne Brechtel for his opinion on this matter.  He said, “Regarding 
the formal JPA name, it is a mouthful to be sure.  However, a formal name change is not 
required to simplify and standardize how the River Park JPA is referenced in literature, 
signs, etc.  The JPA Agreement does not require that the full formal name be used in all 
circumstances.  In fact, the JPA Agreement shortens the name to “Authority” in its text.   
I am confident that the Board of Directors could take formal action to select a 
standardized name for the agency.   Also, we probably would want to differentiate 
between how we name the park itself and the agency, i.e. “San Dieguito River Park” 
versus “San Dieguito River Park JPA or San Dieguito River Park Authority”. A more 
formal name change could be done via the JPA Agreement renewal process, but I do not 
believe that approach is necessary.” 
 
This proposal would be to formalize the name of the park as the San Dieguito River Park, 
as well as the name of the JPA that oversees the governing of the park. 
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Agenda Item 4 
May 3, 2013 

TO:  CAC 
 
FROM: Staff  
 
SUBJECT: Interstate 5 and LOSSAN North Coast Corridor Issues  
 
 
SITUATION: 
 
In 2010 and 2012, Caltrans released a Draft EIR/S and Supplemental EIR/S for its project 
to widen Interstate 5 from La Jolla to Oceanside. The CAC provided input to the two 
comment letters submitted by the JPA (Attachments 1 and 2). Primary concerns included 
potential impacts to the San Dieguito Lagoon and Coast to Crest Trail from the freeway 
widening, lack of specificity in the EIR/S analysis, and the lack of community 
enhancements proposed for the San Dieguito River Park.  
 
According to Caltrans, a Final EIR/S is expected to be available in Summer 2013. 
 
In an effort to provide a more comprehensive multi-modal response to improving 
transportation in the north coast corridor, Caltrans and SANDAG also prepared the North 
Coast Corridor Public Works Plan and Transportation and Resource Enhancement 
Program (PWP). A draft of the plan was first released along with the original Draft I-5 
EIR/S in 2010. Later the plan was revised to add more community enhancement projects 
along the railroad double tracking project corridor (LOSSAN) and to address other 
concerns. It was re-released for a public review period from March 1 to April 29, 2013 
and the JPA staff submitted a comment letter (Attachment 3).  The JPA Board will 
review this item at their next scheduled meeting (May 17, 2013)  
 
The JPA staff and Project Review Committee (PRC) have been involved throughout the 
I-5 widening project, the San Dieguito River Bridge Replacement and Double Track / 
Fairgrounds Platform Project, and the PWP. JPA staff has met multiple times with 
SANDAG and Caltrans staff to provide input to these projects. In addition JPA staff are 
members of SANDAG’s San Dieguito Double Track technical working group, which was 
formed to provide technical input to the design of the railroad bridge replacement over 
the San Dieguito Lagoon as well as a proposed seasonal train platform at the Fairgrounds. 
The PRC recently held a site visit to the rail project. 
 
However, three issues regarding the I-5 project and the PWP remain unresolved: 
unmitigated impacts from the I-5 project on the Coast to Crest Trail (see below under 
Section 4(f) impacts), concurrence from JPA for a trail connection, and comments on the 
draft PWP. These items are discussed in detail below and JPA staff is asking the CAC for 
concurrence and a recommendation to the JPA Board. 
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Agenda Item 4 
May 3, 2013 

ISSUES: 
 
4(f) Impacts to the San Dieguito River Park from I-5 Widening Project 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is required to comply with Section 4(f) 
(23 CFR 774) of the US Dept of Transportation Act when funding a transportation 
project (such as the I-5 widening). Section 4(f) requires that properties with historic 
resources or public parks, recreational areas, and wildlife or waterfowl refuges be 
protected from use impacts and alternatives be selected that avoid these resources or 
measures be adopted that minimize harm. The San Dieguito River Park qualifies as a 4(f) 
resource, but the I-5 project analysis prepared by Caltrans determined that impacts to the 
Park would be “de minimis” as defined in Section 4(f). De minimis is defined as an 
impact “that will not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes of the 
property”.  The JPA staff submitted a letter to Caltrans objecting to their conclusions 
(Attachment 4). 
 
According to the Section 4(f) De Minimis Determinations report published by Caltrans 
(October 2009) as an appendix to the I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Draft EIR/S, the 
officials with jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) resource in question (e.g., JPA) must 
“concur in writing that the project will not adversely affect the activities, features or 
attributes that make the property eligible for Section 4(f) protection” (23 CFR 774.5). 
Widening of the freeway will require demolition of the Coast to Crest Trail undercrossing 
under the freeway bridge (according to Caltrans staff, the trail undercrossing will be 
rebuilt as part of the widening project), including the removal of the two trail bridges that 
span the drainages on both sides of the freeway. The bridges will no longer be needed at 
these locations because Caltrans is planning to put the two drainages underground in 
pipes. The project design (8+4 locally preferred alternative) will not physically impact 
the trail as it passes alongside and parallel to the east side of the freeway. However, the 
existing freeway bridge will be widened by 40 feet on both sides for a total of 79 feet. 
Currently, the trail is approximately 70 feet from the freeway – that distance will be 
reduced to 30 feet by the freeway widening project and a new retaining wall will exist at 
the freeway edge. The existing drainage channel will be removed. The increased width 
and additional traffic will cause increased visual impacts, shadowing, noise, and 
disruption to the overall recreational experience for this stretch of trail. JPA staff 
disagrees with Caltrans’ interpretation that these impacts would be de minimis.  
 
Most recently, on April 24th JPA met with Caltrans staff regarding our concerns and 
presented a list of suggested trail improvements and enhancements developed by JPA 
staff that could reduce impacts to the trail and recreational experience from the freeway 
widening (Attachment 5). At this meeting, it was understood that Caltrans would consider 
the list of trail enhancements and include most or all of them in the Final EIR/S.  
 
Proposed North Coast Bike Trail 
 
One of the community enhancements contained in the Public Works Plan and included as 
part of the I-5 project is a bike trail to be placed along the entire freeway length. The bike 
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Agenda Item 4 
May 3, 2013 

trail is proposed along the west side of the freeway in the San Dieguito Lagoon stretch, 
placed along the freeway embankment and suspended from the existing freeway bridge. 
At the JPA’s request, Caltrans intends to connect the North Coast Bike Trail to the 
existing Coast to Crest Trail. The preliminary design is to connect the two trails via a 
short trail ramp down the west side of the freeway embankment (see Attachment 6). 
Because this trail connection would require “use” of a 4(f) property, FHWA requires 
concurrence from the JPA to use the property for such use as it would represent a 
benefit/enhancement to the 4(f) property. Caltrans staff has requested such concurrence 
from the JPA. JPA staff is recommending that the JPA Board concur with such use as a 
benefit to the park. 
 
