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PROJECT LOCATION: Northeast of Pacific Coast Highway (State Route 1), Southeast of the San Gabriel 
River, South of Ad<;>lfo Lopez Drive, West of Seal Beach Boulevard, and North of Marina Hill; City of Seal 
Beach; County of Orange 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Subdivision of 196 acre site into 9 parcels, including further subdivision of one 
of the parcels into 70 single-family residential lots in a private community; fill of 27 acres of degraded and 
severely degraded wetlands to construct 28.1 acres for a salt marsh restoration project and an 18 hole public golf 
course including 6. 8 acres of freshwater marsh integrated into the golf course and reservation of 16.2 acres of 
existing oil production areas for future wetland restoration; dedication of Gum Grove Park to the City of Seal 
Beach; construction of interpretive areas, visitor-serving recreation facilities, and a golf clubhouse; dedication of 
public access trails; extension of Adolfo Lopez Drive; excavation oftest pits for an archaeological testing 
program; and 1,600,000 cubic yards of grading. 

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED and SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: See Appendices 

STAFF NOTE: Since the June 1998 hearing on the permit application, the Port of Long Beach ("Port") has 
undertaken preliminary studies to determine the feasibility of undertaking a large scale wetland restoration 
project on the subject site as mitigation for fill of coastal waters due to Port expansion. (see Exhibit 3) The Port 
looked at the possibility of restoring approximately 106 acres ofthe subject site, which is essentially the entire 
lowlands except for the State Lands Parcel and Gum Grove Park. The Port determined that a large scale 
restoration effort is technically feasible. However, at this point, the Port has concluded that the cost of a 
technically feasible, large scale restoration effort is prohibitive. The Port did nevertheless determine that there 
were four possible ways to modify their restoration project that would make it more palatable from a 
cost-perspective. The necessary modifications include: 1) on-site disposal, 2) land dedication, 3) cost-effective 
long-term maintenance funding, and 4) a raising of the mitigation ratio to at least 1.0 to l (instead of0.9 to 1), 
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pending the outcome of a 6 week field study ofthe San Gabriel River. The first two modifications would require 
the cooperation of the applicant. Thus far, the applicant has declined to do so. Staff notes that the Port of Long 
Beach study and potential wetland restoration is but one possible wetlands mitigation proposal. Other entities 
willing to restore the wetlands besides either the Port or applicant, and other restoration alternatives, could also 
be found viable. 

The staff and the applicant and applicant's representatives have also met twice since the June 1998 hearing to 
discuss the proposed project and staff recommendation. Although the applicant has chosen not to revise their 
project description at this time, the applicant has informally discussed with staff potential modifications to the 
project that would result in a small increase in the wetland acreage. These changes involve relocating a mineral 
production tank farm to add another 3-4 acres to the proposed upfront salt marsh, resulting in a 31-32 acre 
wetland. This additional acreage would not meet the minimum 36 acre (excluding buffers) requirement first 
recommended by staff at the April1998 hearing. The applicant has also suggested that it would be possible to 
convert the proposed 6.8 acres of freshwater marsh to saltwater marsh, bringing the upfront salt marsh total to 
about 38-39 acres. However, the proposed freshwater marshes are comprised of about 6 small ponds completely 
surrounded by the golf course. Staff previously determined that the freshwater marshes would not provide 
quality habitat because they would have no buffers and would be subject to significant adverse impacts resulting 
from immediate proximity to golfers and thus cannot be counted as high quality habitat. If they were converted 
to saltwater marshes, the saltwater marshes would be subject to the same adverse impacts and also cannot be 
counted as valuable habitat. Staff acknowledges the effort that the applicant has undertaken to develop these 
possible changes. However, these potential changes have been determined by staff not to be significant enough 
to change the June 1998 staff recommendation of denial of the golf course. Therefore, the applicant has declined 

• 

to make the potential changes part of the project proposal. (see Exhibit 1, pages 11-12) • 

~----------------------~1 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S STAFF NOTE (from the June 1998 staff report) _ 

Staff is modifying its March 19, 1998, report and now recommends approval of the residential housing 
component of the project, approval of land divisions as modified by conditions, and deletion of the 
proposed golf course. Staff no longer recommends approval of the proposed golf course because filling 
wetlands to build a golf course is not consistent with Coastal Act wetlands protection policies. It is not 
often that staff reverses a previous recommendation (i.e., in this case, relative to the golf course). 
While staff takes great pride in its professionalism and high quality work, staff also takes responsibility 
and is accountable for its action and when in error will not hesitate to say so. 

During the presentation of the March 19 report at the April Commission meeting, staff attempted to 
make clear that in arriving at the recommendation of approval with conditions, judgments were made 
relative to potential consistency with Coastal Act wetlands policies that involved interpretations and 
matters of opinion. The public hearing on this matter in April was illuminating and instructive. The 
Chief Counsel's very thorough review of the legal theories that must be applied to ensure a firm legal 
basis for approval of wetland fill for a golf course contributed to staff's reevaluation of its 
recommendation. Additionally, public testimony (i.e., both urging that the golf course not be reduced 
to accommodate wetland restoration and opposition to staff characterizing the project as being for 
"restoration purposes" within the meaning of Coastal Act section 30233(a)(7)), discussion and 
expressions of concern by commissioners, and further internal discussion among staff, resulted in staff 
concluding that the March 19 recommendation should be changed. 
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Of the three possible legal theories on which a finding to support approval of wetland fill for a golf 
course could be based, staff now is of the opinion~ is applicable here. 

The applicant urges the Conunission to rely on section 30007.5 which direCts the Conunission to 
resolve conflicts between Coastal Act policies " ... in a manner which on balance is the most protective 
of significant coastal resources." However, in staffs opinion there is no direct conflict here between 
two or more specific chapter three Coastal Act policies; instead, section 30233 expressly limits the 
filling of wetlands to eight enumerated uses and development of a golf course is not one of them. The 
staff strongly urges the Commission to reject the applicant's proposed theory to rely on section 
30007.5 because the Commission has consistently rejected an expansive interpretation of section 
30007.5 that would balance general goals against specific wetlands policies. Were the Commission to 
begin using the section contrary to its long-standing position on this issue (i.e., to only use the section 
when two or more specific chapter three policies are in direct conflict), the result would be to render 
meaningless specific chapter three Coastal Act policies since any project can be said to raise conflicts 
between general goals and specific policies. It would be up to any then-sitting Commission to decide 
what "on balance is the most protective of significant coastal resources" in any matter to come before 
it. The result would be confusion and inconsistent, haphazard application of Coastal Act policies. 

The second theory was presented by staff in the March 19 report and attempted to fit the proposed 
project into section 30233 (a)(7) by characterizing it as being a development for "restoration 
purposes." Recall, however, that this approach could, in staff's view, only have worked if the golf 
course were made smaller and the wetland acreage for restoration were increased. The applicant, the 
City of Seal Beach and many local residents who testified at the hearing objected to these proposed 
staff modifications because they felt it would compromise the viability of the golf course as an 
eighteen-hole regulation-size course. Information was also presented to staff that the City looks to the 
golf course as being the source of new funds to defray costs of providing public services (i.e., police 
and fire protection) to the new .residential community proposed as part of this overall project. 
Irrespective of how the Commission may have acted on staff's recommendation relative to increasing 
the wetland acreage for restoration, it became abundantly clear during the hearing that the relevant part 
of the project is a golf course accompanied by wetland restoration as mitigation and not a restoration 
project first with a golf course then added into the equation to enhance overall project feasibility. Staff 
now is of the opinion that in light of applicable facts and circumstances, the golf course should not and 
ought not be characterized as a development intended for "restoration purposes" pursuant to section 
30233(a)(7). The lowlands portion of the project is clearly a golf course first and a restoration project 
second and not the other way around. Accordingly, staff recommends that the Commission not step 
onto the precedential slippery slope it would have been on had it followed the staffs prior 
recommendation. 

The third theory explained by Mr. Faust at the April hearing, would apply sections 302~3(a) and 
3041l(b) in combination to justify wetland fill because the Department ofFish and Game had 
previously concluded that the subject wetlands are severely degraded and cannot feasibly be restored in 
conjunction with a boating facility. This theory relies on non-binding Commission "guidelines" to 
suggest that if there are other feasible ways to accomplish restoration of the severely degraded wetlands 
(i.e., a golf course, residential development) those other uses are permissible in such a wetland. The 
rub here is that this theory has been specifically rejected by a Superior court. In Bolsa Chica Land 
Trust v. CCC, the court addressed this theory and said: " ... the Commission's conclusion is simply 
inconsistent with the clear language of section 30233 which expressly limits the filling ofwetlands to 
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eight enumerated uses, of which residential development [read, golf course] is not one." The court then • 
went on to say: "The Commission's interpretation would open the door to any type of development in 
a wetland whenever a finding could be made that funds were otherwise unavailable to restore degraded 
wetlands. It is for the Legislature to establish such a policy; not the Commission." The court also held 
that other feasible ways to achieve restoration must be less intrusive than a boating facility. Section 
30233 requires that a boating facility not exceed 25% of the degraded wetlands and section 30411 
requires that not less than 75% of the degraded wetlands be restored. An "other feasible way" of 
restoring wetlands should occupy less than 25% of the wetlands and should restore more than 75% of 
the wetlands in order to be less intrusive than a boating facility. An "other feasible way" should also 
be the least environmentally damaging alternative. The proposed golf course is not less intrusive than a 
boating facility nor is it the least environmentally damaging alternative to achieve restoration. 

Accordingly, staff sees no legal basis under the Coastal Act for approval of a project that allows the fill 
of 17.9 acres of wetlands for development of a golf course. 

There are several additional reasons that explain staffs change in recommendation. At the time this 
project was reviewed with the Executive Director, it was not entirely clear to the Executive Director 
how many legal parcels exist within the 196.6 acre project site and whether the portion of the overall 
site on which the public golf course, mineral production and wetland restoration would occur (much of 
the lowlands) constituted separate legal parcels. The concern was that if each area constituted a 
separate legal parcel, pursuant to regulatory takings rulings of the courts, the owner of each legal 
parcel would be entitled to approval of an economically viable use. 

Since that time, the applicant has confirmed that there is no existing subdivision of the Hellman Ranch • 
property. Although the project site may be composed of several parcels for tax assessment purposes, it 
constitutes only one single legal lot for purposes of alienation and development. This parcel is 
currently utilized for mineral production, of which Hellman owns the entire operating interest. The 
applicant is thus requesting Commission approval of a subdivision ofthis one legal parcel in a 
configuration the Commission has no legal obligation to approve. 

Accordingly, staff recommends that the Commission approve a revised land division configuration that 
maintains in single parcel ownership and usage the land areas proposed for the golf course and wetland 
restoration as well as the area currently used for oil production which provides an economically viable 
use of the property. This means that should the owner of the separate lowlands parcel the Commission 
would be approving (assuming the permit is accepted and all other steps necessary to create the new 
subdivision and parcel are taken) at some time in the future come forward with a new development 
proposal in the lowlands portion of the project site now before the Commission, that owner would 
already have an economically viable use of the property (assuming mineral production is ongoing). 
Alternative uses consistent with Coastal Act policies could be considered on the mineral production 
parcel which might augment its economic use. Only by keeping the mineral production sites combined 
with the remainder of the lowlands area as one parcel can the Commission allow the subdivision of the 
remainder of the project site and ensure that future development proposals will not compel the 
Commission to allow uses in the lowlands solely to avoid a takings claim. 

Another reason staff is changing its recommendation is based on the long view of the environmental 
future of Southern California's human and natural communities. California has lost the vast majority 
of its coastal wetlands, especially in the southern portion ofthe state. What few historic coastal 
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wetlands remain are generally in a fairly degraded condition -- a condition of reduced habitat vitality 
and species diversity resulting from past human activity. As a matter of general environmental 
direction it is state and federal policy to promote habitat, and especially wetland restoration wherever 
possible. As the staff report points out, this project site is a part of an historic wetlands complex in 
excess of2,400 acres. Development has reduced this wetlands complex to a fraction of its historic 
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size. Staff is aware of the long, and often tortured history associated with the project site. In fact, staff 
was deliberate about and tried to be creative in crafting a resolution to the long-standing controversy 
over what should be done on this land. On reflection and reconsideration, it is not unreasonable to 
anticipate future restoration of much if not most of the project site for viable wetland habitat purposes. 
The industrial ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach will most likely expand in the future and will need 
additional mitigation credits -- credits that can be earned through wetland restoration projects. The 
opportunities for mitigation restoration projects in proximity to the two ports are extremely 
constrained. The lowlands of this project site are fonner wetlands and clearly offer a viable venue for 
such restoration in the future. A major function and purpose of the Coastal Commission is to manage 
and plan coastal land uses, in partnership with local government, in a manner that preserves future 
options for improvement of environmental resources and conditions in the coastal zone. Staff believes 
the Commission has the opportunity to do exactly that in this case and in this area of southern 
California and it can do so while at the same time protecting the private property owner's right to 
economic use of the property. It should be noted that an existing and continuing potential use of the 
lowlands area is for mitigation restoration credits. Keeping the lowlands and the mineral production 
sites combined does not lessen the potential use of the area for mitigation credit. Indeed, the proposal 
is to ultimately use production site lands for restoration purposes. Staff concludes that this lowland 
area is the type of land area the ports, or another entity in need of mitigation credits, could feasibly 
restore. 

A final note is in order relative to representations made to the applicant and city representatives prior to 
formal submittal of this application. The applicant's representatives believe they were encouraged to 
proceed with their project as a result of a preliminary meeting with the Executive Director. When the 
Executive Director met with the project proponents, at their request, before fonnal submittal of the 
application, he expressed the affinnative opinion the project appeared to be a vast improvement over 
past development proposals for the site. That is still the staff's opinion. However, at the time of the 
meeting no specific analysis evaluating the proposed development project's impacts and application of 
Coastal Act policies had been conducted by Commission staff Everyone present at that meeting knew 
this. While an overall impression and a preliminary reaction was provided, it was not intended to be 
nor could such a superficial evaluation be considered legally adequate and conclusive. 

The Executive Director regrets any misimpressions that may have resulted from the preliminary 
meeting on this matter. Indeed, the Executive Director acknowledged to other staff and the public his 
commitment to make extra efforts to attempt to arrive at a workable and acceptable resolution as a 
result of early communications with representatives of the city and the applicant Notwithstanding 
staff's efforts to find a resolution in this matter, in the end, Coastal Act policies are the governing 
standards of law that must prevail. 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff is recommending approval of the project with special conditions requiring: 1) elimination of the golf course 
proposed within existing wetlands; 2) a revised land division configuration that maintains in single parcel 
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ownership and usage the land areas proposed for the golf course and restoration as well as the area currently 
used for mineral production; 3) continuation that the proposed dedication of Gum Grove Park has occurred prior 
to permit issuance; 4) final plans for the structural designs of the proposed visitor-serving uses; 5) reasonable 
mitigation measures for impacts to archaeological resources; and 6) incorporation of City water quality and 
hazards mitigation measures. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution: 

I. APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS. 

The Commission hereby grants a permit, subject to the conditions below, for the proposed development on the 
grounds that the development will be in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal 
Act of 1976, will not prejudice the ability of the local government having jurisdiction over the area to prepare a 
Local Coastal Program conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and will not have any 
significant adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

II. STANDARD CONDITIONS. 

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall not commence 
until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and 
acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to the Commission office. 

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the date this permit 
is reported to the Commission. Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a 
reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date . 

3. Compliance. All development must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as set forth in the 
application for permit, subject to any special conditions set forth below. Any deviation from the approved plans 
must be reviewed and approved by the staff and may require Commission approval. 

4. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved by the Executive 
Director or the Commission. 

5. Inspections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site and the project during its 
development, subject to 24~hour advance notice. 

6. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files with the 
Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit. 

7. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be perpetual, and it is the 
intention ofthe Commission and the permittee to bind all future owners and possessors of the subject property to 
the terms and conditions. 

Ill. SPECIAL CONDITIONS. 

1. Elimination of Golf Course/Lowland Development. 

This coastal development permit 5-97-367 does not approve the proposed golf course, nor does it 
approve any of the proposed development in the areas covered by proposed Lots 4, 6, 7 and 8 of 
proposed Tentative Tract Map 15381 except for the proposed archaeological investigation. 
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2. Revised Vesting Tentative Tract Map No·. 16381. 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF TilE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applieant shall submit, for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director, two copies of a revised vesting tentative map for Tract No. 
15381. The revised map shall show only five legal lots as generally depicted in Exhibit B; namely, 1) the lot 
currently owned by the California State Lands Commission, 2) the lot currently owned by the City of Seal Beach 
Redevelopment Agency, 3) proposed Lot 2 which is proposed to be further subdivided into seventy residential 
lots pursuant to proposedTentative Tract Map 15402, 4) proposed Lot 3 for the proposed dedication of Gum 
Grove Park, which shall be in substantial conformance with the configuration shown on the map submitted with 
the permit application and maintain the proposed minimum 25 wide frontage along Seal Beach Boulevard, and 5) 
a lot consisting of the remainder of the subject site owned by the applicant. The applicant shall record the 
revised map approved by the Executive Director. 

3. State Lands Parcel. 

A. Lease Restriction. Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant 
shall execute and record a lease restriction, subject to the review and approval of the Executive Director, over the 
property commonly known as the California State Lands Commission parcel, situated northeasterly of Pacific 
Coast Highway at its intersection with First Street in the City of Seal Beach, which provides that: 

(1) This coastal development permit approves only the construction of: a) an interpretive center 

• 

consisting of a raised, handicap-accessible platform with information panels containing photographs, maps, • 
exhibits, etc., overlooking the proposed salt marsh, b) the placement only of the Krenwinkle House on the site 
(no uses are established), c) the construction of public parking spaces, and d) construction of a structure or 
structures containing a maximum of 10,000 square feet of visitor-serving uses on the State Lands parcel; 
provided that adequate parking is supplied. 

(2) Any modifications to the development described in this condition shall require an amendment 
to the permit from the Coastal Commission. 

(3) An approved coastal development permit from the Coastal Commission shall be obtained 
prior to the establishment of uses to be contained in the Krenwinkle House after it is located on the State Lands 
parcel. 