Public Works Plan and Reach the Beach Trail Crossing 
 
The draft Public Works Plan (PWP) includes a number of “community enhancements” 
along the freeway and rail corridors. These enhancements include bike and pedestrian 
paths, improved east/west bike and pedestrian connections, landscaping, utility 
undergrounding, and other amenities. However, the project does not propose any 
enhancement projects along the freeway corridor within the San Dieguito River Park that 
would mitigate the impacts to the Park from the freeway widening even though several 
“opportunities” were identified during SANDAG’s planning process.  
 
In addition, after extended coordination with SANDAG staff, the draft PWP now 
includes in its list of “Planned Improvements” for the rail corridor a Coast to Crest Trail 
Crossing described to resolve the “lack of a facility for hikers to safely cross the 
LOSSAN rail corridor to reach the coast”. This crossing is intended to be the Reach the 
Beach Trail although it is only the rail crossing that’s actually included. The PWP states 
that “this essential link would be completed, enhancing safety as well as facilitating 
coastal access between upland recreation areas and the shoreline”. However, through the 
LOSSAN technical working group, JPA staff has learned that SANDAG has not included 
a crossing in their draft design rail plans. Their design team has indicated that they cannot 
expend FRA funds to design the crossing or commit to environmental clearance for a 
recreation project that is not part of the rail project nor can they perform any 
environmental work for portions of the Reach the Beach Trail that lie outside of their rail 
right-of-way. They have stated that the rail design “would not preclude such a crossing” 
if later built. It is unclear how the trail crossing would be implemented through the PWP 
since no commitments are made nor any details provided in the Implementation section 
of the PWP.  
 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
 
Shawna Anderson 
Principal Environmental Planner 
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Agenda Item 4 
May 3, 2013 

Attachments: 
 

1. JPA comment letter dated 11/19/10 on I-5 Draft EIR/S  
2. JPA comment letter on Supplemental EIR/S
3. JPA comment letter on PWP
4. JPA letter regarding 4(f) impacts 
5. List of JPA suggested trail improvements and enhancements 
6. Project freeway widening schematic at San Dieguito Lagoon and bike path 

connection (Draft dated 3/21/13)
 
 

8



9

Susan Carter
Typewritten Text
ATTACHMENT 1



10



11



12



13



14



Susan Carter
Typewritten Text
ATTACHMENT 2







16

Susan Carter
Typewritten Text
ATTACHMENT 3



17



18



19

Susan Carter
Typewritten Text
ATTACHMENT 4



20



LIST OF SUGGESTED COAST TO CREST LAGOON TRAIL ENHANCEMENTS ALONG FREEWAY WIDENING 

TO REDUCE POTENTIAL CONSTRUCTIVE USE IMPACTS BELOW SUBSTANTIAL IMPAIRMENT BY 

INCLUSION OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

 

 

INCORPORATE LAGOON OR WATER THEMED ART AND OTHER EDUCATIONAL AMENITIES INTO THE 

FREEWAY TRAIL UNDERCROSSING AND CONSULT WITH JPA STAFF AND COMMUNITY ARTISTS OR 

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS IN DESIGNING REPLACEMENT UNDERCROSSING 

 

INCORPORATE TRAIL UNDERCROSSING BEAUTIFICATION ON CONCRETE FACING NEXT TO TRAIL UNDER 

FREEWAY (JPA HAD THIS IN THEIR ORIGINAL TRAIL DESIGN BUT DID NOT HAVE ADEQUATE FUNDS TO 

BUILD) 

 

ADD LIGHT SHAFT INTO THE WIDENED FREEWAY BRIDGE  

 

INCORPORATE NATIVE TREES OR TALL SHRUBS AND OTHER NATIVE LANDSCAPING BETWEEN NEW 

FREEWAY RETAINING WALL AND TRAIL 

 

ADD QUIETING SURFACES TO FREEWAY LANES (“QUIET GRIND”) AS DONE ALONG I‐5 IN SOLANA BEACH 

TO REDUCE VEHICULAR NOISE ON FREEWAY 

 

APPOINT A CALTRANS LIASON TO WORK WITH JPA STAFF ON DESIGN DETAILS DURING THE 

ENGINEERING DESIGN OF THE I‐5 PROJECT, PARTICULARLY WHERE THE FREEWAY INTERFACES WITH THE 

TRAIL AND PARK 

 

APPOINT A CALTRANS LIASON FOR THE FREEWAY CONSTRUCTION PHASE TO ESTABLISH PROCEDURES 

WITH JPA STAFF FOR ADVANCED CONSTRUCTION NOTIFICATIONS, POTENTIAL TRAIL CLOSURES, FIELD 

CHANGES AND OTHER CONSTRUCTION ISSUES TO AVOID MISCOMMUNICATION AND UNANTICIPATED 

IMPACTS TO THE TRAIL AND SDRP. THIS IS NECESSARY TO AVOID THE SITUATION THE JPA HAD WITH 

THE I‐15 MANAGED LANES PROJECT CONSTRUCTION THAT RESULTED IN SEVERAL UNANTICIPATED 

IMPACTS TO THE TRAIL INCLUDING TRAIL DAMAGE, TRAIL CLOSURES, POOR ISSUE RESOLUTION, AND 

POOR (OR LACK OF) COMMUNICATION 
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San Dieguito River
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Agenda Item 5 
May 3, 2013 

TO:  CAC 
 
FROM: Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Beekeeping at the Sikes Adobe Historic Farmstead 
 
 
 
Discuss and provide recommendation to JPA Board 
 
 
Round Rock Honey Beekeeping Academy, a Texas company, has proposed having a 
beekeeping operation and classes to teach interested folks how to become beekeepers at 
the Sikes Adobe Historic Farmstead.  They seek to operate beekeeping classes targeted to 
beginner beekeepers, ecotourists, and families, using hives on site according to an 
agreed-upon schedule, typically every Saturday and Sunday during an approved period 
(they are proposing June – December 2013) from 10 am.-1 p.m. and 2-5 pm on Saturdays 
and 1-4 on Sundays.  Five hives (in boxes) are planned for the site.  They would pay an 
honorarium of $2 to the JPA for each student who comes to the class.  Each class is 
typically about 20 persons.  Round Rock says that they will promote the San Dieguito 
River Park heavily in classes and in advertisements for classes.  The impression rate for 
the advertising they will do for the beekeeping classes will reach more than one million 
people.  
 
A local representative of the organization, Geoff Kipps-Boulton, will be present at 
today’s meeting to give more details regarding their proposal and to answer questions. 
 
ISSUE  
 
Putting bee hives on a public assembly site may be a safety and liability issue for the 
River Park. 
 
Attachments: 

1) “Beekeeping in the City of San Diego” 
2) Overview map of Sikes Adobe Parcel, showing where hives would be located. 
3) Article from the Journal of San Diego History on pioneer beekeeping in 

California 
4) Article from Bee Source Magazine regarding safety and liability issues 
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BEEKEEPING
in the CITY OF SAN DIEGO

BENEFITS 
•	 Fresh	natural	honey.
•	 Reduction	in	the	number	of	aggressive	(Africanized)	

bees	in	the	vicinity	of	the	docile	honeybee	hive.
•	 Reduced	carbon	footprint	due	to	local	production.	
•	 Increase	in	the	population	of	docile	honeybees.
•	 Increased	number	of	pollinators.
•	 Fresh	honey	can	be	used	to	alleviate	some	seasonal	

allergies.

RISKS
The	primary	risk	of	beekeeping	is	bee	sting.		If	you	are	
going	to	keep	bees	you	will	get	stung.		A	small	percentage	
of	the	population	is	allergic	to	bee	stings	(estimates	range	
form	2	to	5	percent	of	the	population).		If	you	do	not	
know	if	you	are	allergic	you	should	have	a	physician	test	
you.		If	you	are	allergic	you	should	not	keep	bees.		The	
docile	honeybees	that	are	permitted	by	this	ordinance	are	
not	aggressive.		Beekeeping	when	done	properly	poses	
very	limited	risks	to	surrounding	properties	or	property	
owners.		The	following	provide	a	way	to	reduce	the	risks:

•	 Discuss	beekeeping	with	your	neighbors.
•	 Open/manipulate	hives	only	during	favorable	weather.
•	 Survey	your	surroundings	for	neighbors	and	pets	

before	opening/manipulating	the	hive.
•	 Face	the	hive	opening	away	from	entrances	and	

walkways,	and	toward	the	most	distant	property	line.		
•	 Even	if	you	are	not	allergic	consider	getting	an	epi-

pen	from	your	physician,	so	that	one	is	always	on	
hand.	

In	January	2012	the	City	of	San	Diego	amended	
its	Municipal	Code	to	allow	residents	of	single	
family	homes,	community	gardens,	and	retail	
farms	to	keep	and	maintain	two	beehives.		The	
specific	regulations	are	located	in	Chapter	4,	
Article	4,	Division	4	of	the	Municipal	Code	and	

can	be	found	by	downloading	the	
following:	Chap	04	Art	04	Div	

04,	Beekeeping.

Where	you	locate	your	
apiary	is	determined	by	
the	number	of	hives	
and	several	factors	
related	to	distance	
including	zone	
setbacks.		For	specific	
information	regarding	
the	zone	setback	for	
your	property	go	to	

the	following	link	and	
type	in	your	address:	View	

your	property	by	address.		
You	will	then	receive	the	zone	

name	for	your	property.		A	link	to	”More	
Info”	takes	you	to	another	page	that	directs	
you	to	the	regulations	for	your	zone.		When	
viewing	the	regulations	go	to	the	Development	
Regulations	Table	for	your	zone	and	look	up	
“Setback	Requirements.”		You	can	also	call	
the	Development	Services	Department’s	
information	line	at	(619)	446-5000,	provide	
your	address,	and	request	the	name	of	

your	zone	and	the	zoning	setback	
information.		You	will	receive	a	

return	call	with	the	information.	

24

http://docs.sandiego.gov/municode/MuniCodeChapter04/Ch04Art04Division04.pdf
http://docs.sandiego.gov/municode/MuniCodeChapter04/Ch04Art04Division04.pdf
http://apps.sandiego.gov/siteinfoweb/begin.do
http://apps.sandiego.gov/siteinfoweb/begin.do
Susan Carter
Typewritten Text
ATTACHMENT 1



SUMMARY	OF	REGULATIONS	
•	 A	beekeeper	shall	register	the	apiary	with	the	San	

Diego	County	Agricultural	Commissioner	within	
30	days	of	establishing	the	apiary.

•	 An	apiary	of	three	or	more	hives	must	be	at	least	
600	feet	from	a	building	used	as	a	residence	and	
100	feet	from	the	public	right-of-way.	

•	 An	apiary	of	one	or	two	hives	must	be	located	
outside	of	all	setbacks,	or	fifteen	feet	from	the	
property	line	and	20	feet	from	the	public	right-of-
way,	whichever	is	greater

•	 An	apiary	of	one	or	two	hives	must	do	the	
following:	

•	 Locate	the	beehive	in	a	secured	area.
•	 Requeen	the	beehive	every	two	years.
•	 Locate	the	beehive	so	that	it	is	not	visible	from	

the	public	right-of	way.
•	 Surround	the	beehive	with	a	six-foot	tall	barrier	

unless	it	is	at	least	eight	feet	above	the	ground.

FREQUENTLY	ASKED	QUESTIONS
Is a permit required to keep bees?  

Beekeeping	 in	 the	City	of	 San	Diego	
does	 not	 require	 a	 permit	
however,	 as	 stated	 in	 the	
regulations	beekeepers	are	
required	to	register	their	
hives	with	the	County	of	
San	Diego	Department	
of	Agriculture,	Weights	
and	Measures.

Why do bees sting?
Bees	sting	only	to	protect	
the	hive.		

How far do honey bees fly to get food?
They	can	fly	three	to	four	miles	to	
collect	nectar	and	pollen	but	generally	no	more	
than	one	mile.

How much honey does a beehive produce?
On	average	a	hive	would	produce	approximately	
25	pounds	of	honey	a	season.		

How long do bees live?
Worker	bees	live	about	40	days.		A	queen	bee	can	
live	up	to	5	years	but	for	beekeeping	purposes	
a	queen	is	passed	her	prime	at	three	years.		The	
regulations	require	that	the	beekeeper	replace	the	
queen	every	two	years.		

Are honey bees responsible for all plant pollination?
Not	all	but	most.		Honey	bees	are	responsible	at	
least	a	third	of	all	our	food	crops	and	even	cotton	
crops.		Other	animals	that	pollinate	include	bats,	
butterflies,	and	birds.

OTHER	INFORMATION	
RESOURCES
Additional information	regarding keeping and main-
taining chickens can be found at the following web-
sites.
•	 San	Diego	beekeeping	Society	
 www.sandiegobeekeepingsociety.com
•	 American	Beekeeping	Federation	
 www.abfnet.org
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When John S. Harbison, with his partner, Mr. R. G. Clark, arrived in San Diego aboard the "Orizaba" with one hundred and ten colonies of

bees on November 28, 1869, he had long been recognized as California's leading beekeeper. His appearance in San Diego County was the

beginning of a chapter in his life that was destined, within seven years time, to make him the largest producer of honey in the world. His

success in capitalizing on the vast honey potential of San Diego County, along with his extensive campaign of selling bees to the residents

of the county was the major force in making San Diego County the greatest honey producing county in California by 1874. The State of

California at that time became and has remained the leading honey producing state of the Union.