(4) Only public access, public recreation, public education, and lower-cost visitor-serving 
commercial facilities, which are consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act and with the 
requirements established by the California State Lands Commission for use of public lands, shall be permitted on 
the State Lands parcel. · 

(5) AU office uses are prohibited on the State Lands parcel (excepting offices which are 
necessary for the administration of, and are adjunct to, the public access and approved visitor-serving uses). 

(6) Parking for the visitor-serving uses on the State Lands parcel shall be provided based on the 
standards contained in the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan, as adopted by City of Seal Ordinance 97-2 on 
September 27, 1997. A minimum of sixty-two (62) public parking spaces, as depicted on Figure 5-4, Page 5-21 
of the coastal development permit application, shall be provided and maintained on-site. Off these 62 public • 
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parking spaces, ten (10) shall be reserved for visitors who are not patronizing any of the commercial 
visitor-serving uses. 
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(7) Consistent with Mitigation Measure R-5 of Seal Beach City Council Resolution No. 4562, 
the pennittee or lessee shall install a bicycle rack near the entrance to the proposed pedestrian trail for the 
saltwater wetland. The bicycle rack shall; 1) be public, 2) be maintained by the pennittee, and 3) accommodate 
a minimum of twenty (20) bicycles. 

The document shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens 
that the Executive Director detennines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This lease restriction shall 
not be removed or changed without a Coastal Commission-approved amendment to this coastal development 
pennit unless the Executive Director detennines that no amendment is required. 

B. Agreement to be bound. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall obtain a written agreement from the owner of the State Lands 
parcel, subject to the review and approval of the executive director, stating that in the event oftennination of the 
lease, and for so long as the building and facilities constructed pursuant to pennit 5-97-367, the owner of the 
state lands parcel will agree to require each new or different tenant, occupant or operator, including itself, to sign 
a lease restriction or other appropriate instrument agreeing to comply with the conditions set forth in Special 
Condition 6.a. Above. 

C. Final Plans. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, plans for the 
proposed interpretive center and visitor-serving commercial building which are consistent with the requirements 
of this pennit. The applicant shall comply with the plans approved by the Executive Director. 

4. Gum Grove Park 

PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit, for 
the review and approval of the Executive Director, written evidence demonstrating that the area known as Gum 
Grove Nature Park and as delineated as Lot 3 of proposed Vesting Tentative Tract Map 15381 has been 
dedicated in fee to the City of Seal Beach, as proposed by the applicant. The dedication documents shall provide 
that: 

(A) The park shall be preserved in perpetuity as a passive recreational nature park open to 
the public. Active recreational activities or commercial facilities shall be prohibited. 

(B) Necessary parking facilities which are the minimum required to serve the park and 
which meets Americans with Disabilities Act requirements shall be provided. The existing twenty (20) striped 
parking spaces for Gum Grove Park shall be maintained. 

(C) All new or upgraded trails within the dedicated park area shall be constructed to be 
accessible to persons with disabilities consistent with Americans with Disabilities Act requirements. New or 
upgraded trails shall not be lighted in order to minimize impacts on wetlands. 

(D) Small scale interpretive signage which describes the Monarch Butterfly may be 
pennitted if approved by an amendment to this pennit. 
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(E) Gum Grove Park shall be open from dawn to dusk on a daily basis. Changes in hours 
of operation of Gum Grove Park shall require an amendment to this pennit unless the Executive Director 
determines that an amendment is not required. -

(F) Signage shall be conspicuously posted which states that the park is open to the general 
public. 

(G) That portion of proposed Lot 3 ofTentative Tract Map No. 15381, comprised of an 
approximately 25 foot wide strip of land which borders Seal Beach Boulevard and extends west from Seal Beach 
Boule~ to connect with the primarily used part of Gum Grove Park, shall be subject to the following 
requirements: 

( 1) The frontage along Seal Beach Boulevard shall not be gated, fenced, or 
obstructed in any manner which prevents public access from Seal Beach Boulevard. 

(2) The area shall be reserved for a public a trail and parking lot, which are visible, 
and directly accessible to the public from Seal Beach Boulevard, and which lead from Seal Beach Boulevard to 
the primary part of Gum Grove Park to the west. The public parking lot area shall be large enough for a 
minimum of ten ( 1 0) parking spaces. Where it is not feasible to reserve enough public parking area on this 
portion of proposed Lot 3, public parking directly accessible from Seal Beach Boulevard shall be provided for on 
proposed Lot 2 ofTentative Tract Map No. 15381 adjacent to proposed Lot 3, in accordance with the provisions 
of Special Condition 5.B. of this permit. 

5. Public Access Program. 

A. Public Access Signage. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the pennittee shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a detailed signage 
plan which provides for the installation of signs clearly visible from Pacific Coast Highway and Seal Beach 
Boulevard which invite and encourage the public to use the public access, parking, and recreation opportunities 
proposed at Gum Grove Park, the State Lands parcel, and the public access trail and public parking linking Gum 
Grove Park to Seal Beach Boulevard. Key locations include but are not limited to; 1) the entrance to the State 
Lands parcel (intersection of First Street and Pacific Coast Highway, and 2) Gum Grove Park, both at its 
western entrance and at the proposed Seal Beach Boulevard entrance. The plans shall also provide for signage 
which designates ten ( 1 0) of the parking spaces at the State Lands parcel for the exclusive use of trail users and 
which clearly indicates that the bike racks on the State Lands parcel are for the general public. The plans shall 
indicate the location, materials, dimensions, colors, and text of the signs. The pennittee shall install the signs in 
accordance with the signage plans approved by the Executive Director. 

B. Residential Community Streets (Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 15402). PRIOR TO 
THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall execute and record a 
deed restriction, in a fonn and content acceptable to the Executive Director, which shall provide that: 1) public 
pedestrian and bicycle access to the streets and sidewalks constructed within the area subject to Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map No. 15402 shall not be precluded, 2) no locked gates, walls, fences, or other obstructions 
prohibiting public pedestrian or bicycle access to the streets and sidewalks constructed within the area subject to 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 15402 shall be pennitted, 3) no requirement to allow public vehicular access 
over the private streets is necessary if the applicant is willing to provide public parking within Gum Grove and a 
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separate vehicular entrance to from Seal Beach Boulevard to said public parking, 4) if fewer than the ten (10) 
public parking spaces required by Special Condition 4.(G)(2) of this pennit can be constructed on proposed Lot 
3 ofVesting Tentative Tract Map No. 15381, the portion of the area subject to Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
15402 closest to Lot 3 shall be reserved for the balance of the public parking spaces so that the parking spaces 
are directly accessible from Seal Beach Boulevard. The deed restriction shall be recorded over the entire area 
subject to Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 15402 and shall run with the land, binding all successors and 
assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens that the Executive Director detennines may affect the 
enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction shall not be removed or changed without a Coastal 
Commission·approved amendment to this coastal development pennit unless the Executive Director determines 
that no amendment is required. 

C. Revised Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 15402. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the 
Executive Director, two copies of a revised vesting tentative map for Tract No. 15402 if: (1) all of the ten public 
parking spaces required under Special Condition 4.(G)(2) cannot be built on proposed Lot 3 ofVesting Tentative 
Tract Map 15381, and/or (2) the entities with jurisdiction over Seal Beach Boulevard do not approve a separate 
vehicular entrance off of Seal Beach Boulevard to said public parking spaces. The revised map shall show: (I) 
the locations and design of said public parking spaces which cannot be built on Lot 3 and instead shall be built 
on the portion of the area subject to Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 15402 closest to Lot 3, and 2) the location 
of the public street which connects the public parking required under Special Condition 4.(G)(2) of this pennit 
with the entrance to the subdivision proposed by Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 15402. The revised map 
shall be accompanied by written documentation demonstrating that the governmental agencies which have 
jurisdiction over Seal Beach Boulevard and parking space standards have approved the revised map. The 
applicant shall record the revised map approved by the Executive Director. 

D. Construction of Trail and Parking Lot. PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF 
CONSTRUCTION OF THE HOUSES WITHIN THE AREA SUBJECT TO VESTING TENTATIVE 
TRACT MAP NO. 15402, the applicant shall construct a public access trail and parking lot, which are visible 
and directly accessible to the public from Seal Beach Boulevard, which lead from Seal Beach Boulevard to the 
primary part of Gum Grove Park to the west. The public parking lot shall contain a minimum often (10) 
parking spaces and shall be directly accessible from Seal Beach Boulevard. Where it is not feasible to construct 
the public parking and vehicular entrance on this portion of proposed Lot 3 of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
15381, public parking directly accessible from Seal Beach Boulevard shall be constructed on proposed Lot 2 of 
Tentative Tract Map No. 15381 (i.e., the area subject to Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 15402) immediately 
adjacent to proposed Lot 3, in accordance with the provisions of Special Condition 5.B of this pennit. 

6. Archaeology 

For purposes of this condition, "OHP" shall mean the State Office ofHistoric Preservation, and "NAHC" 
shall mean the state Native American Heritage Commission. 

A. Research Desian. The pennittee shall undertake the proposed archaeological investigation in 
confonnance with the proposed archaeological research design entitled A Research Design for the Evaluation of 
Archaeological Sites within the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan Area dated November 1997 prepared by KEA 
Environmental, Inc. for the City of Seal Beach. Prior to issuance of the coastal development pennitt the 
applicant shall submit written evidence, subject to the review and approval of the Executive Director, that a copy 
of the archaeological research design has been submitted to the OHP, the NAHC, and the Native American 
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group/person deemed appropriate deemed acceptable by the NAHC, for their review and comment An 
amendment to this permit shall be required for any changes to the research design suggested by OHP, NAHC, or 
the Native American group/person unless the Executive Director determin~~ that an amendment is not required. 

B. Selection ofArc::haeologist(s) and Native American Monitor(s). The archaeologist(s) 
sel.ected by the City shall meet the United States Department of Interior minimum standards for archaeological 
consultants, as also endorsed by the OHP. The City shall select the Native American monitor(s) in compliance 
with the ''Guidelines for monitors/consultants ofNative American cultural, religious and burial sites" issued by 
the NAHC, and in consultation with the appropriate Native American person/group deemed acceptable by the 
NAHC. 

C. Post-Investigation Miti2ation Measures. Upon completion of the archaeological 
investigation, and prior to the commencement of construction of any development (other than archaeological 
investigation activities or subdivision) located within proposed Lot 2 of proposed Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
15381, the applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a written report 
regarding the following: 1) a summary of the findings of the archaeological investigation, and 2) a final written 
mitigation plan which shall identify recommended mitigation measures, including capping of archaeological sites, 
data recovery and curation of important archaeological resources as defined by the California Environmental 
Quality Act, and detailed additional mitigation measures which need to be implement~. The applicant shall also 
submit for review and approval of the executive director, a signed contract with a City-selected archaeological 
consultant that provides for archaeological salvage that follows current accepted professional practice, if 
additional archaeological data recovery measures are determined appropriate. The written report and additional 

• 

mitigation measures shall also be submitted to the OHP and the appropriate Native American person/group • 
designated or deemed acceptable by the NAHC. An amendment to this permit shall be required to implement 
any additional mitigation measures unless the executive director determines a permit amendment is not required 

D. Implementation of Mitigation Measures and Summarv of Fieldwork. Prior to 
commencement of site preparation, grading, and construction activities for any development (other than 
archaeological investigation activities) located within a fifty foot (50") radius ofthe furthest boundary of each 
state-identified archaeological site as delineated in the archaeological research design, all of the requirements of 
special conditions 5.A., 58., and S.C. shall have been met. All development shall occur consistent with the final 
plan required by special condition S.C. A written synopsis report summarizing all work performed in 
compliance with special conditions S.A, S.B, and S.C shall be submitted to the executive director, OHP, and 
NAHC within six (6) weeks of the conclusion of field work. No later than six months after completion of field 
work a final report on the excavation and analysis shall be submitted to OHP and the commission. 

E. Monitoring of Construction Activities. All site preparation, grading and construction 
activities for the proposed development shall be monitored on-site by a qualified archaeologist and Nativ~ 
American monitor. The archaeologist and Native American monitor shall have the express authority to 
temporarily halt all work should significant cultural resources be discovered. This requirement shall be 
incorporated into the construction documents which will be used by construction workers during the course of 
their work. 

F.. Discoverv of Cultural Resources I Human Remains During Post-Archaeological Testing 
Construction Activities. 
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(1) If additional or unexpected archaeological features are discovered during site 
preparation, grading, and construction activities for approved development other than the archaeological 
investigation, all work shall be temporarily halted while the permittee complies with the following: 

The archaeologist, in consultation with the Native American monitor, shall sample, identify and evaluate the 
artifacts as appropriate and shall report such fmdings to the permittee, the city and the Executive Director. If the 
archaeological resources are found to be significant, the archaeologist, in consultation with the Native American 
monitor, shall determine appropriate actions, and shall submit those recommendations in writing to the Executive 
Director, the applicant and the city. The archaeologist shall also submit the recommendations for the review and 
approval of the Executive Director and shall be prepared in accordance with the provisions outlined in Special 
Condition 5.C above. Any recommended changes to the proposed development or the mitigation measures 
identified in the final plan required by Special Condition S.C. shall require a permit amendment unless the 
executive director determines that a permit amendment is not required. 

(2) Should human remains be discovered on-site during the course of site preparation, 
grading, and construction activities, immediately after such discovery, the on-site City-selected archaeologist and 
Native American monitor shall notify the City of Seal Beach, Director of Development Services and the County 
Coroner within 24 hours of such discovery, and all construction activities shall be temporarily halted until the 
remains can be identified. The Native American group/person deemed acceptable by the NAHC shall participate 
in the identification process. Should the human remains be determined to be that of a Native American, the 
permittee shall comply with the requirements of Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code. Within five (5) 
calendar days of such notification, the director of development services shall notify the Executive Director of the 
discovery of human remains . 

G. Incorporation of Archaeology Requirements into Construction Documents. Special 
Condition No. 5 of coastal development permit 5-97-367 shall be incorporated in its entirety into all the 
construction documents which will be used by construction workers during the course of their work as well as all 
construction bid documents. 

7. Water Quality. 

PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit, for 
the review and approval of the Executive Director, a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit 
("NPDES"), Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, and Structural and Non-structural Best Management 
Practices for the proposed project, in compliance with the standards and requirements of the California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. The applicant shall implement and comply with the water quality measures 
approved by the Executive Director. Runoff from the site shall be directed to the Los Alamitos retarding basin to 
the maximum extent feasible. The permittee shall comply with mitigation measures WQ-5 through WQ-10 
inclusive as approved by City of Seal Beach City Council resolution 4562. 

8. Hazards 

Mitigation Measures WQ-1, WQ-2, WQ-3, WQ-4, GE0-1, GE0-2, GE0-3, GE0-4, GE0-5, GE0-6, GE0-7, 
and GE0-8 as shown on Exhibit B of City of Seal Beach City Council Resolution 4562 certifying the Hellman 
Ranch Specific Plan Envirorunental Impact Report on September 22, 1997 are hereby incorporated by reference 
as special conditions of this coastal development permit. 
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9. Future Construction of Homes on the Mesa 

This coastal development pennit does not approve development on the lots .created by Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map No. 15402. A future coastal development permit(s) is required for development, such as site preparation, 
construction of streets, common walls and landscaping, and construction of the actual homes, etc. on the site. 
Construction spoils, materials, and equipment shall not be placed in any wetland areas. 

10. Legs/Interest. 

PRIOR TO TilE ISSUANCE OF TilE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit, for 
the review and approval of the Executive Director, written documentation demonstrating that it has the legal 
ability to carry out all conditions of approval of this permit. 

IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

A. Detailed Site and Project Description 

The subject site totals approximately 196.6 acres. Of that amount, the applicant owns approximately 18?.9 
acres (93% of the site). Southern California Edison utility company owns a 7.9 acre easement (4%). The 
California State Lands Commission owns a parcel totaling 3.4 acres (2%). Finally, the City of Seal Beach owns 
a parcel totaling 1.4 acres (1 %). (see Exhibit 1, p. 3) 

The site consists of approximately 160 acres of lowland areas, covered for the most part by an average of five 
feet of fill. A low marine terrace known as Landing Hill reaches an elevation of 66 feet and creates a distinct 
upland on the south and east edges of the property. Except for the approximately II acre slope comprising most 
of Gum Grove Park, the upland on the southern edge of the lowland is off-site and is developed with the existing 
Marina Hill residential area of the City of Seal Beach. About 20 acres of the upland on the east side of the 
lowlands is on the subject site, forming a mesa, and is currently vacant. 

The mesa and Gum Grove Park can be considered to be adjacent to the sea. The lowlands is traversed by a tidal 
channel which is connected to the San Gabriel River which leads to the Pacific Ocean. Section 30115 of the 
Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 

"Sea" mean the Pacific Ocean and all harbors, bays, channels, estuaries, salt marshes, 
sloughs, and other areas subject to tidal action through any connection with the Pacific Ocean, 
excluding nonestuarine rivers, streams, tributaries, creeks, and flood control and drainage 
channels. 

Thus, this tidal channel, which is subject to tidal action with a connection to the Pacific Ocean, meets the 
definition of "sea" under the Coastal Act. 

The subject site is bounded on the west by Pacific Coast Highway (State Route One), on the south by the Marina 
Hill residential area, on the east by Seal Beach Boulevard, on the north by City of Seal Beach Police and Public 
Works Departments and the Los Alamitos Retarding Basin, and on the northwest by the Haynes Cooling 
Channel owned by the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power. 
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1. Subdivision 

There is no existing subdivision on the Hellman Ranch property. (see Exhibit 1, p. 35-39) The applicant is 
proposing subdivision of a 196 acre site into 9 lots, including further subdiVision of one of the lots into 70 single
family residential lots in a private community; construction of a public golf course (including 6.8 acres of 
freshwater marsh integrated into the golf course) and golf clubhouse; dedication of Gum Grove Park to the City 
of Seal Beach; 1,600,000 cubic yards of grading (800,000 cubic yards of cut and 800,000 cubic yards of fill); 
creation of saltwater marsh totaling 28.1 acres (including buffer area) and reservation of 16.2 acres of existing 
oil production areas for future wetland restoration; construction of interpretive areas and visitor-serving 
recreation facilities; dedication of public access trails; and extension of Adolfo Lopez Drive 

More specifically, the subdivision of the site into 9lots is proposed under Vesting Tentative Tract Map 15381 as 
approved by the City of Seal Beach on September 22, 1997. The 9 proposed lots are for; oil production (3 lots 
comprising a total of27.5 acres); single family detached residential use in a private community on the mesa 
adjacent to and west of Seal Beach Boulevard (14.9 acres); Gum Grove Park (11.1 acres}, visitor-serving 
facilities (1.8 acres); golf course and freshwater wetlands (110.1}, saltwater marsh wetlands, wetland buffers, 
and public trails (29.6) acres, and 1.4 acres of City owned land to extend Adolfo Lopez Drive. 