His was a rare genius that combined theory with practice. During the great explosive development of modern bee keeping in the latter half of

the nine teenth century America, he made several important basic contributions to apicultural industry, especially with his "section honey

box," which was an intregal part of his patented "California Hive," developed during the winter of 1857-58. His hive, soon to be known to all

as the "Harbison Hive," was described and illustrated in great detail in his book, The Beekeeper's Directory, Or The Theory And Practice Of Bee

Culture, published by H. H. Bancroft and Co. in San Francisco, April, 1861. He also published a number of papers on beekeeping and was the

leading figure in organizing The Pacific Apiarian Society in 1860, the first beekeepers association west of the Mississippi River.

His methods of operating numerous apiaries were developed during his Sacramento years. By 1870 he owned about two thousand colonies

of bees with most of the apiaries strung south of Sutterville along the Sacramento River. At this time anyone operating more than one

hundred hives of bees was considered a large beekeeper.

During the 1870's and 1880's in the sage and buckwheat regions of San Diego County, Harbison was able to bring his organizing skills into

full play. By 1878 his success in comb honey production had encouraged so many others to take up beekeeping that there were some

twenty-three thousand colonies of bees in the county.

Harbison has often been credited with bringing the first honeybees to California (the honeybee, Apis mellifera, is not a native of the Western

Hemisphere but was imported by the early colonists from Europe,) but this honor belongs to the botanist Christopher A. Shelton, who

arrived in San Francisco aboard the steamship "Isthmus" on March 14, 1853, with twelve colonies of bees. He immediately took them to San

Jose but only one hive survived. It did well, casting three swarms the first summer. There is no record of any other honeybees being

successfully imported until William Buck brought thirty-six hives from New York via the Panama Route arriving November 30, 1855. Only

eighteen of the hives were alive when he reached San Jose. Buck made three more importations arriving with his last shipment on February

20, 1858, with one hundred and nineteen colonies of which it was reported that seventy-five survived.

J. S. Harbison brought in his first shipment of bees aboard the "Sonora" on November 30, 1857, to San Francisco where he transferred them

to the river boat "New World" for Sacramento arriving there on December 2. Of the sixty-seven colonies he started with from the Harbison

apiary near Newcastle, Pennsylvania, only five hives were completely dead upon arrival though several more were so weak that he united

them with stronger ones, so that he finally had left fifty colonies.

John Stewart Harbison, the third child of William and Margaret (Curry) Harbison, was born on a farm near Freedom, Beaver County,

Pennsylvania, on September 29, 1826. With his older brother W. C. (William Curry) and his younger, Andrew, he grew up on a farm in the

Chenango township of Lawrence County, where his parents had moved during his childhood. All three brothers followed in their father's

footsteps and learned the nursery trade as well as that of beekeeping. John was seriously interested in apiculture by his seventeenth year
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and gave intimations of his future attainments by constructing an improved version of the new John Weeks' "Vermont Chamber Hive," which

in itself was a great improvement over the log gums, skeps and box hives used by the farmers in Western Pennsylvania. This occurred

several years before the invention of the modern moveable frame hive in 1851 by Rev. Lorenzo L. Langstroth, and made known to the

beekeeping world through his famous book, The Hive And The Honey Bee, published in 1853.

In 1854, when a serious drought caused fifty per cent of his bees to perish, Harbison decided to try his luck in the gold fields of California.

Traveling via the Nicaragua route he arrived in San Francisco aboard the "Sierra Nevada" on November 20. After a few weeks of digging in

the Campo Seco region in Calaveras County, he moved to Sacramento and started working in the Sutterville sawmill of T. F. Gould & Co., on

December 5. There he was employed until the fall of the following year, but he had other ideas in mind. Within a few weeks he sent East for

seedling fruit trees and seeds. Upon their arrival in late February of 1855 he opened a nursery on the property of Jefferson Lake in

Sutterville. Though his was not the first nursery in the Sacramento area, he did bring in many of the first fruit trees that helped form the

early orchards in that region. He evidently did a considerable business, as his freight bill during the fall of 1855 and the spring of 1856

totaled $8,600.

After considerable thought and planning on how best to import honeybees into California he returned to the family farm in May, 1857; there,

during the month of June he transferred the bees into specially built small boxes and then left them to fill up with honey during the summer.

Late in October a large hole was cut in the side of each box and a sort of screen porch added so that if the bees became too hot in the hive

they could cluster off the comb. Harbison took sixty-seven of these small boxes by riverboat and then by rail via Philadelphia to New York

from which port he sailed with his bees on November 5, 1857, aboard the steamer "Northern Light."

From the apiary he established on the east bank of the Sacramento River in Sutterville he sold, by the first of April, 1858, sixteen of his

colonies for one hundred dollars gold each. The remaining thirty-four hives he divided as rapidly as their strength would permit, ending the

season with one hundred and twenty colonies, of which he sold all but six. According to the detailed records kept in his Daybook during the

trip West, it had cost him eight hundred eleven dollars and ten cents to bring his bees to Sacramento. Using a Dickerson windmill as his

power source, he sawed out and nailed up at a cost of about two dollars each the hives in which he sold his bees. His gross from the sale of

bees during the 1858 season was thirteen thousand dollars.

Harbison returned to Pennsylvania at the end of the season to bring another lot of bees to California. Months before he sailed though, he

had sent to his brothers, W. C. in Pennsylvania, and Andrew in Illinois, detailed instructions as to how to construct small hives with

moveable frames that would fit his new "California Hive." Apparently Harbison was the only one to con struct special small hives for the long

trek to California. By so doing his freight charges were half those paid by the other importers using ordinary sized bee hives.

He left the home apiary near Newcastle on November 15, 1858, with twenty-three boxes containing forty-six swarms. In the meantime

Andrew, from their apiary near Centralia, Illinois, prepared thirty-four boxes in the same manner and shipped them by rail to New York,

where they were waiting when John arrived. He sailed for Aspinwall on December 6 aboard the "Illinois." From Panama the bees were

brought to San Francisco aboard the "Golden Age," arriving on December 29, with the journey ending in Sacramento on December 31.

Though the bees had been confined in their hives for forty-seven days without additional food or water, only eleven colonies were dead on

arrival. Due to the extremely bad weather during Janu ary, there were but sixty-two left alive by the middle of March, plus the six hives

wintered over in Sacramento. Harbison was able to divide and increase these sixty-eight colonies to a total of four hundred and twenty-two

by early fall. Of these he sold two hundred and eighty-four for one hundred dollars each.

Harbison wrote in his book (page 43) that between October 1st, 1858, and April 1st, 1859, one thousand colonies of bees were shipped to

California from the East Coast via the Isthmus of Panama; however, because of improper care en-route and after arrival, scarcely two

hundred of the hives were alive by May, 1859.

Most of these shippers knew little or nothing about the care of honeybees, simply buying hives in the East for around five dollars each,

tacking screens over the bottoms and entrances, and loading them on boats for San Francisco, expecting to sell them for at least one

hundred dollars per hive.

These virtual failures were ignored when the word got around that Harbison had grossed nearly $30,000.00 from the sale of bees in 1859.

This touched off the greatest mass movement of honeybee colonies the world has ever seen. During the winter of 1859 and I860 it is

estimated that between seven and ten thousand colonies were brought to California, most of them being shipped from New York Harbor

and all traveling via the Isthmus of Panama Route.

The California newspapers called it the "bee fever," stating that every steamship arriving in San Francisco had beehives piled on its decks.

Over one thousand colonies arrived during the last week in January, 1860; the "Sonora" docked on Friday with four hundred hives aboard

and the "Orizaba" arrived the following Monday with six hundred and fifty more.

Drawn by the magic name of Harbison, a large percentage of the importers took their bees directly to Sacramento. That spring at least one

thousand hives of bees were located on vacant lots in the city, becoming soon a public nuisance.

These large imports broke the market and by January some hives were selling for as low as four dollars each. Harbison, with his established

reputation, kept selling his bees for one hundred dollars each until early September when he announced that he would lower his price to

eighty dollars.

Though approximately one thousand types of bee hives were patented in the United States during the second half of the nineteenth

century, the "Harbison hive" was the only one that became standard in any large area (California in this case) during the period from 1860

to about 1890.

Several of the new apicultural inventions spelled the eventual doom of Harbison's hive, but its disuse was mainly brought about by the

honey extractor, invented in 1865 and introduced into California in 1871. Harbison had designed his hive to produce comb honey only. With

the extractor it became possible to produce more surplus honey with less difficulty, especially during poor honey seasons. Honey in liquid

form was also easier to package, store and market.
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With his unfailing business sense, Harbison was the only American patentee of a bee hive to make large profits from his invention. While

other hive inventors were content to sell individual, county and state rights to beekeepers, leaving them to make their own hives and find

their own bees, Harbison had the vision not to stop there; he built hives by the thousands, filled them with bees and then sold them for

premium prices.

It is an almost universal belief among non-beekeepers that very little labor and skill is required to be a successful beekeeper. Harbison's

success indicates the falsity of this still widely held myth. Disease and drastically lower prices for bees and honey, along with the

overcrowding of the bee ranges in the Sacramento area, soon drove the speculators and the seekers for a quick buck out of the business.

Harbison, unperturbed by these events, increased his holdings during the 1860's, and by the end of the decade was operating about two

thousand colonies with most of his apiaries scattered along the Sacramento River below Sutterville. He re-entered the nursery business

specializing in locust and Lombardy poplar trees but selling all types of nursery stock.

Clark and Harbison established their partnership in November, 1869, with a contract running for four years, in which Harbison agreed to

furnish one hundred and ten colonies of bees, the required bee supplies, and the necessary financing to transport and keep the bees in San

Diego County. Clark was to have complete charge of the apiaries, and the partners were to divide equally the surplus honey and any

increase in the colonies whether from natural swarms or by artificial division. Clark was an experienced beekeeper as he and his brother had

purchased bees from Harbison in 1860 and had conducted an apiary in the lone Valley, Amador County.

The first apiary of Clark & Harbison was established on the R. S. Pardee farm, near what is now the town of Lakeside some nine miles

northeast of San Diego. Pardee, having purchased in the summer of 1869 a few hives of bees from a peddlar who had brought a wagon

load of bees down from Los Angeles County, was so impressed by the amount of fine white honey they made that he wrote to his friend R.

G. Clark of his success. Clark in turn became interested and traveled to Sacramento where he succeeded in getting Harbison to risk

venturing into an unknown territory.

Mr. Harbison stated later that neither he nor Clark knew in 1869 the floral source of the honey Pardee had harvested. Harbison

accompanied Clark and the bees to the Pardee farm but returned to Sacramento in a few days. Clark spent much of his time the first year

exploring the county from the sea coast to as far back as Julian, and from the Mexican border well into the northern part of the county which

then extended into much of what is now Riverside County. He came to the conclusion, and it was a correct one, that the mountain sages,

Salvia mellifera (the black, or button sage), and Salvia apiana (the white sage) were the most important honey producers.

During the 1870's many small apiaries were located close to the Coast, but the main honey range was the area running from about fifteen

miles in from the Coast east to Volcan, Cuyamaca and Laguna mountains, and extending from below the Mexican border north well into

Monterey County. It was into this uninhabited region of small valleys, flats and ravines that the beekeepers moved in force, taking up

government land wherever they found water and a piece of land flat enough to put up a small house and to set out their rows of bee hives.

Many soon had their vegetable garden, a cow and a few fruit trees, demonstrating the possibility of farming in this desolate back country.

By 1873 Clark & Harbison had sold three hundred colonies of bees to the residents of the county with most of them going at twenty dollars

per hive; thus, practically every farmer and many townspeople were in the bee business. Many were successful and the number of bees in

the county grew rapidly. Harbison imported from his Sacramento apiaries one hundred and fifty-four colonies in November, 1871, for Clark &

Harbison, then in the fall of 1872 and the spring of 1874 imported five hundred and forty hives for his own apiaries. When the contract

between Harbison and Clark expired in November, 1873, they split the bees and the apiary sites evenly and operated separate outfits after

that date.

In the spring of 1874 Harbison moved with his wife and daughter, Florence, to San Diego County, taking up a homestead near the

Sweetwater River twenty-three miles from San Diego in a little valley now known as Harbison Canyon. He built a two story house in

December, 1875, at the corner of 12th and C Streets in San Diego into which the Harbison family moved early in 1876. This was to remain his

home until his death over thirty-five years later, October 12, 1912, at the age of eighty-six.

The impact of Harbison's apicultural activities on the industrial economy of San Diego County was a major one, for the beekeepers, more

than any other group, were the first to open up the back country to agriculture. When Clark & Harbison appeared on the San Diego scene

only thirty-two hives of bees were recorded on the County Assessor's roils. By 1873 they had one thousand one hundred and eighty

colonies in four apiaries which produced over thirty tons of comb honey, while the total colonies in the county had risen to one thousand

eight hundred and fifty-four. During the 1874 season Harbison alone had two thousand colonies in the county, located in five apiaries. Some

writers have claimed that Harbison operated up to six thousand colonies, but Harbison himself stated that his maximum was three thousand

seven hundred and fifty hives, placed in twelve locations from near the Mexican border north into the area of Fallbrook. At the peak of his

operations fifteen men were employed to take care of the bees.