2. Residential Development 

The subdivision of the 14.9 acre residential site into 70 single-family residential lots (minimum lot size of 5,000 
square feet with an average lot size of 6,250 square feet}, 7 private open space lots for landscaping (2.08 acres), 
and a private roadway system IS proposed under Vesting Tentative Tract Map 15402 approved by the City of 
Seal Beach on September 22, 1997. A gated automobile entry and guardhouse are also contemplated for the 
proposed private residential development. 

3. Wetland Fill 

A total of approximately twenty-seven (27) acres of wetlands exist on-site (Coastal Resources Management & 
Chambers Group, 1996). The proposed 110.1 acre public 18-hole golf course would result in the fill of 17.9 
acres of existing wetlands. The proposed wetland creation would also result in the fill of wetlands (9.1 acres). 

4. Salt Marsh 

A total of 44.3 acres of salt marsh (including buffers) may ultimately be provided as proposed. The applicant is 
proposing to construct 28.1 acres of salt marsh, including about 2-5 acres of buffers, initially (Phase 1). The 
applicant is also proposing to reserve two existing areas which currently contain mineral production facilities for 
potential future wetland creation in two future phases. Phase 2 consists of a mineral production area adjacent to 
the Haynes Cooling Channel and would be contiguous with the proposed salt marsh. Phase 3 would consist of 
the westernmost portion of a 19.28 acre mineral production area towards the center ofthe site. The applicant 
proposes to set aside a combined total of 16.2 acres of existing mineral production area for potential future 
expansion ofthe Phase 1 salt marsh. If all three phases are completed, the entire salt marsh (including buffers) 
would be 43.5 acres. 

The proposed 28.1 Phase 1 salt marsh is comprised of approximately; 1) 9.5 acres of subtidal basin and 
channels, 2.6 acres ofunvegetated mudflat, 2.9 acres of low marsh pickleweed, 8.8 acres ofhigh marsh 
pickleweed, and between 2 and 5 acres of transition zone/buffers. The buffer areas form an elevated ring around 
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the proposed salt marsh to ensure that potentially contaminated runoff from the golf course does not enter the 
salt marsh. The buffer areas will also serve as the location of Coulter's Goldfield plants transplanted from 
existing locations which will be impacted by fill. The proposed Phase 1 salt marsh would be connected by an 
existing culvert to the San Gabriel River. The river water would provide tlie source of water for the salt marsh. 

The maximum tidal range would be approximately 1.5 feet, with a spring low tide at +0.6 feet Mean Sea Level 
and a spring high tide at +2.1 feet Mean Sea Level. The residence time (i.e., the relative frequency of tidal 
flushing) would be a maximum of approximately 1.3 days. Proposed tidal zones include Shallow Subtidal (-4.0' 
to +0.1' relative to Mean Sea Level ("MSL ") and is always underwater), Occasionally Exposed-Subtidal (+0.1' 
to +0.3" MSL), Lower Intertidal (Mudflat; +0.3' to+ 1.3' MSL), Upper Intertidal (Low Marsh;+ 1.3' to+ 1.9' 
MSL), Super Tidal (High Marsh; +1.9' to +4.5' MSL, the zone above Mean Higher High Water level). 
Transition areas consisting of a densely vegetated berm to keep out golf course runoff and errant golf balls 
would serve as a buffer and would be upland areas never subjected to tidal influence. 

5. Freshwater Marsh 

The applicant is proposing 6.8 acres of freshwater marsh wetlands consisting of a system of five basins 
connected by pipes. The center of each basin will be open water (10.0 foot depth) and the edges will consist of 
shallow shelves (0 .5 to 1.5 feet deep) providing shallow water habitat. The water sources will consist of an 
onsite groundwater well and precipitation. The freshwater marsh would be integrated into the middle of the 
proposed golf course and also serve as a golf course water feature/hazard. 

6. Grading 

A total of one million, six hundred thousand (1,600,000) cubic yards of grading are proposed. Eight hundred 
thousand (800,000) cubic yards of grading (cut) would be excavated to construct the salt marsh and freshwater 
marsh. The 800,000 cubic yards of excavated material would be used for fill for the proposed golf course and 
clubhouse. 

7. State Lands Parcel 

The parcel of land adjacent to Pacific Coast Highway currently owned by the California State Lands 
Commission is contemplated for visitor-serving uses. A City historic building, the Krenwinkle House, may be 
moved to the site to be used as a historical museum and or interpretive center for the adjacent proposed salt 
marsh. Also contemplated are 10,000 square feet of visitor-serving commercial uses. Sixty-two (62) parking 
spaces are shown on the conceptual site plan. A simple interpretive center consisting of a raised platform with 
displays overlooking the proposed salt marsh is also proposed. 

8. Archaeology 

The applicant is proposing an archaeological investigation to document the existence of cultural resources in the 
eleven cultural resources sites identified on the development property. The eleven State-identified cultural 
resources sites are CA~ORA-256, CA-ORA-260, CA-ORA-261, CA-ORA-262, CA-ORA-263/852, CA-ORA-
264, CA-ORA-850, CA-ORA-851, CA-ORA-1472, CA-ORA-1473, and Area D. 

• 

• 

The archaeological investigation consists in part of digging 30x30 centimeter square shovel test pits ("STPs") to • 
a maximum depth of 50 centimeters. STPs will be placed at 20 meter intervals on each cultural resource site, 
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resulting in approximately 91 STPs. An additional 19 STPs will be dug on selected sites to supplement the 
sampling of the 91 STPs. 

In addition, the proposed archaeological investigation will consist of digging Test Excavation Units ("TEUs"). 
The proposed TEUs are lxl meter square and will be hand excavated at 10 centimeter intervals. A total of 45 
TEUs (between 2 and 8 per site) are expected to be dug. The TEUs will be placed on each site based on the 
results of both the STPs and a ground penetrating radar survey of each site. 

9. Golf Course and Clubhouse 

The applicant is also proposing a 110.1 acre (excluding the freshwater marsh wetland complex) 18 hole golf 
course open to the public. The golf course is intended to be of the caliber that could host a Professional Golf 
Association tournament and charge green fees in the mid-range of fifty dollars ($50) or so. A golf clubhouse, 
also to be open to the public, is also contemplated. An extension of Adolfo Lopez Drive across land owned by 
the City of Seal Beach is also contemplated. 

10. Parks and Trails 

The applicant is also proposing to dedicate the 11.1 acre Gum Grove Park to the City of Seal Beach. The City 
currently leases the park, an unimproved nature park with a eucalyptus tree grove, from the applicant. The 
applicant also proposes to dedicate public trails which would extend from the State Lands parcel to the north and 
south of the Phase 1 salt marsh and end at viewing nodes along the salt marsh . 

B. Ownership and Existing Legal Parcels 

As stated above in the Executive Director's note, the applicant has confirmed that there is no existing 
subdivision of the Hellman Ranch property. (Exhibit 1, pages 35-39) In addition, this parcel is 
currently utilized for mineral production, of which Hellman Properties owns the entire operating 
interest. (Exhibit l, pages 35-39) Further, although Shell Oil (now Signal Hill Petroleum) has a 50% 
producing interest in APN 980-36-605, Signal Hill Petroleum has no land rights. (Exhibit 1, pages 
35-39) 

There are several assessor's tax parcels within the Hellman ownership, including assessor's tax parcels 
for mineral rights. However, County of Orange Assessor's parcels which are utilized for tax purposes 
are not necessarily the same as legal lots for purposes ofthe Subdivision Map Act. 

While the City has approved Tentative Tract Map 15381 which subdivides the applicant's lot into 
several lots, this subdivision of the land is not valid until approved by the Commission. The applicant 
is thus requesting Commission approval of a subdivision of one 196.6 acre parcel in a configuration 
that would separate the existing mineral production areas from the proposed golf course, wetland and 
residential areas. 

The applicant's ownership interest comes about as the result of a decree of partition filed in Los 
Angeles Superior Court Case 13527 (Bixby, et. al. vs. Hellman, et.al.). The applicant's ownership 
should not be confused with the areas of the subject site owned by the California State Lands 
Commission, the City of Seal Beach Redevelopment Agency, and an easement owned by the Southern 
California Edison electric utility. 
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The southerly boundary of the Hellman property is fixed by the subdivisions that created the existing 
residential neighborhood ofthe City of Seal Beach commonly known as Marina Hill. Tracts 1817 and 
2590 creating Marina Hill were recorded on December 15, 1955 in Book 82, pages 26-38 (for both 
tracts) of the Miscellaneous Maps of Orange County. The easterly boundary of the Hellman property 
is fixed by Seal Beach Boulevard (formerly known as Bay Boulevard. as described in the legal 
description). 

20 

The eastern half of the northeasterly Hellman property line is described in a 1965 record of survey 
which generally describes the property now occupied by Boeing Company (formerly Rockwell 
International), except that the southerly portion of this land shown in the record of survey which 
immediately borders the Hellman property is developed with the City of Seal Beach Police Department, 
City of Seal Beach Public Works Department, and other City facilities. The western half of the 
northeasterly Hellman property line is described in the deed from the Lloyd Dinkelspiel estate to the 
Orange County Flood Control District. 

The northwesterly Hellman property line is generally described in the deed from the Hellman family to 
the City of Los Angeles recorded February 15, 1961 in Book 5629, beginning with page 527, of the 
Official Records of Orange County. 

C. Chapter 3 Coastal Act Policy Analysis 

1. Wetlands 

Section 30108.2 ofthe Coastal Act states: 

"Fill" means earth or any other substance or material, including pilings placed for the 
purposes of erecting structures thereon, placed in a submerged area. 

Section 30121 of the Coastal Act states: 

"Wetland" means lands within the coastal zone which may be covered periodically or 
permanently with shallow water and include saltwater marshes, freshwater marshes, open or 
closed brackish water marshes, swamps, mudflats, and fons. 

The subject site contains 27.087 acres of scattered wetlands according to a recent wetlands assessment of the site 
(Coastal Resources Management & Chambers Group, 1996). According to the assessment, the existing 
wetlands are comprised of 15.91 acres of salt marsh vegetation, 2.026 acres of seasonally ponded water, 7.0059 
acres of alkaline flat, and 3.146 acres of tidal channel. The majority of the wetlands are clustered: 1) around the 
tidal channel which runs through the middle ofthe property and delivers site runoff to a culvert which connects 
to the San Gabriel River, or 2) adjacent to the Haynes Cooling Channel at the north edge of the property. (see 
Exhibit B) The applicant is proposing to fill all of the existing wetlands. The proposed project involves fill of' 
17.9 acres of the existing wetlands for a golf course, and fill of the remaining 9.1 acres of existing wetlands for 
wetlands restoration. 

a. Background on On-site Wetlands 
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The Commission found previously in its approval of coastal development permit 5-89-1087 that, historically 
(and as recently as the late 1890's), all of the lowland areas of the subject site were part of the 2,400 acre 
Alamitos Bay wetland complex at the mouth of the San Gabriel River. Over time, however, man-made 
alterations reduced the size and quality of the wetlands. .· 

Substantial degradation of the wetlands on the Hellman property began with oil production in the 1920's, which 
resulted in the fill of wetlands for access roads and production facilities. The wetlands were further altered 
following the rerouting and channelization of the San Gabriel River from 1930-34. Marsh land receded further 
as canals and levees were built to control water on the property. The construction from 1961-63 of the adjacent 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power cooling channel for the upriver Haynes power plant resulted in the 
deposition of large quantities of fill on the site and additional fill ofwetlands. 

The City of Seal Beach also allowed fill to be placed on the property during the 1960's and early 1970's, and the 
Commission's predecessor Coastal Zone Conservation Commission also approved fill activity between 1972-75, 
according to the findings for permit 5-89-1087. (see Exhibit 7, p. 11) Continued oil production and off-road 
vehicle use on the site currently contributes to the degradation of the wetland. 

(1) Previous California Department ofFish and Game Review 

In June 1980, Bob Radovich ofthe California Department ofFish and Game ("CDFG;') prepared "An 
Assessment ofWetland Resources Within the City of Seal Beach South of the San Gabriel River" at the request 
of the South Coast Regional Commission, the predecessor to the current Coastal Commission. (see Exhibit 4, p. 
11) The assessment described existing vegetation and wetland values and possible issues regarding restoring the 
wetlands. The assessment indicates that "[i]n general, existing wetland values are quite poor." The assessment 
concludes, in part, that "[t]he primary value ofthe subject wetlands lies primarily in terms of what it can be." 

Subsequent to this, at the request of the Commission, the CDFG prepared a formal wetlands determination of the 
subject site ("Determination ofthe Status for Wetlands Within the City of Seal Beach, Immediately South and 
East of the San Gabriel River Channel (Ponderosa Seal Beach Wetlands)" dated January 13, 1982) pursuant to 
Section 304ll(b) of the Coastal Act. (see Exhibit 4, p. 2) 

The 1982 determination concluded that approximately 25 acres(+ or- 0.5 acres) existed on the site at the time. 
The 25 acres were comprised of 3.4 acres of brackish water marsh, 18.0 acres of salt flat, and 3.3 acres of open 
water/estuarine wetland. CDFG determined that all of the on-site wetlands were degraded. Of these, CDFG 
determined that approximately 23 acres were severely degraded. While Section 30121 of the Coastal Act defines 
a wetland, the Coastal Act does not define a "degraded" wetland. In its determination, CDFG defined a 
"degraded" wetland, based on ecological factors, as: 

Degraded Wetlands: A wetland which has been altered by man through impairment of some 
physical property and in which the alteration has resulted in a reduction of biological 
complexity in terms of species diversity of wetland-associated species which previously existed 
in wetland areas. 

The determination noted, for instance, that bird use of the wetlands was consistently low, even after taking into 
account the possibility of influence by variations in tidal and weather conditions. The CDFG went on to describe 
the feasibility of restoring the on-site wetlands. This is discussed below in the section under "Wetland 
Alternatives". 
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(2) Previous Commission Actions 

(A) 1982 Commission Actions 

Ponderosa Homes applied for coastal development permit application 5-82-221 for the construction of 1,000 
homes and parks and fill of all the existing on-site wetlands. Staff recommended that the Commission hold a 
hearing (May 18, 1982) to discuss the proposed development in light of the wetland and seismic hazards 
constraints. District log book records indicate that the application ended up being withdrawn (Nov. 17, 1982). 

The California Department ofFish and Game prepared the previously described 1982 wetlands determination of 
the site in conjunction with the Ponderosa project,. In addition, the Coastal Conservancy developed a wetlands 
enhancement plan for the on-site wetlands. The Conservancy plan evaluated several wetland restoration 
alternatives, also starting with the implicit premise that restoration would work around the development proposed 
under coastal development permit application 5-82-221. 

The consolidation of the on-site wetlands into either an on-site tidal salt marsh or an on-site brackish water 
marsh near the culvert leading to the San Gabriel River was deemed to be technically feasible. Ultimately, 
however, the Conservancy determined that these alternatives presented significant problems regarding cost of 
wetland construction, required changes to the then-proposed Ponderosa Homes project to accommodate the 
wetlands, and long-term maintenance of the culvert linking the wetland with the salt marsh site. 

• 

The consolidation of the on-site wetlands into a brackish water marsh near the Los Alamitos Retarding Basin • 
was considered to be technically feasible. This marsh would essentially be. an extension of the seasonal wetland 
created when the flood control basin is full of winter storm runoff. This wetland alternative would be dependent 
on runoff, ground-water pumping. and diversion of runoff from the flood control basin for its water supply. 
Again, however, the Conservancy determined that this alternative would present problems regarding the redesign 
of the then-proposed Ponderosa Homes project. 

The Conservancy concluded that off-site restoration would provide the best chance for creation of a long-term 
viable and regionally significant wetland in the area. The Conservancy recommended three preferred off-site 
areas: the Talbert Marsh and Fairview areas of the Santa Ana River, and uplands areas next to and within the 
Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge (Anaheim Bay wetlands). However, this conclusion was also based in part 
on minimizing changes to the then-proposed housing development, costs to the developer, and revenue loss to the 
City of Seal Beach. In other words, the wetland options were reviewed in part on how they would fit into the 
then-proposed development, rather than how the development could be changed to accommodate substantial 
restoration. 

The Conservancy presented these wetland alternatives to the Commission as Coastal Conservancy Project # 1-82. 
The Commission approved the Conservancy project in concept with conditions requiring: 1) further study of all 
alternatives, that data from which was to be presented to the Commission along with the selection of a final site, 
and 2) conditions addressing the specific alternatives of the on-site wetlands near the culvert, on-site wetlands 
near the flood control basin, and the Seal Beach wildlife refuge site. Since the Ponderosa Homes project was 
never undertaken, neither were any of the Conservancy project wetland restoration alternatives. 

(B) 1989-1990 Commission Actions CMOLA) 
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On November 14, 1989, the Commission denied pennit application 5-89-514 by the MOLA Corporation to 
construct 355 homes with both wetland fill and wetland restoration. The Commission then waived the 6 month 
period required by the Regulations to rehear a denied project. On January 12, 1990, the Commission approved 
coastal development pennit 5-89-1087 in part for construction of355 homes, 4 acres of wetland fill, 36.8 acres 
of wetland habitat, and 1.3 million cubic yards of cut and 1.4 million cubic yards of fill. (see Exhibit 7 for 
Revised Findings) 

As a condition of approval, the Commission required the proposed wetland restoration area to be expanded by 
four acres to further mitigate the four acres of fill. The four acre expansion would have; 1) removed planned 
homes that would have intruded into planned wetland, 2) removed structural development from a highly 
liquefiable site, 3) further ensured the success of the planned wetland by creating additional wetland and buffer 
area, and 4) allowed the Port of Long Beach to use the site for mitigation credits. The MOLA project was also 
never undertaken. 

b. Importance of Wetlands 

One of the main reasons for preserving, expanding, and enhancing Southern California's remaining wetlands is 
because of their functions. First and foremost, wetlands provide critical habitat, nesting sites, and foraging areas 
for threatened or endangered species. Wetlands also serve as migratory resting spots on the Pacific Flyway, a 
route in which birds travel from Canada and points north to Mexico and points south. In addition, wetlands also 
serve as natural filtering mechanisms to help remove pollutants from stonn runoff before the runoff enters into 
streams and rivers leading to the ocean. Further, wetlands also serve as natural flood retention areas. 