In 1874 beekeeping became a major industry in the county. Two sawmills were kept busy a good part of the year turning out beehives,

frames, section boxes and shipping cases. Honey production for that year was nearly one-half million pounds. Several San Diego merchants

engaged in buying and selling honey the beekeepers hauled into town in their wagons. A few of these buyers were: A. Pauly & Sons;

Steiner, Klauber & Co.; Hamilton & Co.; and later A. Wentscher.

The Annual Report of the Chamber of Commerce stated that 2,075,000 pounds of honey were produced in 1878. That same year but

1,050,000 pounds of wool were marketed. The season of 1884 surpassed that of 1878, with a total of 2,177,590 pounds. Indicating a trend

toward extract honey, a trend in which Harbison never participated, over one million pounds of the honey shipped that year was liquid

honey in cans and barrels. The honey crop for the entire thate that year was about nine and one-half million pounds, with San Diego leading

all the other counties.

As early as 1873 California produced so much honey that the Pacific Coast markets could not absorb it all. Instead of holding his crop or

selling it off cheaply, Harbison in October inaugurated a new practice that was to result in tremendous consequences for the beekeeping

industry in California and the United States. He loaded on a steamship in San Diego 21,000 pounds of his comb honey destined for Chicago.

In San Francisco the honey was transferred to a freight car, filling it to capacity. After the honey arrived in Chicago Harbison sold it to C. O.

Perrine, a wholesale honey dealer, for twenty-seven cents a pound.
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Harbison was the first to use the new trans-continental railroad for shipping large amounts of honey, and in the years to follow he sent well

over one hundred cars to the Eastern markets.

In a few years the Harbison two-pound sections of comb honey could be found in stores from Boston to Baltimore. In 1876 he shipped over

twenty-five carloads, with one train of ten cars going to New York. The arrival of one hundred tons of California sage honey under the

Harbison label was a sensational feat that created a great amount of favorable publicity for Harbison and San Diego. A large portion of the

honey he sold on the Eastern markets that year was produced by other San Diego beekeepers. He spent several months in the East that

fall placing carloads of honey in many of the major cities and wrote to his cousin and manager, J. H. Harbison, that he could sell twice as

much honey if he had it.

The first car of comb honey he sold in Chicago in 1873 had a very important side effect in that it revolutionized the retailing of comb honey in

the Eastern markets. In 1873 the American bee keepers east of the Mississippi were still marketing most of their honey in boxes containing

about five pounds of honey and comb, covered on one or two sides with glass. Harbison's smaller and more convenient two pound sections

were quickly adopted soon after their appearance in the grocery stores in the Chicago area, and by the next season a number of patents

were applied for on sections in imitation of Harbison's, varying in size from two pounds down to twelve ounces.

After some years of experimentation with various sizes and shapes the square, one pound section became, and still is, standard. Harbison

never changed his section, contending that his was better able to stand the rough handling incurred in shipping long distances by rail By

1889 it had been forgotten that Harbison was the inventor of the comb honey section and when the question arose in the bee journals he

wrote one of his infrequent letters to the American Bee Journal pointing out that he had invented the comb honey section in 1857.

A meeting of the beekeepers in San Diego County was called by Harbison at Horton's Hall on the afternoon of November 23, 1875. On that

day he had to testify at the Webb murder case, so the beekeepers gathered and immediately ajourned to meet again that evening in order

that Harbison might be present. He had asked the beekeepers to meet mainly to consider what action to take regarding the "no fence" law

passed by the State Legislature on February 14, 1871, which gave protection from the trespass of cattle or sheep only to owners of

cultivated land. The beekeepers felt that those who had taken up government land for an apiary and a house should have protection also

for their bee range. As a result of this meeting the beekeepers circulated a petition and obtained three hundred signatures from the

residents of San Diego County, the only opposition coming from the cattle and sheep men. Harbison commented on this conflict of interest

and of that between the beekeepers and fruit growers in the American Bee Journal (October 5, 1889, p. 628) as follows:

"The introduction of bee-keeping in this county in a great measure destroyed the sheep and cattle business, and now in turn

the fruit and vineyard industries have destroyed bee-keeping, over a large extent of the county."

There had been complaints that honeybees were a public nuisance in the City of San Diego as early as September 1, 1876, as well as the

charge that they were destroying fruit on the trees. It was in the fall of 1884 that the conflicting interests of the beekeepers and fruit

growers became acute upon the filing of a law suit by Major Levi Chase against the beekeeper Mr. J. E. Castle. On January 27, 1885, after

the trial date had been set, Mr. Castle capitulated, agreeing to move his apiary away from the vicinity of Major Chase's property and to pay

the court costs. The result of this suit and another against the beekeeper Gustave Bohn, of San Bernardino County, in the fall of 1885

convinced the fruitgrowers that they were right, though evidence by experts had been presented in the Bohn trial demonstrating that

honeybees could not harm grapes or fruits with unbroken skins.

Some of the fruit growers became impatient with the slow processes of the law, and as the number of beekeepers refused to move, there

occurred a number of night raids with kerosene and matches, and several apiaries were destroyed by arson. Mr. Harbison, in the same letter

in the American Bee Journal quoted above, wrote that within one year he had lost about 350 hives from arson and had killed or broken up

700 more to pacify the fruit men.

By the late 1880's Harbison had considerable investments in real estate and orchards himself, as well as being active in the Harbison

Wholesale Grocery Company. Though he had 500 colonies of bees in 1893, most of them were rented out. One hundred colonies were still in

his possession when he died.

John S. Harbison stands unique among American beekeepers for he was a pioneer in three basic facets of what has been called, "the Golden

Age of American Beekeeping." He was a major contributor to the theory of bee culture with his inventions and in his development of new

tools and methods that characterized the remarkable advances made in nineteenth century apicultural science. Secondly, he had the genius

to put his theories into practice and become the largest producer of honey in the World during the 1870's; and thirdly, it was he who

opened up the great retail markets east of the Mississippi needed to absorb the tremendous honey crops produced in California.

Truly, Harbison was worthy of the title often bestowed upon him during his life time by the Press as well as by members of the bee industry-

"King of the Beekeepers."

Lee H. Watkins was born January 25, 1908, in Selma (Fresno County), California. His father, R. L. Watkins, was a beekeeper in Selma from

1900 to 1950 and Lee from early boyhood worked bees with his father and a brother, Joaquín. He attended the University of California,

majoring in philosophy and social sciences, but continued in commercial beekeeping, retiring from beekeeping as an enterprise in 1941 and

moving to Berkeley.