• Another critical reason for preserving, expanding, and enhancing Southern California's remaining wetlands is 
because of their scarcity. As much as 75% of coastal wetlands have been lost. As described earlier, the 27 acres 
of existing on-site wetlands are part of only 150+ acres which remain of the fonner 2, 400 acre Alamitos Bay 
wetland complex. Therefore, it is critical to maintain and enhance the remaining wetlands to ensure that 
wetlands exist to carry out the functions described above. 

• 

c. 30133(a) Analysis 

Section 30233 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 

(a) The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes shall 
be permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions of this division, where there is no 
feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible mitigation measures 
have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects, and shall be limited to the 
following: 

(l) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial facilities, including 
commercial fishing faci lilies. 

(2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in existing 
navigational channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, and boat launching 
ramps . 
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(3) In wetland areas only, entrance channels for new or expanded boating facilities; and 
in a degraded wetland, identified by the Department of Fish and Game P!Jrsuant to subdivision 
(b) of Section 30411, for boating facilities if, in conjunction with such boating facilities, a 
substantial portion of the degraded wetland is restored and maintained as a biologically 
productive wetland The stze of the wetland area used for boating facilities, including berthing 
space, turning basins, necessary navigation channels, and any necessary support service 
facilities, shall not exceed 25 percent of the degraded wetland 

(4) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams, estuaries, and lakes, 
new or expanded boating facilities and the placement of structural pilings for public 
recreational piers that provide public access and recreational opportunities. 

(5) Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited to, burying cables and 
pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake and outfall lines. 

(6) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in environmentally 
sensitive areas. 

(7) Restoration purposes. 

(8) Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent activities. 

• 

(c) In addition to the other provisions of this section, diking, filling, or dredging in existing • 
estuaries and wetlands shall maintain or enhance the fimctional capacity of the wetland or 
estuary. Any alteration of coastal wetlands identified by the Department of Fish and Game, 
including, but not limited to, the /9 coastal wetlands identified in its report entitled, "Acquisition 
Priorities for the Coastal Wetlands ofCalifornia", shall be limited to very minor incidental 
public facilities, restorative measures, nature study, commercial fishing facilities in Bodega 
Bay, and development in already f}eveloped parts of south San Diego Bay, if otherwise in 
accordance with this division. 

Section 30233 of the Coastal Act regulates the proposed fill of wetlands. The fill of wetlands may only be 
approved if: (1) the proposed fill is for one of the eight allowable uses delineated in Section 30233; (2) there is 
no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative; and (3) all feasible mitigation measures have been 
provided to minimize adverse environmental effects .. The consistency of the proposed project with these 3 
standards for wetland fill will be discussed below. 

(1) Proposed Development is Not One of the Eight Allowable Uses 

Allowable development within wetlands is governed by Section 30233(a) of the Coastal Act. Section 30233(a) 
limits development in wetlands, including diking, filling or dredging, to eight allowable uses. Since a golf course 
is not expressly listed as one of the eight allowable uses under Section 30233(a), the proposed fill of 17.9 acres 
of existing wetlands to construct the proposed golf is not allowable. 

(A) Section 30233(a)(7) • Fill for RestoraUon Purposes 
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Section 30233(a)(7) of the Coastal Act aiiows fiii of existing wetlands for wetland restoration purposes. The 
applicant contends that the revenue generated by the proposed golf course is needed to fund the construction of 
the proposed wetland restoration. 

The proposed lowland development, specificaiiy the golf course and the wetlands restoration, involves fiii of all 
27 acres of on-site wetlands. Of the total 27 acres of wetland fiii, 17.9 acres offiii would result from the 
proposed golf course, and 9.1 acres of fiii would result from the enhancement of the proposed salt marsh and 
freshwater marsh wetlands. The applicant is proposing to construct a total of 44.3 acres of restored wetlands. 
28.1 acres would be proposed in Phase 1 (at the same time as the construction of the proposed golf course) and 
the remaining 16.2 acres, which wiii be located in areas where there is currently active oil activity, may be 
constructed at some undetermined point in the future once the oil activity has ceased. Of the 28.1 acres of Phase 
1 wetland creation, some 2 to 5 acres is upland/transition/berm areas not periodicaiiy covered by water through 
tidal action and thus is not actual wetlands. Therefore, only approximately 23 to 25 acres of actual tidaily 
influenced wetlands would be created. 

Although the applicant contends that the purpose of the proposed wetland fiii is for wetlands restoration 
purposes, 17.9 acres of fiii would result from the proposed golf course. Only 9 .I acres of the wetlands fiii is to 
enhance salt marsh and freshwater marsh wetlands and ail ow for approximately 2 to 5 acres of non-wetland 
buffer area. 

The Commission finds that to ailow the ultimate conversion of the site's existing wetlands to other uses by 
approving fiii as fiii for restoration purposes, the proposed fiii must: (1) be necessary to accomplish the wetland 
restoration goals and objectives, and (2) result in substantiaiiy greater habitat values than exist at present. The 
Commission also notes that its staff's 1994 Procedural Guidance for the Review ofWetland Projects in the 
Coastal Zone states that "fiiiing wetlands for non-permitted uses is aiiowed only where restoration is the sole 
purpose of the project." 

Ail of these factors were satisfied in the Commission's action approving the restoration and enhancement of 
Batiquitos Lagoon in the City of Carlsbad in San Diego County (CDP 6-90-219). The Commission utilized 
these factors to ensure that the restoration and enhancement project was responsive solely to the needs of the 
lagoon. 

(i) Necessity of the Project for Restoration 

The applicant contends that the proposed public golf course configuration and size is specificaiiy required to 
generate a sufficient level of greens fees to aiiow for the funding of the construction, establishment, and 
maintenance ofthe proposed wetlands. The proposed public golf course, at approximately 6,000+ yards in 
length, is intended to be a regulation length golf course which can justify charging mid-range green fees (about 
$50 or so) which are necessary to provide revenue for the proposed wetlands construction. 

The applicant further contends that the amount of Phase 1 wetlands creation cannot be increased because it 
would reduce the size of the proposed golf course to a point at which the golf course can no longer charge 
adequate green fees to pay for wetlands creation and maintenance . 
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The alternatives evaluated in the final environmental impact report ("FEIR") certified by the City1 for the • 
proposed project demonstrate that the proposed project is driven by the needs of the golf course and housing 
rather than the needs of the wetland. As described in the FEIR, the proposed project is neither physically nor 
financially necessary to accomplish defined wetland restoration goals and objectives. According to the FEIR, it 
is the residential component rather than the golf course which generates the revenue necessary to meet the 
conservation goals and objectives. Moreover, the FEIR discussion admits that the overall project is envisioned 
primarily to meet the local need for a golf course, with the restoration being a secondary purpose. 

The FEIR for the proposed project did not even consider an evaluation of feasibility of an alternative that would 
have fewer homes than the proposed 70 homes. Page 7-2 of the FEIR, Volume I, Section 7.0- Project 
Alternatives, states: 

The creation and restoration of the wetlands will involve construction and engineering costs 
totaling approximately $3,000,000 [three million dollars). At the same time, the remaining areas 
of the property provide limited opportunities for revenue generation. Gum Grove Nature Park 
would be dedicated to the City for preservation in perpetuity. The proposed vublic golf course 
alone would not be capable o(generating sufficient revenue to fund the wetland 
creation/restoration. Golf courses ofthis type are generally unable to produce a surplus of 
revenue afler accounting tor the costs of constructing improvements, on-going maintenance and 
operations costs, and a reasonable rate ofretum on investment. even without calculating land 
costs. A residential component is there/Ore required tor the proiect to generate the revenue 
necessary to meet its conservation goals and objectives. Based on projected costs and returns, 
it was determined that development of70 single-family units represents ·the minimum number of • 
units feasible that would allow for both a reasonable return and the attainment ofthe 
conservation/recreation uses contemplated in the proposed Hellman Ranch Specific Plan. 
[emphasis added] 

In FEIR Volume II- Technical Appendices, Page 3 of Appendix D (the Final Conce_ptual Wetland Restoration 
Plan for the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan, dated November, 1996) states that: 

The overall project is envisioned to meet the local need for a golf course, which will help to 
make the project economically viable while minimizing impacts to the existing degraded 
wetlands. The golf course will also serve as the "economic engine" to fund restoration of 
wetlands at the site. [emphasis added] 

On Page 3 of its May 27, 1997 letter to the City of Seal Beach commenting on the contradictory nature of these 
two statements in the FEIR, staff stated that " ... the FEIR should clarify which development component, if any, 
of the proposed specific plan is necessary for the proposed restoration of the on-site wetlands to occur". In 
responding to stafFs comment, ·Page 3-4 of the FEIR Volume V, in Response to Comments S3-4, states: 

The Hellman Ranch Specific Plan provides for comprehensive planning of the Hellman Ranch 
property.. With that in mind. the Development Plan includes a public golf course and 
associated residential development which together provide the economic framework to fund the 

1 The FEIR in question was certified on September 22. 1997 pursuant to City of Seal Beach City Council 
Resolution 4562. The referenced sections of the FEIR regarding project alternatives were utilized by the City 
in order to certify the FEIR Therefore. the Commission may rely on this information in choosing among 
alternatives. 
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wetlands restoration project and dedication of open space and conservation areas for public 
use. 

27 

Thus, although both development components may provide a source of revenue, because the proposed golf 
course itself will not generate sufficient revenue, it is the 70 houses and not the proposed golf course that is 
necessary to fund the restoration. Therefore, because the proposed golf course is in no way necessary to fund the 
restoration, it cannot be considered as part of a "restoration project" or financially or physically necessary to 
fund restoration. 

(ii) Increase in Habitat Values/Mitigation Ratios 

In order for the wetland fill to be consistent with Section 30233(a)(7) of the Coastal Act, a wetlands restoration 
project must be the primary purpose for the fill and must result in a significant amount of wetlands being created 
upfront in conjunction with the fill of existing wetlands. As proposed, the ratio of wetland fill to wetlands 
creation is actually less than I: I because up to 2 to 5 acres of the proposed 28.1 acres of wetlands is non
wetland buffer area which cannot be included in the proposed wetland acreage. 

Another reason the wetlands acreage proposed by the applicant cannot be considered wetlands restoration which 
results in substantially greater habitat values is that the track record of past wetland c~eation projects indicates a 
less than optimum success rate. The success rate of wetlands restoration is less than 100%. A created wetland 
that never establishes itself cannot be considered wetlands restoration. If an existing wetland, even though it may 
be degraded, is filled and therefore permanently lost and its replacement wetland never establishes, then there is a 
net loss of wetlands. In addition, given the less than 100% success rate of wetland restoration projects, the 
proposed project cannot assure that it will result in the proposed 3.6:1 increase in habitat values over presently 
existing values. 

To compensate for the potential that a wetlands creation or restoration project is not successful, the Commission 
has traditionally required a 4:1 mitigation ratio; i.e., the creation of four acres of wetlands for every one acre of 
wetland which is filled. Creating more wetlands than would be lost increases the potential that the number of 
acres of created wetlands which successfully establish , in the end, is at least equal to the number of wetlands 
filled. This is because the success rate for wetland restoration projects is not I 00%, and there is a chance that 
less than the restored area will successfully establish. 

However, the applicant's proposal for 28.1 acres of Phase 1 upfront salt marsh creation, minus 2-5 acres of 
buffer area, results only 23-26 acres ofwetland area which is less than a 1:1 mitigation ratio. The Commission 
finds that the proposed upland buffer areas shall not be counted as wetland area because they will never be 
covered by tidal water due to their high elevation. The Commission acknowledges that the proposed buffer areas 
may support wetland-type plants. This is because salt water from the adjacent area which will be periodically 
covered by tidal water will seep into the soil and roots of the plants above water level, thus providing salinity that 
is conducive to wetland-type plants. However, the Coastal Act definition of wetlands is those areas periodically 
or permanently covered with shallow water. These upland buffer areas will never be periodically or permanently 
covered with shallow water, because: I) they are above the reach oftidal water, and 2) they are sloped so they 
will not retain rainwater and allow it to pond. Therefore, the proposed upland buffer areas are not "wetlands" 
under the definition in Section 30121 of the Coastal Act. Further, ifless than 100% of the 23-26 acres of actual 
salt marsh proposed successfully establishes, there will be a net loss of wetlands. Additionally, if the proposed 
3.6: 1 increase in habitat values turns out to be less than 3.6: 1, then the additional acreage provided by a higher 
acreage ratio would offset the less than expected increase in habitat values. 
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The applicant is also proposing at some future point in time to make available existing mineral production areas 
near the proposed wetlands as additional area for potential future wetland restoration once mineral production 
ends. The applicant proposes this potential future wetland expansion as mitigation, as opposed to decreasing the 
size of the proposed golf course in order to avoid wetland fill. However, the availability of a potential mitigation 
site in no way assures that the project will result in substantially greater habitat values than exist at present. 
Also, to wait at some future point in time for potential wetland restoration on the mineral production area would 
result in an indefinite temporal loss of wetlands that would preclude wetland functions from occurring during the 
indefinite period oftime. Temporal loss of wetland resources, for example, would result in adverse effects on the 
wildlife which use the existing wetlands for foraging and habitat purposes. Further, there is no guarantee that 
the future wetland expansion would take place. 

The applicant argues that their reservation of existing mineral-production areas for potential future wetland 
restoration is no different that what the Commission approved under the Mola project in 1990. The Commission 
did approve a phased wetland project that would result in 25.6 acres ofupfront wetlands, with the potential for 
11.2 additional acres in the future. (see Exhibit 7 for Revised Findings for coastal development permit 
5-89-1087). In this respect, the two projects are similar. However, the fundamental difference is that under 
permit 5-89-1087, only four acres ofthe existing degraded and severely degraded wetlands would be filled, while 
the remaining 21.6 acres would be restored. Under the proposed project, 17.9 acres of existing wetlands would 
be filled for a non-allowable golf course, while only 9.1 acres of the existing wetlands would be restored. Thus, 
the proposed project is filling four times more of the existing wetlands than under permit 5-89-1087. 

• 

The Commission finds that, for all of the reasons discussed above, rather than proposing a restoration project, •. 
the applicant is instead proposing to provide mitigation for the fill of a golf course. The project proposed by the 
applicant is not a restoration project per se; it is a multiple-use residential recreational development with a 
mitigation component. The 17.9 acres of fill at issue here results from a golf course, not from wetland 
restoration. Recharacterizing mitigation as "fill for restoration purposes" can not be used as a means to 
circumvent the strict limits in Section 30233(a) on the purposes for which fill may be placed in a wetland. It is 
not enough for an otherwise impermissible use of proposed fill to be allowed as fill for restoration purposes 
simply because an applicant may provide a substantial amount of mitigation. Otherwise, the limits of Section 
30233(a) on the uses of fill would have little meaning and the limited amount of wetland acreage that remains in 
the coastal zone would be viewed as developable for any use so long as mitigation is provided. The result would 
likely be the rapid diminishment of the remaining wetlands in the coastal zone. 

(iii) Conclusion - Proposed Project is Not Restoration 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the fill of 17.9 acres of existing wetlands for the proposed golf course 
cannot be considered allowable under Section 30233(a)(7) because: (1) the proposed fill of wetlands for a golf 
course is not physically or financially necessary to accomplish wetland restoration goals and objectives; (2) the 
wetland acreage proposed constitutes mitigation rather than restoration because the proposed 17.9 acres of fill at 
issue results from fill for the golf course and not from fill for restoration purposes; and (3) the proposed wetland 
acreage will not result in substantially greater habitat values than exist at present. 

Therefore, the Commission attaches Special Condition No. 1 which eliminates the portion of the proposed 
project involving the fill of wetlands for a golf course. 

(B) Section 30233(a)(3) & 30411(b). Fill for Boating Facilities 
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Section 30233(a)(3) of the Coastal Act allows wetland fill in accordance with the following: 

(3) In wetlanr;i areas only, entrance channels for new or expanded boating facilities; and in a 
degraded wetland, identified by the Department ofFish and Game pursuant to subdivision {b) of 
Section 30411, tor boating !Ctcilities if, in conjunction with such boatingfacilities, a substantial 
portion of the degraded wetland is restored and maintained as a biologically productive 
wetland. The size o[the wetland area used fOr boating !Ctcilities, including berthing space, 
turning basins, necessary navigation channels, and any necessary support service facilities, 
shall not exceed 25 percent of the degraded wetland (emphasis added.) 

Section 30411 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 

(b) The Department ofFish and Game, in consultation with the commission and the 
Department of Boating and Waterways, may study degraded wetlands and identify those which 
can most feasibly be restored in conjunction with development of a boating facility as provided 
in subdivision (a) Section 30233. Any such study shall include consideration of all the 
fOllowing: (emphasis added.) 

(1) Whether the wetland is so severely degraded and its natural processes so 
substantially impaired that it is not capable of recovering and maintaining a high level of 
biological productivity without major restoration activities . 

(2) Whether a substantial portion of the degraded wetland, but in no event less than 75 
percent, can be restored and maintained as a highly productive wetland in conjunction with a 
boating facilities project. 

(3) Whether restoration of the wetland's natural values, including its biological 
productivity and wildlife habitat features, can most feasibly be achieved and maintained in 
conjunction with a boating facility or whether there are other feasible ways to achieve such 
values. 

Section 30233(a)(3) provides that if a wetland is identified as degraded by the California Department of Fish and 
Game ("CDFG") pursuant to Section 30411(b), boating facilities may be allowed if in conjunction with such 
boating facilities, a substantial portion of the degraded wetland is restored and maintained as a biologically 
productive wetland. Further, the boating facility is limited to 25 percent of the degraded wetland. Section 30411 
authorizes the CDFG to conduct a study to determine whether the degraded wetland can most feasibly be 
restored in conjunction with a boating facility. 

At the outset, the Commission notes that Section 30411 of the Coastal Act is not itself a basis for approval; 
Section 30411 merely authorizes a study by the Department ofFish and Game, with reference to a possible 
approval of a boating facility under Section 30233(a)(3) ofthe Coastal Act. The purpose ofthe study is to 
determine whether, using the three factors set forth in Section 30411(b), a degraded wetland can most feasibly be 
restored in conjunction with a boating facility. 