In Berkeley he conducted his own research mostly in Cultural Anthropology, but also a considerable amount in Apiculture.

In February of 1952 he accepted a position as Apicultural Assistant to Dr. Harry H. Laidlaw, Jr., and worked with him in the bee breeding

program at the University of California at Davis before retiring in 1964.

Since retiring he has devoted his time to research in early American beekeeping history, especially Californian, improving the apicultural

library holdings and collecting manuscript material related to California beekeeping for the University of California library at Davis.

He is a prolific writer and at present is compiling a bibliography of the history of American beekeeping for the Agricultural History Center. He

also is interested in the sciences of human behavior with an anthropological approach.30



FROM THE EDITOR OF BEE SOURCE MAGAZINE 
 
I have tried to locate published judicial opinions about bee sting claims. Most 
of the published cases about honeybees involve situations where the bees 
got poisoned and the beekeeper brought the lawsuit. However, I managed to 
locate two cases in which the plaintiff claimed damages from a stinging 
incident. One was from around 1910, and it involved some bees that 
allegedly killed two mules. The other was from the last 10 years in Texas. 
Bees killed a man who had been hired to help a commercial beekeeper move 
some hives that he was purchasing from a landowner. The worker got stung 
and died from an allergic reaction. His survivors sued both the commercial 
beekeeper and the property owner and won, claiming that the employer 
never disclosed the risk of an allergic reaction. On appeal, the court threw 
out the judgment against the landowner who was selling the bees, but the 
judgment against the commercial beekeeper stuck.  
 
By contrast, there are many more published decisions involving swimming 
pools, dog bites and many other types of injuries. Based on the published 
case law, beekeeping is not a very high liability activity. 
 
However, just because beekeeping is generally a safe, reasonable activity is 
no excuse for throwing all caution to the wind. Generally speaking, liability 
related to beekeeping would be from some act of negligence. Beekeepers 
would only be liable when they fail to exercise reasonable care in a manner 
that damages another person or property. That is the definition of 
negligence. 
 
The one, easy way that you could become liable is by keeping bees in a 
place or manner that is illegal. If beekeeping is banned where you live, then 
you could be liable if your bees sting someone. If you are supposed to keep 
hives 20 feet from the property line but keep them right on the property line 
and the neighbor mows his lawn and gets stung, then you have a problem.  
 
In that situation, the doctrine of "negligence per se" could apply. Under that 
doctrine, a person is deemed to act unreasonably if he violates a statute or 
ordinance. It's analogous to running a red light while driving a car.  
 
Some people think that ordinances can be ignored unless somebody 
complains. After all, if nobody complains, you won't get a ticket. Even if 
somebody complains, the city probably will just give you a warning. 
However, the potential problem is that violating an ordinance will put you at 
risk for liability if your bees sting a neighbor.  
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All of you lucky folks who live outside any city limits should just use common 
sense about situating your hives.  
 
From this point on, I will assume that the place and manner of your 
beekeeping is legal and not overtly dumb. Then the liabiilty question can be 
divided into two situations: (1) bees sting somebody on your premises; or 
(2) bees sting somebody off of your premises.  
 
There are two reasons for that distinction. First, as a factual matter, we all 
know that the real risk of being stung is at the hive. Sure, people can step 
on a bee somewhere and get stung. However, bees are programmed to sting 
to defend the hive, if it is disturbed.  
 
Second, negligence law has specific rules relating to premises liability. As a 
general rule, if somebody is not a trespasser and is on your property for 
non-business purposes, your duty is to avoid harming him or her by either 
(1) a willful or wanton act; or (2) exposing the person to harm by failing to 
give a warning of a known danger. If the person is on your premises for 
business reasons, then you must remove or warn about dangers on the 
property that you know about or should know about.  
 
The key idea is that your duty, as the person who occupies the land where 
the hive is located, is to warn about the danger. To satisfy that duty, you 
can put up signs by your hives that say "Warning! -- Beehive." You can 
order such a sign from practically any beekeeping supply company. The sign 
itself satisfies the duty to use due care.  
 
I recognize that a warning sign can, in practice, be a bigger problem than 
the hive. After all, putting up a warning sign signals to neighbors that you 
think there is a danger, which can lead to worries and problems with 
neighbors. However, I think that you would be better off to put up 
appropriate signs.  
 
Generally, you would not owe duties to trespassers from merely having a 
hive, but a sign would not hurt if you get sued by a trespasser either. 
However, an exception applies to kids, when there is a condition on your 
property (called an "attractive nuisance") that you reasonably would expect 
to attract kids. I question whether a beehive would really qualify as an 
attractive nuisance. However, if there are kids around, hide or fence off your 
hives. 
 
As a practical matter, the most likely situation where somebody would get 
stung on your property or near your hive is if a mentor is working with a 
newbee who does not know that he/she is severely allergic. Make sure that 
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you explain to newbees that there is a risk of being stung and having a 
severe allergic reaction. Although it might "feel" weird to do it, having 
people sign waivers would not be a bad idea if you are a regular mentor or 
teach hands-on classes.  
 
All of these suggestions also apply when you keep your bees on somebody 
else's property. Just pretend that they are on your property. That will protect 
you and the property owner. 
 
The other general scenario is that a bee could sting somebody off of your 
premises. As a practical matter, the claimant first would have to prove that 
the bee was your bee. However, that's not always going to be impossible. 
For example, the next-door-neighbor who is stung while you are working 
your hive (that you illegally placed on the property line) might have a good 
case. I suppose that it is theoretically possible that a DNA analysis might 
identify your bees as the culprits. However, that may be more science fiction 
than reality, and they would have to know that you even keep bees to locate 
you and your hives.  
 
Assuming that it can be proved that your bee was involved, in my personal 
opinion, I think that you would still have a reasonable basis for defending 
yourself. I want to stress that "I think" does not mean "I know." This is a 
somewhat open question, because these claims are rare to the point of being 
non-existent in the published case law. As a result, these legal issues have 
not been addressed by any court at any time. However, my best guess is 
that a plaintiff would have to prove that you did something unreasonable. If 
you are keeping bees legally, the mere fact that some freak sting incident 
happened away from your property should not make you liable.  
 
Once again, a lack of common sense could get you in trouble. I do not, for 
example, recommend that you intentionally keep Africanized bees, which 
may also be illegal. (It is illegal in Oklahoma.) You also should not open your 
hives when you know that people are nearby, even if they are off of your 
property.  
 