(I) Factors Comprising a 30411(b) Study 
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As described previously, at the request of the Commission and pursuant to Section 30411(b) of the Coastal Act, 
the California Department ofFish and Game ("CDFG") studied the on-site wetlands in the early 1980's, in 
conjunction with the development proposed under coastal development permit application 5-82-221 (Ponderosa 
Homes). CDFG's final January 13, 1982 report analyzes the three factors as required by Section 304ll(b) in the 
determination if the degraded wetlands can most feasibly be restored in conjunction with the development of a 
boating facility. 

The first factor in determining whether a degraded wetland can most feasibly restored in conjunction with a 
boating facility requires CDFG to consider whether the studied wetland is so severely degraded that the wetland 
cannot recover and maintain a high level of biological productivity without major restoration activities. CDFG 
determined that: 

It is our position that restoration and enhancement may be accomplished through development 
of adjacent property and through a consolidation project involving that wetland area south of 
the tidal channel. It appears that such a project may not entail a relatively major expenditure of 
fonds nor would it require major restoration since it could be accomplished by merely 
designating strategically located fill borrow sites for fill which would be required in certain 
developable areas. (emphasis added) 

The Commission notes that the CDFG found that the best alternative for the site was a restoration project in 
which restoration was accomplished through development of adjacent property, not development ofthe degraded 
wetlands themselves. 

• 

The second factor in determining whether a degraded wetland can most feasibly be restored in conjunction with a • 
boating facility asks whether no less than 75% of the wetland can be restored and maintained as a highly 
productive wetland in conjunction with a boating facility. CDFG concluded that a boating facility is not a viable 
option. The first obstacle to constructing a boating facility is the fact that the subject site is not immediately 
adjacent to the San Gabriel River. Therefore, a boat passage cannot simply be cut into the San Gabriel River 
levee, as would be the case if the site was immediately adjacent to the river. 

Instead, a channel would have to be dug across the Haynes Cooling Channel which is located between the project 
site and the San Gabriel River. A channel to provide an entrance to a boating facility on the project site would 
involve both major construction costs and alteration of the cooling channel. As long as the power plant served 
by the cooling channel remains in operation, it is unlikely that the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
would allow the channel to be altered for construction of a boat access channel to the subject site. 

Another obstacle to constructing a boating facility on the subject site involves the bridges which cross the San 
Gabriel River. Heading south on the river from the subject site leads directly to the ocean at the river's mouth. 
However, south of the subject site, the Pacific Coast Highway (State Route 1) bridge and, further south, the 
Marina Drive bridge cross the river. Both are too low in their current configurations to allow most boats to pass 
underneath. 

A connection to the ocean from the San Gabriel River through Alamitos Bay is also not feasible. This would 
involve heading north on the river and cutting a connecting channel to Alamitos Bay. In addition, the 
Westminster Avenue bridge across the river north of the subject site would block boat traffic. Studebaker Road 
would block any connection between the river and Alamitos Bay. 
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The third factor in determining whether a degraded wetland can most feasibly be restored in conjunction with a 
boating facility is whether restoration of the wetland values can most feasibly be achieved in conjunction with a 
boating facility or whether there are other feasible ways to achieve such val_ues. Since the CDFG concluded that 
a boating facility was not a feasible option in its 1982 designation of the existing wetlands as degraded, it 
evaluated other means to achieve restoration. 

The specific 1982 restoration proposal ofCDFG involved the filling of an 8.1 acre wetland area located 
southeast of the on-site tidal channel and the creation of an 8.1 acre wetland northwest of the tidal channel. The 
CDFG concluded that the existing 8.1 acre wetland southeast of the tidal channel would continue to be degraded 
if the then-proposed adjacent development were constructed. However, caution should be used in relying on the 
1982 CDFG determination that the existing on-wetlands are degraded and the alternatives contained in the 
determination because: (1) the wetlands consolidation advocated by the CDFG would still have resulted in fill of 
wetlands for a non-allowable use (i.e., homes); and (2) the determination is more than fifteen years old. 

In terms of precedent, the applicant contends that, pursuant to Sections and 30233(a)(3) and 30411 of the 
Coastal Act, allowing fill of wetlands officially-designated "degraded" by the California Department ofFish and 
Game ("CDFG") would not be precedent setting because there are only five wetlands officially designated as 
"degraded"'', one of which is the subject site and all of which are in Southern California. Thus, the applicant is 
arguing that there are only a limited amount of wetland sites which might be affected by the Commission 
decision in this instance. However, there is nothing to prevent CDFG from designating additional wetlands as 
degraded, either in Southern California or elsewhere in the coastal zone. Therefore, while the number of 
officially-designated degraded wetlands is currently fixed at five, the number could rise in the future, especially 
as other wetlands are affected by adjacent development and potentially decline in value to the point where they 
can be officially designated as degraded. In addition, the five existing officially-designated degraded wetlands 
provide significant potential for substantial, large-scale restoration. Four of the five (Ballona, Bolsa Chica, 
Hellman, and Los Cerritos) have been recently or are currently the focus of controversial development proposals 
involving wetland fill. The fifth (Banning Ranch in Newport Beach) is designated for development at some 
future point. Because it is adjacent to the non-degraded Talbert Marsh and was once part of the Santa Ana 
River mouth historic wetland complex, it provides the potential to be part of a significant restored wetland that 
could be jeopardized by wetland fill for non-allowable uses. 

(ii) Compliance with Sections 30233{a)(3) and 30411/ Intrusiveness of Use 

Section 30233(a) provides that fill must be for one of eight enumerated uses specified in that section. One of 
those 8 uses allows fill of wetlands which have been designated as degraded by the CDFG for boating facilities 
if, in conjunction with that fill, a substantial portion of the degraded wetland (75% or more) is restored and 
maintained as a biologically productive wetland. Section 30411, which is not itself a basis for approval, 
authorizes the CDFG to conduct a study to determine whether the degraded wetland can most feasibly be 
restored in conjunction with a boating facility. 

As stated above, the CDFG has designated the existing wetlands on the subject site as degraded and severely 
degraded, pursuant to Section 30411. Further, the CDFG found that boating facilities were not feasible at this 
site. Since the CDFG determined that a boating facility was not feasible, the applicant argues that Section 
30411 authorizes fill for other less intrusive uses that are not expressly enumerated by Section 30233(a). 
However, in this case, the use proposed by the applicant is not less intrusive than a boating facility even though 
the applicant has proposed a golf course which provides a form of open space. Thus, even if the Commission 
were able to rely on Sections 30233(a)(3) and 30411 to approve a use other than a boating facility and was not 
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limited to the 8 uses enumerated in Section 30233(a), such a use would have to be less environmentally intrusive 
than a boating facility. 

Section 30233(a)(3) prescribes that the amount of wetland which may be fiiled for a boating facility shall not 
exceed 25% of the area of the degraded wetland, Section 30411 (b )(2) states that in considering whether it is 
feasible to restore a degraded wetland in conjunction with a boating facility, no less than 75% of the degraded 
wetland shall be restored. 

Under the applicant's proposed project, 18 out of26, or 66%, acres of the existing wetlands would be filled to 
accommodate the proposed golf course. This 66% far exceeds the 25% allowed by Section 30233(a)(3). 
Therefore, even if the Commission could approve uses other than those enumerated in Section 30233(a), the 
proposed golf course is not less intrusive than a boating facility pursuant to Section 30233(a)(3). 

As a point of comparison, in the 1989-90 Mola project on the subject site approved by the Commission under 
permit 5-89-1087, only four of the existing on-site acres of wetlands, or 16% of the existing wetland acreage, 
would be filled, while the remaining 21.6 existing acres would be restored. Thus, it is notable that the Mota 
project would have met the requirement of Section 30233(a)(3) that no more than 25% of a degraded wetland 
can be filled for a boating facility. In contrast, the proposed project would fill66% (17.9 acres out of27) of the 
existing wetlands for a non-allowable use, much more than the 25% allowed under Se<:;tion 30233(a)(3). 

Further, the use of Section 30411 to justify the fill of wetlands for uses other than those permitted under Section 
30233 of the Coastal Act was specifically rejected by a San Diego Superior Court in Bolso Chico Land Trust v. 

• 

CCC. In that discussion, the court specifically rejected the Commission's conclusion that Sections 30233(a) and • 
30411(b), read conjunctively, allowed a use that is not one of the eight enumerated uses in Section 30233(a). In 
that case, the Bolsa Chica applicant was proposing homes in wetlands. 

The trial court in Bolso Chico Land Trust v. CCC held that only uses enumerated under Section 30233(a) are 
allowable uses in wetlands. The court reasoned that Section 30233(a) limits filling of wetlands to eight 
enumerated uses and residential use (in this case a golf course) is not one of them. Section 30411 authorizes a 
study evaluating the restoration of degraded wetlands in conjunction with a boating facility or, where a boating 
facility is not feasible, in conjunction with other feasible ways to achieve such values. However, these "other 
feasible ways" to restore degraded wetlands must also be one of the specific uses enumerated under Section 
30233(a). 

The court also held that other feasible ways to achieve restoration must be less intrusive than a boating facility. 
Section 30233(a)(3) requires that a boating facility not exceed twenty-five percent (25%) of the degraded 
wetlands and Section 30411(b)(2) requires that not less than seventy-five percent (75%) of the degraded 
wetlands be restored. An "other feasible way" of restoring degraded wetlands thus should occupy less than 25% 
of the wetlands and should restore more than 75% of the wetlands in order to be less intrusive than a boating 
facility. Further, an "other feasible way" of restoring degraded wetlands should also be the least environmentally 
damaging alternative. As discussed herein, the proposed golf course is not less intrusive than a boating facility 
nor it is the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative to achieve restoration of the existing degraded 
wetlands on the Hellman Ranch. 

(iii) Use of Wetlands Interpretive Guidelines 
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Finally, the Commission acknowledges that the Commission's Interpretive Wetland Guidelines, adopted in 1981, 
allow for other feasible ways of restoration if a boating facility is not feasible. 

The Commission's 1981 wetland Guidelines contain a discussion ofapprovability under Section 30233(a)(3). 
The Guidelines rely upon the language contained in Section 30411(b)(3) which provides that in determining 
whether restoration can most feasibly be achieved in conjunction with a boating facility, the CDFG shall 
consider whether there are other feasible ways to achieve such values. 

The Guidelines expand upon the language contained in Section 30411(b)(3) by interpreting the phrase "whether 
there are other feasible ways to achieve such values" as providing another permissible use in a degraded wetland 
rather than a method of considering whether the degraded wetland could most feasibly be restored in conjunction 
with a boating facility. 

The Guidelines state that "other feasible ways" include only less environmentally damaging alternative 
restoration projects which may include uses not permitted in Section 30233. So according to the Commission's 
Guidelines' interpretation of Section 30233(a)(3), if a boating facility is not feasible in a degraded wetland, 
restoration may involve a priority use such as a visitor-serving recreation facility if such restoration alternative is 
a less environmentally damaging restoration alternative than a boating facility alternative. The less 
environmentally damaging restoration alternative must also satisfy the requirement stated in Section 30411 (b )(3) 
that no less than 75% ofthe degraded wetland .is restored and maintained as a highly productive wetland. 

However, the Commission's Guidelines do not provide a legal basis for approval. The Guidelines only reflect 
what the Commission in 1981 thought was an appropriate way to interpret the Coastal Act. The Guidelines were 
never adopted as binding regulations by the Office of Administrative Law and are not a substantive standard 
against which the Commission measures approvability. 

(v) Conclusion (Sections 30233(a)(3) and 304ll(b)) 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project cannot be considered an allowable use under Sections 
30233(a)(3) and 30411 of the Coastal Act even though a boating facility on the subject site is considered 
infeasible. Thus, the Commission attaches Special Condition No. 1 which eliminates the portion of the proposed 
project involving the fill of wetlands for a golf course. 

(2) Feasible Project Alternatives 

Section 30233(a) also requires a determination that there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative 
to the proposed wetland fill. Coastal Act section 30108 defines "feasible" as: 

Feasible: Capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of 
time taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technological factors. 

(A) Restoration of a Substantial Portion of the Lowlands 

The lowlands portion of the subject site was historically part of the Alamitos Bay wetland complex at the mouth 
of the San Gabriel River. The applicant is proposing to create a 28.1 acre salt marsh complex upfront and 
reserve existing mineral production areas as sites for potential future wetland creation. If, as proposed, 16.2 
acres of mineral production sites are made available for wetland restoration, then the amount of wetlands would 

:\hlmn0998.doc @August 21, 1998 for the September 9, 1998 Coastal Commission hearing 



34 
5-97-367 (Hellman Properties, LLC) 

total approximately 43.5 acres. This amount of 43.5 acres is less than half the total of the lowlands area. A 
substantially larger than proposed amount of the lowlands can feasibly be restored to wqlands. Also, a variety 
of configurations of habitat types, locations, and designs can be considered .other than the one proposed. 

(i) Factors to Consider for Substantial Restoration 

There are four factors to consider in detennining whether a site is a candidate for substantial tidal wetland 
restoration; i.e., restoration of a significant amount of acreage. 

First, there must be significant potential benefits. Paradoxically, those areas of historical wetlands that currently 
bear the least resemblance to a well-functioning tidal slough are often the best candidates for restoration because 
there may be the greatest increase in habitat value per dollar spent. The historical wetlands at Hellman Ranch 
are degraded, severely degraded, or no longer even fit regulatory definitions of wetlands. However, far from 
disqualifying it, this degraded state actually makes Hellman Ranch a prime candidate for substantial wetland 
restoration. 

A second factor that profoundly affects restoration potential is the character of the soil. The sediments that make 
up tidal wetlands have a high proportion of fme silt and clay particles. Therefore, it has proven difficult to 
create or restore wetlands from coarse terrestrial (i.e., non-marine influenced) soil. Such physical habitats drain 
rapidly, do not retain organic materials or added nutrients, and do not develop the anaerobic character of natural 
marshes. At Hellman Ranch, most of the fill came from other areas of the historic Alamitos wetlands. Much of 
the existing salt marsh is above the tidal zone and only sees freshwater. This material is appropriate for 

• 

restoration activities because the soil has retained the salt fine-grained characteristics of the parent historic • 
marsh. This is a significant contribution to the restoration potential of the site. 

A third factor that contributes to restoration potential is the hydrological connection to marine waters. In 
general, a large tidal range and a rapid exchange of water with the ocean improve restoration potential. 
Nevertheless, many successful restoration efforts in California have been based on a muted tidal regime because 
of a need to avoid flooding of nearby housing or due to lost tidal connection. At Hellman Ranch, the tidal 
connection has been reduced to a long 4-foot diameter pipe. With just this existing pipe, the applicants have 
demonstrated the feasibility of restoring something between 28 and 44 acres of wetland. As the area increases, 
the tidal range decreases and the time required for water exchange increases. Functioning could be improved if 
the spatial layout of the restoration project were not constrained by the presence of the golf course. In addition, 
the addition of a larger pipe would enable a more significant and substantial restoration on the site. For 
example, without any spatial constraints, instead of a series of relatively unnatural tidal basins, restoration could 
feasibly take the fonn of a series of naturally dimensioned tidal channels that would be self-maintaining. 

The fourth important consideration is technical feasibility. In the case of the Hellman Ranch, this is mainly a 
question of the feasibility of improving the hydrological connection to marine waters. Previous applicants (i.e., 
Mota under permit 5-89-1 087) believed adding an 8-foot diameter pipe was feasible both from a technical and 
permitting standpoint. (see Exhibit 7) Compared to restoration efforts at Batiquitos Lagoon and Bolsa Chica, 
this would be a relatively modest undertaking. In addition, according to staff communications with Moffatt·& 
Nichol regarding the feasibility analysis done for the Port of Long Beach, additional connections to the San 
Gabriel River would result in additional flow and greater tidal range, providing increased wetland values and the 
potential for a much larger restoration area. 
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In summacy, substantial wetland restoration at the Hellman Ranch site is feasible because: (I) there is an 
opportunity for a large increase in habitat functioning, (2) the site was historically a wetlands, (3) since much of 
the fill that degraded the site was from other wetlands, the soil is appropriate for wetland restoration, and ( 4) a 
feasible increase in the hydrological connection to the ocean would produce sufficient tidal flow to support a 
much larger wetland area than is currently proposed. 

(ii) Feasibility o(Existing and Additional/Larger Tidal Connections 

The Commission acknowledges that providing a suitable tidal connection to the San Gabriel River (and 
ultimately the ocean) is a key issue in determining feasibility. The applicant claims that because the 
applicant does not own the land under which the culvert lies, it is not feasible for the applicant to 
consider the alternative of enlarging the culvert or providing additional tidal connections because the 
applicant does not own the land upon which larger or additional tidal connections would be 
constructed. 

However, the applicant's claim is contravened by the final environmental impact report ("FEIR") 
Alternatives analysis for the Hellman project which includes Alternative I that would restore 86 acres 
of wetland on site. (see Alternative No. I: Wetland Mitigation Bank; Exhibit 11) This alternative 
would necessitate additional or enlarged tidal connections and was not rejected based on an inability to 
provide suitable tidal connections. In fact, the applicant's own restoration plan addendum discusses 
the option of multiple connections to the San Gabriel River and the original restoration plan for the 
proposed project states that an optional connection is via the adjacent Haynes Cooling Channel. (FEIR, 
Volume II, Appendix D, Page 17) 

In addition, although the applicant does not own the land upon which larger or additional tidal 
connections would be constructed, it is reasonable that the applicant could acquire a right to use such 
land given their existing ability to use the culvert and keep it clean from debris. In fact, the applicant's 
Februaty 1998 addendum to the November 1997 wetland restoration plan indicates that an additional 
or larger connection will be necessacy for the oil-production areas to be restored as part of the 
applicant's overall restoration plan. 

The applicant's Februacy I998 addendum to its November 1997 wetland restoration plan concludes 
that the existing culvert, which is the proposed tidal connection between the San Gabriel River and the 
proposed wetlands, may not be completely adequate for the proposed ultimate restoration of 44.3 acres 
(including both the proposed upfront 28.1 acres and 16.2 acres of mineral production area for future 
wetland expansion), particularly in terms of tidal range. 

Specifically, the Februacy 1998 addendum states that: 
I 

Implementing Phases 2 and 3 will decrease the tidal range of the marsh established in Phase 1. 
This may adversely affect wetland habitat, which will have colonized in response to the Phase 1 
tidal elevations. The habitat will have to naturally adjust to the modified tidal range at each 
Phase. The effect generated from Phase 1 to Phase 2 may not be significant, but the effict from 
Phase 1 to Phase 3 is more pronounced. 

The applicant's study then goes on to recommend that a restoration project: 1) provide multiple 
connections to the San Gabriel River at Phase 3 to maintain the initial tidal range of Phases I and 2~ or 
2) not include Phase 3 in the salt marsh. Therefore, the Commission finds that the applicant has not 
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demonstrated that it will be infeasible to acquire an additional right to enlarge the tidal connection 
currently being proffered by the applicant as a vehicle for restoration. 

36 

Given that the applicant's study was based on a project that would include a golf course in the middle 
of the restoration area, the Commission also finds that the adequacy and use of the existing culvert is 
constrained because (1) the proposed golf course design, which the applicant contends is not feasible to 
change, results in the Phase 2 and Phase 3 potential future wetland creation areas being located further 
from the culvert, forcing the water to travel a longer distance, and (2) further, the connection between 
Phase 2 and Phase 3 is constricted by the proposed golf course design, creating a bottle-neck which 
restricts water flow. 

The existing degraded wetlands have a tidal range of about 1 foot and a residence time of 4 days. The 
proposed wetlands, if future build-out of Phase 2 and Phase 3 occurs, are predicted to have a 1 foot 
tidal range, and the residence time would be reduced to 2.8 days. The applicant's concept wetlands 
plan (page 17) indicates that residence times ofless than 7 days are considered acceptable. Therefore, 
at full build-out with Phase 2 and Phase 3, the Commission also finds that the proposed wetlands 
would be of higher quality than the existing wetlands, because residence times will be reduced and 
within the time considered acceptable. Further, tidal range will not be reduced. Therefore, if the golf 
course were completely eliminated or reduced in size to delete the bottle-necks, a larger wetland 
restoration project than proposed, of similar quality, could be built using the existing culvert. 

As a point of reference, the existing Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve, a wetland managed by the 
California Department ofFish and Game considered to be of great importance, has only a slightly 
larger tidal range of 1.5 feet, and a much longer residence times of over 20 days, according to the 
National Marine Fisheries Service. The extremely long residence time is due to the fact that: ( 1) the 
closest point of the existing reserve to the ocean is well over a mile away because water has to travel 
from the reserve through Huntington Harbour, Sunset Aquatic Park, and the mouth of Anaheim Bay 
before it reaches the ocean, and (1) the existing ecological reserve is long and narrow, so water within 
once it enters the existing reserve still has a far way to travel to the furthest point in the existing 
reserve. Nevertheless, the existing Bolsa Chica ecological reserve functions well and is considered to 
be an important wetland. In terms of tidal range and residence times, the proposed wetlands would be 
of comparable quality to the important, existing Bolsa Chica wetlands. 

In addition, at low tides, the amount of submerged land at the existing Bolsa Chica wetlands is greatly 
reduced, leaving a lot of exposed intertidal habitat. Further, by way of comparison, the proposed Bolsa 
Chica wetland restoration project adjacent to the existing Bolsa Chica ecological reserve, which is a 
large scale full tidal restoration effort intended to create a major wetland with significant habitat values 
with a direct ocean entrance, is expected to have residence times up to 5 days, with an average 
residence time of three days. Therefore, a larger, shallower wetland, consisting of less subtidal and 
more intertidal habitat that is not submerged at all times, with possibly longer residence times, than 
proposed could also be created at the subject site. As stated above, wetlands come in many different 
shapes, sizes, habitat types, and configurations. 

Therefore, compared to both the existing Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve and the proposed Bolsa 
Chica wetlands restoration effort underway, the ultimate wetland area proposed by the applicant ' 
(including Phase 2 and Phase 3) would still have acceptable residence times and tidal range. Further, 
without the constraints imposed by the proposed golf course design, the proposed wetlands could be: 
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1) redesigned to further increase tidal range and decrease residence times, or 2) enlarged (e.g., by 
shrinking the golf course to nine holes) to create additional acreage with a different mix of habitat types 
and with possibly longer residence times that are nevertheless consistent with existing or proposed 
wetlands that are considered to be important and valuable. -

(iii) Restoration bv the Port o(Long Beach 

The Port of Long Beach ("Port") conducted a preliminary study to determine whether it would be feasible for the 
Port to create a wetland on the subject site that could be used as mitigation for fill of coastal water for Port 
expansion. As a trade-off for prohibiting the construction of brand new ports in the coastal zone which would 
potentially cause significant adverse impacts to coastal resources, the Coastal Act allows for the expansion of 
existing ports in California's coastal zone if the expansions are consistent with the Coastal Act's provisions 
regarding ports. The Coastal Act thus allows for ports to fill coastal waters if, among other things, the fill is 
mitigated. As the Port has expanded, it has created wetland mitigation sites, including the restoration of 
Batiquitos Lagoon in San Diego County. The Port previously undertook a preliminary study of the subject site 
for mitigation in conjunction with the previous Mola project in 1989. The 1989 planning effort ended 
prematurely and did not go beyond the exploratory stage. 

As stated above, wetlands come in a variety of sizes, shapes, habitat types, designs and configurations. 
Mitigation project for ports usually take on a particular design that involves the creation of a large proportion of 
subtidal and mudflat habitat suitable for fish. This is because the coastal waters typically filled by ports are 
deepwater fish habitat which is always submerged. Further, this type of habitat is the type for which the 
resources agencies like the National Marine Fisheries Service, which also oversee fill of coastal waters, usually 
give mitigation credits. These types of wetlands generally require significant excavation and a tidal connection to 
marine waters of relatively high quality. For the proposed Port restoration options, several 8-foot diameter 
connections to the San Gabriel River were assumed which would provide a full (-2.59 to +7.96 foot Mean Lower 
Low Water) or a slightly muted (-0.1 to +6.5 foot MLLW) tidal range. Therefore, the feasibility of port 
mitigation projects are constrained by the specific type of habitat they try and maximize. 

In the proposed restoration plan, the existing 4-foot culvert connecting to the San Gabriel River is used and the 
size (23.8 acres without transition/buffer zones) and shape of the restoration area is dictated by the golf course 
design. The layout chosen is tidal basin and the habitat mix includes about 40% subtidal habitat and 40% 
infrequently wetted high marsh. The remainder is mudflat and low marsh. Given this design, the hydrological 
model predicts an average tidal range of about 1.5 feet from a low of+ 3.4 feet relative to Mean Lower Low 
Water ("MLLW'') to a high of +4.9 MLLW, and a worst-case residence time of tidal waters of 1.3 days (which 
is very good). If oil production land was added in the future, the tidally influenced area could be increased to 
37.4 acres. However, the average tidal range would drop to about 1 foot and the residence time would increase 
to about 3 days (still good). Without the golf course, 83 acres of subtidal and tidal wetland could be constructed 
with 40% subtidal and low intertidal fish habitat and 60% salt marsh laid out in a basin design. 

Unfortunately, a feasibility study free of development or mitigation constraints has never been done for the 
subject site. The 1982 Coastal Conservancy Project, the 1989-90 Mola project, the applicant's proposed 
project, and the Port all looked to design wetlands that would accommodate proposed development or maximize 
mitigation credits. However, the greatest increase in habitat value per dollar spent might be quite different than 
the alternatives that have been examined by the current and previous applicants and the Port of Long Beach. For 
example, fish habitat is relatively expensive because it requires substantial excavation and good water quality. A 
possible alternative is a large restoration which maximized middle and high salt marsh and which is based on a 
series of radiating channels rather than on a tidal basin. Less excavation would be required and the plants, algae, 
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and invertebrates in those habitats are tolerant of poor water quality than are fish. Such a restoration would 
provide habitat for many birds including the endangered Belding's Savannah Sparrow. Without the constraint of 
the golf course but with the existing tidal connection, this design would probably enable a larger restoration than 
that currently proposed, but a useful estimate of the actual area would require a formal hydrological analysis 
(communication with Moffatt & Nichol Engineers to staff). 

The current Port studies have come to a standstill. Based on the studies done to date, the Port has concluded that 
the mitigation projects identified thus far for the subject site are too costly for them to pursue. The Port has, 
however, identified four modifications to the projects identified thus far which would reduce the cost level to a 
low·enough level that the Port would consider undertaking as feasible. (see Exhibit 3) These are: 1) that the 
land owner agree to on-site disposal to reduce the high cost of transporting excavated material off-site, 2) the 
land owner dedicates, rather than sells, the land, 3) The endowment fund is as small as possible consistent with 
adequate long-term maintenance, and 4) field studies in the San Gabriel River (regarding water quality), which 
have not yet been undertaken by the Port, produce results which justify raising the port mitigation credit ratio 
from 0.9:1 to 1:1. Therefore, the Commission finds that a Port mitigation wetland restoration on the subject site 
cannot be ruled out because: 1) the full feasibility analysis has not been done, and 2) there is still the potential 
for the National Marine Fisheries Service and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to give the mitigation credits to the 
Port. 

(v) Conclusion (Larger Wetland Restoration) 

In terms of potential restorers of the site to wetlands, the only organized parties that have undertaken serious 

• 

studies currently are the applicant and the Port. However, grass-roots parties have expressed interest in • 
attempting to come up with alternative wetland restoration plans, and pc)ssibly tying such a plan into the 
restoration of the adjacent Los Cerritos wetlands to create a substantial regional wetlands complex that begins to 
bring back the functions and values of the historic Alamitos Bay wetlands. Further, the avenues of undertaking a 
wetland restoration project on the subject site via the Coastal Conservancy or Southern California Wetlands 
Clearinghouse have not be fully explored. It may also be possible that federal funds for resource enhancement 
are be available. Further, as the U.S. Army Corps has explored the removal of dams it has built to restore rivers 
to more natural states, so too could the potential arise for the Corps to remove some of the levees it has built on 
rivers like the San Gabriel River to restore wetlands. 

Finally, there are few potential mitigation sites left in the Southern California coastal zone for the Port to use for 
meaningful, substantial mitigation to accommodate fill for its planned expansions. As the scarcity of these sites 
increases, the constraints such as costs coupled with potential advances in technology will become less of a 
barrier to the Port. Their need for additional mitig~tion credits in the future is inevitable to the extent they need 
to fill coastal waters to continue to expand and grow. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed golf 
course must be denied because there is room for wetland restoration that is not port-related and a port-related 
mitigation project is not yet ruled out. 

(B) FEIR Alternatives Considered Feasible but Not Selected 

The Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR") evaluated the following five alternatives to the proposed 
project after dismissing several others: (see Exhibit 11 of this staff report for Volume I, Section 7.0 which 
contains maps of Alternatives 1, 2, and 3) 
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1) Development of86 acres of wetlands for a wetland mitigation bank, construction of 250 residential 
units in both single-family and multi-family configurations mostly on the mesa and the immediately adja.cent 
lowlands, a 16,100 square foot visitor/recreational commercial center on the State Lands Parcel and a 3,900 
square foot interpretive center, and mineral-production on 46.6 acres, -

2) A 65.6 acre 9-hole golf course, 150 single-family and multi-family residential units, a 16,100 square 
foot visitor/recreational commercial center, 43 acres of wetlands, and mineral production on 47.2 acres, 

3) A 96.5 acre 18-hole golf course, 150 single-family residential units, a 16,100 square foot 
visitor/recreational commercial center, and. off-site wetlands, 

4) A no project alternative, and 
5) Development consistent with existing City land use designations, 

The FEIR (Volume 1., Page 3.2) states that the proposed project is based on the following underlying principle: 

To create a project that will balance the land use, environmental benefits and ownership 
economics of the property, while meeting or exceeding all applicable federal, state and local 
plans and regulations. 

The alternatives were evaluated based on the project's goals and the City's objectives as stated in Section 3.0, 
Volume I ofthe FEIR. These goals and objectives are also echoed in Exhibit B (starting on Page 14) ofthe City 
of Seal Beach City Council's Resolution 4562 approval certifying the FEIR (see Exhibit 11 of this staff report) 
The project's goals are: 

1 Maintain significant acreage for restoration/creation of wetlands and plan for long-term 
retention of viable wildlife habitat and biological diversity on the site. 

1 Create/restore a wetlands ecosystem that provides a meaningful contribution to the regional 
system of coastal wetlands and open space along the Pacific [Flyway]. 

1 Protect and improve water quality of the wetlands by redirecting existing urban runoff and 
utilizing the golf course as a filtration system, detention area and buffer between the wetlands and 
the urban environment. 

1 Respect the property's physical constraints. 
1 Preserve and enhance the open space and create public access opportunities. 
1 Provide visitor-serving recreational opportunities within the coastal zone that will contribute 

to the economic base of the City of Seal Beach. 
I Create an effective system of open space, trails, and parks. 
1 Reduce the acreage designated for residential use and reduce the number of units as 

currently designated in the City's existing Specific Plan. 
I Provide for comprehensive planning of the Hellman Ranch and surrounding properties to 

ensure land use compatibility. 
I Develop a plan that is responsive to community priorities and concerns, consistent with the 

California Coastal Act and that can be supported by local, state and federal regulatory agencies. 

Volume I, Section 3.0 of the FEIR also lists the following objectives the City wished to achieve through 
the project: 

f Wetland Restoration 
I Preservation of Gum Grove Nature Park and dedication to the City 
I Preservation of cultural resource sites, to the extent feasible 
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* Preservation of open space, to the extent feasible 
* Minimal traffic and air quality impacts 
* Development of visitor-serving commercial and recreationfacilltt_es 

The five alternatives to the proposed project were evaluated by the FEIR based on how well the 
alternatives met these goals and objectives. It should be noted that some of the goals (for example; 
visitor-serving uses that contribute to the City's economic base, or focusing on community priorities 
and concerns), while vali~ are not necessarily required to find a proposed coastal development pennit 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Coastal Act. 

(i) FEIR Alternative. 1 (Mitigation Bank, etc.) 

40 

Alternative 1 is comprised of both an 86 acre wetland mitigation bank and 250 residential units clustered mostly 
on the mesa and immediately adjacent lowlands. In certifying the FE~ the City rejected this alternative because 
it would meet most, but not all, project goals and objectives, and the City believed the benefits were outweighed 
by several factors. For instance, Alternative 1 would not meet the goal of reducing residential density, it would 
require approximately three times the amount of services utilities and natural resources to construct and operate 
compared to the proposed project, and it would preclude development of the golf course. 

The technological infeasibilty of constructing the 86 acre Alternative 1 mitigation bank, including the issues of 
tidal connection, tidal range and residence times, is not discussed in the FEIR or City's resolution of approval 1 

nor listed as one of the reasons the City rejected this alternative in its resolution certifying the FEIR. 

• 

However, in its resolution of approval, the City acknowledges that "[t}his alternative would provide for the • 
greatest amount of land to be left in its existing condition and would have the potential to restore the largest 
acreage of saltwater marsh wetlands (Page 62 of Exhibit 11 of this staff report; City Resolution 4562). Further, 
the FEIR concluded that Alternative 1 provides " ... greater opportunities for area residents to enjoy the benefits 
of these wetlands would be created by this Alternative than by the proposed project." (Volume I, Page 7-16) 
Further, specifically regarding Biological Resources, Page 7-17 ofVolume I of the FEIR states that: 

Assuming successfUl wetland restoration, this Alternative provides the largest increase in 
saltwater marsh restoration, which is anticipated to provide improved habitat for the Belding's 
savannah sparrow and potential foraging habitat for the California least tern. The overall 
benefits to wildlife habitat under this Alternative are considered superior to the proposed 
project. 

The FEIR did not state whether any wetlands would be filled for non-allowable uses under Alternative 1. The 
map of Alternative 1 appears to show that the non-wetland development (i.e., the 250 homes), would be clustered 
away from the existing on-site wetlands. Given that a primary goal of Alternative I is a mitigation bank, and 
that the residential configuration can feasibly be clustered away from the existing wetland area, the Commission 
finds it is feasible for Alternative I to avoid wetland fill for residential purposes. 

In addition, the Commission also finds that the Mitigation Bank proposed under Alternative 1 is also 
feasible because the lowland areas at the Hellman Ranch site that historically were wetlands are 
feasibly restorable as explained above. 
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Finally, the FEIR indicated that, under Alternative 1, "[s]ince no golf course would be constructed to serve as a 
filter for runoff water, the wetlands to be constructed may receive urban runoff, adversely impacting these 
wetlands." (Volume I, Page 7-23) However, the Commission finds that it is feasible for the wetland mitigation 
area proposed under Alternative I to include a berm constructed around it, 'similar to the berm around the salt 
marsh proposed by the applicant, to prevent runoff from entering the wetlands. Also, unlike the proposed golf 
course, Alternative 1 would not contribute additional pollutants in the form of pesticides which the runoff 
flowing over the golf course would collect. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that, for all of the reasons discussed above, and in view of the fact 
that the proposed golf course design would no longer be a design constraint, it is feasible to provide a 
suitable tidal connection under Alternative 1 to create a quality wetland restoration mitigation site. 

The FEIR identifies other non-wetland adverse impacts which would result from Alternative 1, 
including traffic and attendant air quality impacts, noise impacts, archaeological impacts, seismic 
impacts, and increased burdens on services. The FEIR indicates that noise impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable, similar however to the proposed project. Likewise, while the homes in the 
lowlands under Alternative 2 would subject to potential seismic hazards, so would the proposed golf 
clubhouse; mitigation measures similar in nature to those required for the proposed golf clubhouse 
would similarly be feasible for homes. Archaeological impacts would be similar to the proposed 
project and can be mitigated, as evidenced by the conditions of approval of this permit. 

The homes would be close to mineral production facilities; however, the FEIR simply states that 
additional setbacks and safety protection measures would be required and does not state that it would 
be infeasible to do so or result in significant adverse effects. The FEIR indicates that traffic would 
increase under Alternative I more than it would under the proposed project. However, while the City 
rejected Alternative I in part based on increased traffic, neither the FEIR nor the City's certification 
resolution makes clear if these increases would result in significant adverse effects, or whether the 
impacts can be mitigated below a level of significance. 