To summarize, beekeeping appears to be a safe activity with a relatively low 
potential for being sued or having liability for personal injury. However, to 
lessen your potential for liability, I recommend that you place your hive in a 
legal location and follow all applicable ordinances, put up warning signs and 
use common sense. 
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 TO:  CAC 
 
FROM: Staff  
 
SUBJECT: CEQA Reform Update  
 
 
Information Only 
 
 
You may have heard in the news recently about the subject of CEQA “reform”. Many of 
you know that the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), passed by the 
California legislature in 1970, is a fundamental environmental law that has greatly 
expanded the understanding of how projects impact the environment, requires public 
disclosure of those impacts, encourages public involvement, and requires impacts be 
minimized or mitigated to the greatest extent possible. The JPA, as a public agency and 
property owner with its own projects (e.g., trails), must comply with CEQA and as a lead 
agency has adopted or certified its own project EIRs, Negative Declarations, and other 
CEQA documents. The JPA also engages in the CEQA process when projects within the 
San Dieguito River Park’s Focused Planning Area are proposed by others (private 
individuals, developers and other public agencies) and the JPA and SDRP partners and 
supporters often rely on CEQA to mitigate the impacts that those projects might have on 
the river valley or its resources.  
 
Over the years, there have been many attempts, both well-meaning and not, to “reform” 
or change CEQA law and, in fact, the law has been amended several times over its 40-
year+ history to address certain issues or respond to specific case law. And, in some 
cases, legislators or elected officials have sponsored bills that would have severely 
limited CEQA, but these bills have not been successful to date due to the large amount of 
public support for the law. 
 
CEQA “reform” became a debated issue most recently in 2012 when then Senator 
Michael Rubio sponsored one or more bills to “modernize” CEQA, although this attempt 
was seen by many as an attempt to gut the law. However, when Rubio announced his 
resignation from the Senate in February 2013, the CEQA “modernization” effort abruptly 
stopped.  
 
As a response to this and other recent attempts to “reform” CEQA, the California 
chapters of the American Planning Association (APA) and Association of Environmental 
Professionals (AEP) formed a professionally-aimed balanced group of practitioners 
(largely volunteers from lead agencies that deal with CEQA on a daily basis) to respond 
to what was perceived to be counter-productive attempts to amend CEQA law. Called the 
Enhanced CEQA Action Team, this group’s objective is to support the law itself, but to 
also suggest practical changes to CEQA to improve its effectiveness and efficiency 
limited to issues that have been problematic in the courts. During 2011 and 2012, this 
group worked with the State legislature to insert balanced proposals on issues of 
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litigation, urban infill, tiering, cumulative analysis, and the “fair argument” issue, as an 
alternative to more-drastic measures. 
 
Now what is considered by some as a more moderate bill (SB 731), sponsored by Senator 
Darrell Steinberg, is being considered by the current legislature. The majority of this bill 
relates to urban infill projects and regional transportation plans. The bill proposes 
changes to the following: lowers the requirements for certain findings with respect to 
impacts of residential projects in pre-defined “transit priority areas”; requires lead 
agencies to produce annual reports on project compliance for mitigation measures; makes 
changes to an exemption for some residential projects that are consistent with a specific 
plan (for which a CEQA document is already certified); and other clarifications. 
 
Change to the CEQA law is a moving target and many groups that oppose major changes 
that may restrict CEQA are active in protecting the law. If you would like to stay 
informed or are interested in more information on individual bills, two good sources are 
the Planning and Conservation League (www.pcl.org) and http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/.  
 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Shawna Anderson 
Principal Environmental Planner 
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NOTICE OF TECHNICAL REVIEW WORKSHOP 

for the 
SAN ONOFRE NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION (SONGS) 

SAN DIEGUITO WETLANDS RESTORATION PROJECT 

A public workshop will be conducted by California Coastal Commission (CCC) staff and contract 
scientists to present the 2012 results of the CCC monitoring program for the San Onofre Nuclear 
Generating Station (SONGS) wetland mitigation project (San Dieguito Wetlands).  

 

 
The workshop will be held Tuesday, May 7, 2013 from 6:00 to 8:00 PM 

at the City of Del Mar Powerhouse Community Center located at 
1658 Coast Boulevard, Del Mar, California 

For more information, please contact Gabe Buhr at 619-767-2370 (gabriel.buhr@coastal.ca.gov) or 
Steve Schroeter at 760-438-5953 (schroete@lifesci.ucsb.edu).  

For more information about the SONGS mitigation projects and monitoring programs go to: 
http://marinemitigation.msi.ucsb.edu/index.html. 
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BACKGROUND 

Four mitigation projects are required as conditions of Southern California Edison Company’s 
(SCE) coastal development permit for the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS) Units 2 
and 3 (permit no. 6-81-330A, formerly 183-73), among them the requirement to create or 
substantially restore a minimum of 150 acres of wetlands. The CCC originally adopted the conditions 
in 1991 to mitigate the adverse impacts of the power plant on the marine environment. The 1991 
conditions also require SCE to provide the funds necessary for CCC staff’s technical oversight and 
independent monitoring of the mitigation projects, to be carried out by independent contract scientists 
under the direction of the Executive Director of the CCC.  

Construction of the wetland habitats in San Dieguito Lagoon was completed in 2011 and 
annual post-construction monitoring to evaluate whether the restoration meets the performance 
criteria in the SONGS permit began in January 2012. Concurrent monitoring of physical and 
biological attributes of the San Dieguito Lagoon and wetland reference sites (Mugu Lagoon, 
Carpinteria Salt Marsh and Tijuana Estuary) is being used to evaluate whether the San Dieguito 
wetland restoration meets the performance criteria set forth in the SONGS permit. The first year of 
compliance monitoring of the wetland restoration at San Dieguito Lagoon was completed in 2012. 

 
PURPOSE OF WORKSHOP 

The CCC’s technical oversight and independent monitoring program provides for periodic 
public review of the performance of the SONGS mitigation projects.  

The public workshop will provide an opportunity to review the results from the 2012 
monitoring. The workshop will feature presentations on the monitoring results, the overall status of 
the San Dieguito Wetland Restoration in meeting the performance standards imposed by the CCC, 
potential problems and recommendations for solving them, and plans for the 2013 monitoring.  No 
regulatory decisions will be made on the mitigation project at the workshop.  CCC staff will use 
information from the workshop in carrying out its oversight and monitoring of the mitigation project. 

It is the CCC’s intention that the technical review workshop be attended by representatives of 
state and federal resource agencies, local government representatives, scientists interested in 
restoration and environmental monitoring, and the general public. The workshop will be conducted 
by CCC staff and contract scientists. Representatives from SCE and members of the CCC’s Scientific 
Advisory Panel also will be on hand to provide further scientific viewpoints on the mitigation project. 
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