Further, from a Coastal Act standpoint, the area of the homes is located well inland from the beach and 
the primary visitor-serving areas of the City, a little closer to the inland edge of the coastal zone 
boundary than to the shoreline. Higher density may increase the potential for use of public 
transportation (a bus stop exists near the entrance to the homes), and the homes are located next to an 
arterial road. Thus, public access impacts would likely not differ between the 70 homes of the 
proposed project and the 250 homes of Alternative 1. 

The air pollution increases attendant with the increased traffic of Alternative 1 would also be 
significant, according to the FEIR. However, because the site is in a non-attainment area, the FEIR 
indicates that any additional contribution of new emissions to the region would be considered 
significant. Therefore, any project involving increases in emission would have air quality impacts -
only the ''No Project" alternative would avoid air quality impacts. 

Finally, the FEIR concluded that Alternative 1 's dedication of Gum Grove Park would result in less than 
significant impacts to recreation. The FEIR also concluded that the Population/Housing impacts of Alternative 1 
would be less than significant. 

:\hlmn0998.doc @ August 21, 1998 for the September 9, 1998 Coastal Commission hearing 



42 
5-97-367 (Hellman Properties, LLC) 

Therefore, the Commission finds that Alternative 1 is a less enviromnentally damaging feasible alternative. 
Therefore, the Commission finds that even if the proposed golf course fill could be considered an allowable use 
under Section 30233 of the Coastal Act, the proposed project is not the least environmentally damaging 
alternative consistent with the other provisions of Section 30233. Therefore, the Commission attaches Special 
Condition No. 1 which eliminates the portion of the project involving the fill of wetlands for a golf course. 

In many ways, the propoSed project as conditioned by the Commission is a modified version of Alternative 1, in 
that; (1) it eliminates development in the lowland to allow for the potential of large wetland restoration area in 
the lowlands, (2) approves homes on the mesa, and (3) approves a visitor-serving development on the State 
Lands Parcel. Further, the proposed project as conditioned by the Commission would be less environmentally 
damaging than Alternative 1 because: (1) it would result in far fewer homes being built, which reduces the 
adverse traffic impacts of Alternative I, and (2) does not include structural development in liquefiable or 
flood-prone areas of the lowlands, reducing the seismic and flooding hazard potential. 

(ii) FEIR Alternative 2 (Nine-hole golf course, etc.) 

Alternative 2 was not selected because it meets most but not all project goals and City objectives. It was not 
rejected on the basis that is was technically infeasible to build an adequate tidal connection for the 43 acre 
wetland described in this alternative. Based on the FEIR map for Alternative 2, there appears to be fill of 
existing wetlands for the specific 9-hole golf course, but the exact amount is unclear from the map of Alternative 
2. No detailed analysis of wetland fill was provided. Therefore, the Commission fmds that Alternative 2, as 
specifically described in the FEIR, is not a less environmentally damaging alternative. 

•• 

However, the Commission also finds that other 9-hole golf course design options were not fully explored in • 
Alternative 2. There might be a way to design a playable 9-hole golf course which does not result in any fill of 
on-site wetlands and provides a one hundred foot buffer surrounding the existing wetlands. Thus, it may be 
possible to modify Alternative 2 in an manner so that it is a less environmentally damaging alternative. 

(iii) FEIR Alternative 3 (Off-Site Wetland Mitigation) 

Alternative 3 was not selected because it met only some, not even most, of the project objectives. Also, since 
Alternative 3 would result in all existing wetlands being filled for a golf course and no on-site wetlands creation, 
this alternative does not constitute a feasible less environmentally damaging alternative. Therefore, the 
Commission fmds that Alternative 3 is not a less environmentally damaging alternative. 

(iv) "No Project" FEIR Alternative 

The fourth alternative considered feasible by the FEIR, the "No Project" alternative, was not selected because it 
would not be able to meet the project goals. The FEIR concludes that "[t]he overall benefits to wildlife habitat 
from the proposed project are considered superior to the No Project Alternative." However, the FEIR also 
acknowledges that "[u]nder the No Project Alternative, existing biological resources would remain undisturbed." 
Further, the FEIR also acknowledges that "[i]mplementation of the No Project Alternative would not have a 
significant effect on the environment.'' · 

Deleting the proposed golf course would not result in the existing degraded and severely degraded wetlands from 
being restored. While leaving the wetlands in their existing state may, as indicated in the March 19, 1998 staff • 
report for this permit, not be an environmentally preferable alternative vis-a-vis restoring wetlands values, 
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neither will the "No Project" alternative result in any wetland fill. Even degraded and severely degraded 
wetlands have some function. As the 1989 staff report for the MOLA project indicates as described above, the 
two acre existing tidal channel is productive and winter rains increase the p:oductivity of the non-tidal wetlands. 

Finally, any alternative which proposes no development whatsoever in the 100+ acre lowlands area would leave 
open the possibility of an entity, such as the Port of Long Beach, which needs wetland mitigation sites to acquire 
part or all of the lowlands for off-site mitigation for wetland impacts on other sites. During the 1989 MOLA 
project, the Port of Long Beach explored the idea of using the subject site for mitigation for its future harbor fill 
projects. However, since there was no interest on the part of the MOLA group and the City at that time, the Port 
of Long Beach interest never went beyond the exploratory stage. 

The "No Project" alternative would not result in any wetland fill and preserve the possibility of wetland 
restoration on a larger portion of the subject site than proposed. Therefore, the Commission finds that the "No 
Project" alternative is a less environmentally damaging feasible alternative. 

(v) Development Consistent with Existing Land Use Designations 

The fifth FEIR alternative involves constructing development consistent with the existing City land use 
designations. In effect, this means building development similar to the MOLA project approved by the 
Commission in 1990. However, this alternative involves structural development across a major fault zone which 
crosses the middle of the subject site. Pursuant to the Alquist-Priolo Act provisions, habitable human 
development cannot occur near the earthquake fault. Thus, this alternative, or any other project which involves 
structural development for human occupation across or near the earthquake fault, is not feasible. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that this alternative is not a less environmentally damaging feasible alternative. 

(vi) Conclusion (FEIR Feasible Alternatives) 

Thus, Alternative 1 (i.e., the wetland mitigation bank plus 250 houses) and the "No Project" 
Alternative identified in the FEIR are feasible alternatives that would result in less environmental 
damage than the proposed project. The Commission further finds that, without the design constraints 
posed by the golf course, it is feasible to provide a suitable tidal connection under Alternative l. As 
stated above, the Commission also finds that the applicant has not demonstrated that it would be 
infeasible to enlarge the tidal connection currently relied upon by the applicant to achieve the proposed 
restoration. Therefore, the Commission finds that even if the proposed golf course fill could be 
considered an allowable use under Section 30233 of the Coastal Act, the proposed project is not the 
least environmentally damaging alternative consistent with the other provisions of Section 30233. 
Therefore, the Commission attaches Special Condition No. I which eliminates the portion of the project 
involving the fill of wetlands for a golf course. 

As stated above, in many ways, the project as conditioned by the Commission is a modified version of 
Alternative 1, in that; ( 1) it eliminates development in the lowland to allow for the potential of large wetland 
restoration area in the lowlands. (2) approves the 70 homes on the mesa, rather than 250, and (3) approves a 
visitor-serving development on the State Lands Parcel. The Commission notes that without the golf course fill, 
the wetland mitigation will no longer be required. Therefore, the Commission finds that under the approved 
alternative, the applicant is left in a more economically viable position because the revenue from the residential 
component will no longer be needed to fund wetland mitigation . 

(C) Development in General Which Avoids Wetland 
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In general tenns, development, whether a golf course, houses, or other uses, could be proposed in the lowlands so 
as to avoid the existing wetlands by siting development on non-wetland areas. Since the existing wetlands on-site 
are scattered and fragmented, it may not be feasible to develop the site in a·inanner that intersperses development 
between the wetlands fragments. In other words, any development proposal which avoids filling any of the 
wetlands for non-restoration purposes would likely have to avoid some of the surrounding adjacent non-wetland 
areas as well, preserving the ability to connect the fragmented wetlands into a better functioning wetlands with 
adequate wetland buffers. 

As stated above, the applicant has confirmed that there is no existing subdivision of the Hellman Ranch 
property. (Exhibit 1, pages 35-39) In addition, this parcel is currently utilized for mineral production, 
of which Hellman Properties owns the entire operating interest. (Exhibit 1, pages 35-39) Further, 
although Shell Oil (now Signal Hill Petroleum) has a 50% producing interest in APN 980-36-605, 
Signal Hill Petroleum has no land rights. (Exhibit 1, pages 35-39) 

The applicant is requesting approval of a subdivision of one 196.6 acre parcel in a configuration that 
would separate the existing mineral production areas from the proposed golf course, wetland and 
residential areas. 

The Commission finds it necessary to approve a revised land division configuration that maintains in 
single parcel ownership and usage the land areas proposed for the golf course and wetland restoration 
as well as the area currently used for oil production which provides an economically viable use of the 

• 

property. This means that should the owner of the separate lowlands parcel the Commission would be • 
approving (assuming the permit is accepted and all other steps necessary to create the new subdivision 
and parcel are taken) at some time in the future come forward with a new development proposal in the 
lowlands portion of the project site now before the Commission, that owner would already have an 
economically viable use of the property (assuming mineral production is ongoing). 

At such a point as mineral production ceases and development is proposed within the lowland area, the 
Commission finds it may be appropriate to impose a deed restriction over the lowland area to ensure 
the lowlands are developed consistent with Sections 30233 and 30240 of the Coastal Act. However, 
alternative uses consistent with Coastal Act policies could be considered on the mineral production 
parcel which might augment its economic use. Only by keeping the mineral production sites combined 
with the remainder of the lowlands area as one parcel can the Commission allow the subdivision of the 
remainder of the project site and ensure that future development proposals will not compel the 
Commission to allow uses in the lowlands solely to avoid a takings claim. 

The Commission therefore attaches Special Condition 2 for revision of the proposed Tentative Tract 
Map 15381. Only as conditioned, can the Commission find the proposed project consistent with the 
Coastal Act. 

(3) Adequacy of Wetland Mitigation Measures 

After requiring that the proposed project be the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative, Section 
30233(a) also requires the provision of feasible mitigation measures to minimize adverse environmental effects 
of fill. Besides not being an allowable use in wetlands, or the least environmentally damaging alternative, the 
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proposed golf course would have significant adverse environmental effects on the adjacent wetlands proposed to 
be created. 

(A) Pesticides 

The Commission finds that use of pesticides for the proposed golf course would have significant adverse 
environmental effects on the proposed wetlands. While the applicant has developed a general plan for developing 
and managing the proposed golf course in an environmentally friendly way, no detailed, final pesticide 
management program has been prepared which includes a list of prohibited chemicals and assures that permitted 
chemicals would biodegrade quickly and not have adverse impacts on wildlife, thus mitigating impacts from 
pesticide use on wildlife using the wetlands. 

Nor have detailed methods for pesticide use been developed. The City requires spraying of chemicals to be 
directed away from Gum Grove Park to eliminate possible adverse effects on the Monarch Butterfly. However, 
no prohibition on spraying is proposed around the wetlands. Airborne particles of pesticides could land in the 
wetlands and contaminate the water and plant life. Also, while proposed berms surrounding the wetlands prevent 
runoff from flowing into the proposed wetlands, would not adequately prevent pesticides placed directly on the 
ground from leaching through the berms into the wetlands. Without an impermeable barrier to prevent this type 
of chemical leaching, adverse impacts will occur to the proposed wetlands. The applicant has not demonstrated 
how the proposed berms would prevent leaching of pesticides into the wetlands. 

(B) Remediation of Mineral Production Sites 

In addition, the Commission finds that remediation of the mineral production areas proposed by the applicant for. 
potential future wetland restoration may preclude the ability to use those sites for wetland restoration. The 
proposed golf course layout also forces the future expansion of the wetlands on the mineral production areas 
away from the tidal inlet which is the source of the water. As discussed above, no detailed, final remediation 
plan, including costs and the extent of contamination has been prepared. Without a detailed final remediation 
plan, including the extent of the contamination, the Commission cannot determine whether construction of 
wetlands on the mineral production areas would be safe for wetland plants and wildlife. It is likely that the 
mineral production areas contain soils contaminated with substances toxic to wetland plant and wildlife. If this 
is the case, it may be cost-prohibitive to create wetlands on the mineral production sites in the future. If 
wetlands cannot be built on the mineral production site in the future, this defeats the purpose of using the mineral 
production areas for potential future wetland creation as mitigation for filling of existing on-site wetlands. 

Until such time as a specific plan is prepared, the Commission finds that it is purely speculative whether any 
such potential future wetland restoration will occur on the mineral production areas. 

(C) Monitoring 

Further, the Commission finds that the proposed monitoring period of five years is not adequate. Because 
wetlands restoration projects are not always successful, and the proposed project would result in all existing 
wetlands being filled, it is necessary to ensure that any proposed created wetland become successfully established 
and fully functional. As described above, the track record of past wetland creation projects indicates a less than 
optimum success rate. The success rate of wetlands restoration is less than 100%. A created wetland that never 
establishes itself cannot be considered wetlands restoration. If an existing wetland, even though it may be 
degraded, is filled and therefore permanently lost and its replacement wetland never establishes, then there is a 
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net loss of wetlands. The time between the filling of an existing wetland and the point at which the compensatory 
created wetland becomes successfully established and fully functional results in a temporal loss of wetlands 
functions. Thus, stringent monitoring is needed to guarantee that the created wetlands become fully functional in 
order to truly mitigate for the loss of existing wetlands due to fill. · 

(D) Buffers 

The Commission finds that the proposed golf design does not provide an adequate buffer between the human 
activity on the golf course and the proposed wetlands, leading to potential harassment (i.e., disturbance due to 
proximity to human activity, not deliberate malicious human acts directed at the wildlife) of the wetland wildlife 
by human activity. In order for the proposed wetlands to serve as compensatory mitigation for fill of the existing 
wetlands due to the golf course, the propose wetlands must have high values that cannot be compromised due 
wildlife harassment. 

Further, the proposed golf course would eliminate a significant amount of non-native grasslands. The 
environmental impact report ("EIR") for the proposed project indicates that there are 137 acres of ruderal 
grasslands on the subject site, 48.7 acres of which would be eliminated by the proposed golf course. Most of the 
grasslands are non-native species. However, the California Department ofFish and Game ("CDFG") in their 
May 21, 1997 letter to the City commenting on the EIR indicates that the grasslands nevertheless contain value 
as foraging area for a variety of species, such as the Western Burrowing Owl, listed as California Species of 
Special Concern. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife also concurs with this. (see Exhibit ?) Further, a burrowing owl 
was observed on the site in-December of 1996 and January of 1997. In addition, the CDFG expressed 

• 

reservations about the suitability of the types of habitat for the owl which would be provided in the proposed • 
wetlands. The CDFG also recommends avoidance or enhancement of open space areas. 

The applicant is proposing that some of the mineral production areas would be suitable for replacement owl 
habitat. However, the FEIR did not evaluate the potential for contaminants in the soil of the mineral production 
areas would result in adverse effects on the owls. In addition, the burrowing owl guidelines referred to by the 
CDFG state that owl impacts include disturbance or harassment within 160 feet of occupied burrows. The 
proposed artificial burrows to be created for replacement habitat would likely be within 160 feet of either mineral 
production facilities or, if in the wetland restoration area, the golf course. In addition, while the proposed golf 
rourse would also provide a great amount of grass area in the form of fairways, tees, and greens, these grass 
areas would not be suitable for foraging because of pesticide use associated with maintenance of the grass areas 
and because of human activity which will occur on the golf course. 

The cumulative loss of open space grasslands in Southern California is also a significant adverse impact. Part of 
the value of the subject site's grasslands, like wetlands, is that their value increases with scarcity. The applicant 
contends that adequate open space area is still available at the nearby U.S. Naval Weapons Station. However, 
while the Weapons Station is located directly across Seal Beach Boulevard from the mesa area of the subject site 
and contains a significant amount of open area, the grassland areas of the Weapons Station is separated from the 
subject site by development on the Weapons Station, as well as by Seal Beach Boulevard, a major arterial. 
Further, the Weapons Station has been considered for closure. There is no guarantee that reuse of the Weapons 
Station for civilian use would preserve the grasslands. Since the applicant contends that the proposed golf 
course layout cannot be changed, there are no feasible measures to mitigate for significant adverse impacts 
resulting from errant golf balls harassing wildlife and loss of non-native grasslands used for foraging habitat . 

(E) Increase in Habitat Values as Mitigation 

:\hlmn0998.doc @ August 21, 1998 for the September 9, 1998 Coastal Commission hearing 

• 



• 
47 

5-97-367 (Hellman Properties, LLC) 

The applicant also argues that mitigation credit should also be given for increases in habitat values, in addition to 
mitigation credit for increased acreage. The additional mitigation credit for increased habitat values which the 
applicant is seeking would result from: 1) cleaning out the culvert providiiig the tidal connection for the existing 
and proposed wetlands, and 2) a projected increase in wetland functions. The Commission finds that these do 
not qualify as mitigation for wetland fill. 

First, the applicant argues that the increased habitat values would result in part due to cleaning out the culvert to 
remove sediment and other materials which now partially obstruct water flow in the culvert. This culvert 
connects the existing and proposed wetlands to the San Gabriel River and is the only existing source of tidal 
water. Therefore, it is important to maintain the flow in the culvert. The applicant compares their proposed 
culvert cleaning with the requirements of Southern California Edison ("SCE") at San Dieguito Lagoon in San 
Diego County (not to be confused with the port mitigation project at Batiquitos Lagoon, also in San Diego 
County). The applicant contends that because the Commission gave mitigation credit to SCE for enhancing the 
tidal connection at San Dieguito, the Commission should also give the applicant credit for tidal enhancement. 
However, the applicant's proposal is not comparable to SCE's undertaking. In the case ofSCE, the permittees 
will be only dredging the channel to keep open the non-degraded San Dieguito lagoon which is currently closed 
off from the ocean. By solely dredging the channels without any other improvements, a much larger area would 
be subject to tidal influx than currently exists at San Dieguito. This would not be so at Hellman Ranch, because 
additional restoration work must be done to restore the wetlands beyond simply cleaning out the culvert. At 
Hellman Ranch, keeping the culvert open and free of debris by itself will not result in any significant increase in 
wetlands. Therefore, Hellman Ranch and SCE are not comparable in this regard. Thus, the Commission fmds 

• that the applicant shall not receive the type of additional mitigation credit which was granted to SCE. 

• 

Second, the applicant has also prepared an assessment of projected increases in functions over the existing 
degraded and severely degraded wetlands as a result of the proposed wetlands. (see Exhibit 6) The assessment 
was based on criteria developed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers ("Army Corps"). The applicant's 
assessment concluded that the wetland functions resulting from the proposed wetlands compared to the wetland 
functions of the existing degraded and severely degraded wetlands on-site would increase by a ratio of3.6: 1, for 
which the applicant believes credit should be given. However, the Army Corps submitted a statement indicating 
that they believe the applicant's assessment is flawed. (see Exhibit 4, p. 20) The Army Corps states that the 
applicant's assessment does not appear to tie into reference data from existing sites, and that variables appear to 
be chosen on an arbitrary basis. Therefore, the Army Corps is casting doubt on the applicant's project of a 3.6: l 
increase in functions. Thus, the Commission finds that the applicant shall not receive mitigation credit for the 
projected increase in functions. 

(F) Conclusion (Mitigation) 

Therefore, even if ( 1) the proposed golf course fill could be considered an allowable use under Section 30233 of 
the Coastal Act, and (2) the proposed project could be found to be the least environmentally damaging 
alternative, the proposed project does not provide all feasible mitigation measures to assure that all adverse 
effects are minimized, consistent with the other applicable provision of Section 30233. Thus, the Commission 
attaches Special Condition No. 1 which eliminates the portion of the proposed project involving the fill of 
wetlands for a golf course. 

d. Use of Section 30007.5 to Balance Conflicting Chapter J Policies 
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The applicants urge the Commission to utilize section 30007.5 of the Coastal Act to approve the 
proposed wetland fill if it finds that the fill proposed for the golf course is not allowable under Sections 
30233 or 30411 ofthe Coastal Act. 

The text of section 30007.5 directs that in carrying out the provisions ofthis division, conflicts be 
resolved in a manner which on balance is the most protective of significant coastal resources. Thus, 
even if a conflict can be identified in the matter now before the Commission, given the existing 
provisions of section 30233, such a conflict would necessarily be resolved in favor of wetland 
resources. However, whether a conflict exists which must then be balanced must be decided by 
interpreting the first sentence of section 30007.5 which states that "conflicts may occur between one or 
more policies of the division." (emphasis added). 

The Commission finds that the phrase "policies of the division" only includes the policies contained 
within chapter 3, the chapter which contains the standards by which the adequacy of Local Coastal 
Programs and proposed developments are determined. Support for this finding is found in Chapter 3, 
Article I, section 30200 which is entitled "Policies as standards; resolution ofpolicy·conflicts. Section 
30200 reads as follows: 

(a) Consistent with the coastal zone values cited in section 30001 and the basic goals set 
forth in section 30001.5. and except as may be otherwise specifically provided in this 
division, the policies o(this chapter shall constitute the standards by which the 
adequacy of local coastal programs, as provided in Chapter 6 (commencing with 
section 30500), and, the permissibility ofproposed deve/opmeut subject to the 
provisions of this division are determined. All public agencies carrying out or 
supporting activities outside the coastal zone that could have a direct impact on 
resources within the coastal zone shall consider the effict of such actions on coastal 
zone resources in order to assure that these policies are achieved 

(b) Where the commission or any local government in implementing the provisions of this 
division identifies a conflict between the policies of this chapter, section 30007.5 shall 
be utilized to resolve the conflict and the resolution of such conflicts shall be 
supported by appropriate findings setting forth the basis for the resolution of identified 
policy conflicts. 

(emphasis added.) 

Thus, in order to resolve a conflict between policies of the Coastal Act, the Commission must first 
determine whether a substantial conflict between statutory directives contained in Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act in fact exists. In making this determination, the Commission rpust examine whether the 
proposed project itself actually falls within the protection of two or more statutes which could actually 
conflict. The Commission must also compare the specific wording of the potentially conflicting 
statutes to determine if the extent of discretion left to the Commission is parallel in each. ConfiDing the 
use of Section 30007.5 to conflicts whether the development itself is both mandated and prohibited by 
two statutory provisions, rather than expanding its use to include conflicts between policies which 
potentially exist even though the development itself is otherwise prescribed helps eliminate broad public 
interest overrides which are not themselves mandated by the Coastal Act. 
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In this case, the Commission finds there is no conflict between two or more Chapter 3 policies that 
must be resolved pursuant to section 30007.5 of the Coastal Act. That is, there is no specific policy 
requiring a golf course which would be in conflict with the allowable use prohibitions contained in 
section 30233. The applicant's urge the Commission to balance Section 30233, a section which 
expressly prescribes allowable uses against Coastal Act Sections 30411, 30210, 30222, 30230, and 
30231. 

However, Sections 30230 and 30231 only require marine resources to be maintained, and enhanced 
and. where feasible. restored. Therefore, while the maintenance and enhancement provisions of 
Sections 30230 and 30231 are indeed mandatory and could therefore be seen as conflicting with the 
prohibition against wetland fill, the restoration provisions of Sections 30230 and 30231 are instead 
urged only if feasible (i.e.; restoration is not an absolute mandate, unlike maintenance and 
enhancement) and would therefore defer to the mandatory prohibitions against wetland fill. 

Regarding conflicts with Section 30411, Section 30411 is not a Chapter 3 policy. Section 30411 is 
also not a basis for approval and does not mandate that any development occur. Instead, Section 
30411 merely authorizes a study by the CDFG. Thus, Section 30411 is not eligible to be balanced 
against any other Chapter 3 policies. 

Regarding conflicts with Sections 30210 and 30222, neither of these public access provisions mandate 
the proposed development in the Hellman Ranch. In other words, neither of these two provisions 
conflict with Section 30233 prohibitions on wetland fill because the Hellman proposal does not fall 
within the protections ofthese provisions. That is to say that access is not itself a reason to approve 
development when it is otherwise prohibited. Instead, if development is approved because it is 
otherwise not prohibited by Chapter 3 policies, the location and amount of new development must 
maintain and enhance public access and the development shall not interfere with the public's right of 
access. (See Coastal Act Sections 30211-214; 30252) Under this interpretation, in order for access 
issues to even come into play, the development itself must not otherwise be prohibited. 

In comparison, development in a wetlands area which does not constitute one of the 8 delineated 
permissible uses is clearly prohibited by Section 30233. Section 30233 then is mandatory in and of 
itself. Since development itself can be prohibited by the application of Section 30233, it can be argued 
that a conflict with another Coastal Act Chapter 3 policy would only exist where that Chapter 3 policy 
mandated the development which Section 30233 prohibited. 

Moreover, section 30233 already requires that a project involving fill be the least environmentally 
damaging alternative. Therefore, in order for the Commission to find that a conflict exists with Section 
30233, the Commission must be convinced that there is no other alternative that would avoid.a conflict 
from the outset. Since the Commission has identified a less environmentally damaging alternative than 
the proposed wetland fill, it is clear that no conflict between applicable Coastal Act policies need be 
resolved. Therefore, the Commission finds that, in this case, Section 30007.5 may not be utilized to 
approve the proposed fill of wetlands for a use that is not one of the 8 enumerated uses pursuant to 
Section 30233. 

e. Conclusion (Wetlands) 

49 
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Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed golf course would not be consistent with Section 30233 of the 
Coastal Act because; 1) the proposed fill of the wetlands is not one of the eight allowable uses, 2) the feasible 
mitigation measures provided would not minimize significant adverse environmental effects, and 3) there are 
feasible less environmentally damaging alternative. Thus, the Commission 'attaches Special Condition No. 1 
which eliminates the portion of the proposed project involving a golf course. 

2. Archaeological Resources 

Section 30244 of the Coastal Act states: 

Where development would adversely impact archaeological or paleontological resources as 
identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation measures shall be 
required 

The subject site contains eleven State-identified cultural resources sites. Five of the sites would be left 
untouched in their current location in Gum Grove Park. However, the proposed development would impact the 
other designated archaeological sites. 

The sites have been documented during the course of previous archaeological investigations. However, because 
of differences in the methodologies of the previous investigations, the precise location of each archaeological site 
is uncertain. Therefore, the applicant is proposing to undertake an archaeological investigation prior to the 
commencement of development of the other proposed components (i.e., construction of the wetlands, golf course, 
and homes) to document the extent of cultural resources on-site. 

The applicant has prepared an archaeological research design that attempts to reconcile as best as possible the 
uncertain locations of the identified cultural resources sites using the best information and methods available. 
The research design will guide the proposed archaeological investigation. The proposed investigation will 
.consist of excavation of small sections within the areas of the overall development site thought to contain the 
identified cultural resources sites. 

The Commission fmds that the following reasonable mitigation measures shall be required. The State Office of 
Historic Preservation ("SHPO''), the state Native American Heritage Commission ("NAHC''),·and the Native 
American group/person deemed acceptable by NAHC, shall have the opportunity to review and comment on the 
peer review. To minimize impacts to cultural resources, the archaeological testing program must be done in 
accordance with the approved research design. 

Further, selection of the archaeologist must be in accordance with accepted guidelines endorsed by the OHP. 
Also, because of the likelihood ofNative American remains being found, a Native American monitor must 
monitor the archaeological activities. The Native American monitor shall be selected by the City in accordance 
with NAHC guidelines in consultation with the Native American group/person deemed acceptable by the NAHC. 

To ensure the least impacts to cultural resources, before any other development besides the archaeological testing 
can take place, the testing must have first been completed as well as implementation of mitigation measures for 
impacts to the cultural resources. However, since the locations of many ofthe cultural resources sites are in 
dispute and not precisely known, it is possible that the archaeological test program may miss cultural resources 

• 

• 

that are then discovered during development activities for the golf course and other proposed development. • 
Therefore, the Commission finds that the permit must require that development be temporarily halted until 
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appropriate mitigation measures are developed for resources discovered during the course of post-investigation 
construction activities. 

In addition, the Commission finds that all mitigation measures must comply with the requirements ofthe State 
Office of Historic Preservation and the Native American Heritage Commission. A qualified Native American 
monitor shall also be present during construction activities to ensure sensitive treatment of Native American 
cultural resources. Should human remains be found, the Commission finds that construction shall be temporarily 
halted and the County Coroner notified to initiate identification proceedings. The Native American group/person 
shall participate in the identification process. Should the remains be determined to be that of a Native American, 
the applicant must comply with the provisions of Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. (see Exhibit 13, p.33) 
However, the Commission notes that PRC Section 5097.98, which governs procedures when human remains of a 
Native American are found, exempts these procedures from the requirements of the Coastal Act. 

Further, by deleting the proposed golf course, as per Special Condition No. 1, the few archaeological sites which 
are located in the area to be developed with the golf course would be preserved. Therefore, as conditioned, the 
Commission finds that the proposed project is consistent with Section 30244 of the Coastal Act. 

3. Public Access and Recreation 

Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states: 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, 
maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities shall be 
provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public 
rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse. 

Section 30213 of the Coastal Act states: 

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where foasible, 
provided. Developments providing public recreational opportunities are preferred. 

a. Gum Grove Park Dedication 

The applicant proposes to dedicate Gum Grove Park to the City of Seal Beach. The applicant currently leases 
the land to the City for public park purposes. The park, even though it is leased, is currently signed as being a 
public park and has been used as such. Therefore, the Commission finds that the applicant must submit written 
evidence that they have dedicated the park to the City for passive recreation, as proposed, to ensure maximum 
public recreation, as proposed. Further, to provide maximum public access and recreation opportunities, the 
Commission finds that the dedication documents must ensure that; 1) new and upgraded trails meet Americans 
with Disabilities Act requirements to provide access to physically challenged persons, 2) the existing number of 
parking spaces must be maintained, 3) signage informing the general public of the park's public nature must be 
maintained, 4) changes in the hours of which adversely affect public access shall be limited to demonstrated 
public safety concerns and must require an amendment to this permit, and 5) an area fronting on Seal Beach 
Boulevard, as proposed, is reserved for a public trail and ten public parking spaces which are directly accessible 
from Seal Beach Boulevard . 

b. Trail Linking Gum Gro1•e Park to Seal Beach Boule1•ard- Public Parking 
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Section 30212.5 of the Coastal Act states: 

Wherever appropriate and foasible, public facilities, Including parking areas or facilities, shall 
be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the impacts, social and otherwise, of 
overcrowding or overuse by the public of any single area. 

Section 30252 of the Coastal Act states: 

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access to the 
coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2) providing commercial 
facilities within or adjoining residential development or in other areas that will minimize the 
use of coastal access roads, (3) providing nonautomobile circulation within the development, 
(4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving the 
development with public transportation, (5) assuring the potential for public transit for high 
Intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, and by (6) assuring that the recreational needs 
of new residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas by correlating the amount of 
development with local park acquisition and development plans with the provision of onsite 
recreational facilities to serve the new development. 

The applicant is proposing Tentative Tract Map No. 15402 which would subdivide proposed Lot 2 ofTentative 
Tract Map No. 15381 into lots for seventy (70) single-family residences, common areas, and private streets. The 
proposed community would be gated. The proposed subdivision is located at the eastern end of the subject site 
adjacent to Seal Beach Boulevard, a major thoroughfare which runs to the beach to the south and the freeway to 
the north. Assuming at least three people occupying each of these 70 proposed homes, the proposed development 
will result in the increased burden of at least 210 people on existing public recreation facilities. 

In addition, as part of the proposed project and subdivision, the applicant is proposing to create Lot 3 of 
proposed Tentative Tract Map No. 15381 for the purposes of conveying Gum Grove Park to the City of Seal 
Beach. Proposed Lot 3 has been configured to include a finger that extends from the area generally used as Gum 
Grove Park eastward to Seal Beach Boulevard. (see Exhibit 1, p. 4) The Commission finds that this finger 
would provide a second public access entrance to Gum Grove Park: Currently, the only entrance to Gum Grove 
Park is at the far western end of Gum Grove Park. The current park entrance is tucked away in the existing . 
residential subdivision adjacent to the south side of the subject site. No signs on major public thoroughfares 
such as Pacific Coast Highway or Seal Beach Boulevard currently point the way to the existing park entrance. 
This requires people driving or biking down Seal Beach Boulevard to find their way through the existing 
residential neighborhood clear to the other side of the park. Since Gum Grove Park is a long, linear park, a 
second public entrance at it's eastern end would promote public access to the park. An eastern entrance from 
Seal Beach Boulevard would also link the park with the public bike lane on the west side of Seal Beach 
Boulevard, thus encouraging non-automobile trips to the park. Also, a park entrance right on Seal Beach 
Boulevard, a well-travelled arterial which leads both to the beach to the south and freeway to the north, would be 
much more visible to the public than the current entrance and thus promote public access. 

Therefore, this finger ofland within the area proposed for dedication by the applicant shall be reserved for a 
public access trail and public parking lot directly acces~ible from Seal Beach Boulevard. Further, the 
Commission finds that the applicant shall construct the trail and ten public parking spaces within the reserved 
area. Since parking is prohibited on both sides of Seal Beach Boulevard for at least a half mite in either direction 
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of the subject site, the Commission finds that there is a need for public parking to make the trail accessible by the 
public. The two go hand-in-hand. The Commission finds that the construction of a public trail and ten parking 
spaces would require a minimal amount of improvement over the mostly flat, relatively narrow strip of land in 
question. In addition, the ten public parking spaces is similar in number to the 10 spaces required at the State 
Lands parcel for visitors who are not patronizing proposed commercial visitor-serving uses at that site. 
Ultimately, if a large-scale wetland restoration is undertaken over much of the lowlands, the public trail from 
Seal Beach Boulevard could be part of a larger trail that connects this public parking on Seal Beach Boulevard 
with the proposed parking and visitor-serving uses at the State Lands parcel. 

Thus, the Commission attaches Special Condition No.4 to permit 5-97-367 which requires that the park 
dedication documents for the proposed dedication of Gum Grove Park provide for the provision of a public trail 
connecting to Seal Beach Boulevard and the construction of public parking. 

If the ten public parking spaces cannot be provided entirely on the dedicated Gum Grove Park area, then the 
spaces which cannot be built on Lot 3 shall be built on the portion of the area subject to Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map No. 15402 closest to Lot 3. The Commission finds that even if all ten parking spaces were to be built on 
the area covered by Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 15402, they would only occupy a small portion of the 
residential site. Assuming a parking space dimension of9'x20', ten spaces at this size would occupy only about 
0.04 acres, which is a fraction of the 14.94 acres covered under Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 15402. 
Further, the parking spaces would be at the edge of the residential site so as to be adjacent to the proposed Gum 
Grove Park dedication area. Thus, the small area and location at the edge of the subdivision would be the least 
intrusive method of providing needed public parking for trail access which cannot be provided on the dedicated 
Gum Grove Park land itself. 

The Commission finds that the public parking spaces must also be directly accessible from Seal Beach 
Boulevard. The Commission finds that the applicant could redesign the proposed subdivision to relocate the 
subdivision entrance in a manner which minimizes the need for a long public street in the subdivision (e.g., locate 
the subdivision entrance adjacent to the dedicated Gum Grove Park area). 

Thus, the Commission attached Special Condition No. 5 which provides for signage to inform the public of the 
need public trail entrance to Gum Grove Park and public parking off of Seal Beach Boulevard, as well as the 
requirement to provide for public parking directly accessible from Seal Beach Boulevard on the area covered by 
proposed Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 15402, in the event not all the public parking can be built on the 
dedicated Gum Grove Park area. 

Finally, the Commission finds that there is no need to require that the proposed subdivision's streets be public or 
allow public vehicular access over private streets if public parking and a separate vehicular access entrance off 
of Seal Beach Boulevard to the parking is provided. However, the Commission does not sanction exclusivity in 
the coastal zone and fmds that gates are not allowable in the coastal zone. Therefore, the Commission attaches 
Special Condition No. 5 which prohibits the installation of gates precluding pedestrian and bicycle access to the 
subdivision proposed under Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 15402. 

c. State Lands Parcel 

(l) Visitor Serving Uses 

• Section 30222 of the Coastal Act states: 
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The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities designed 
to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority over private 
residential, general industrial, or general commercial development, out not over agriculture or 
coastal-dependent industry. 

54 

Section 30213 of the Coastal Act also encourages the provision oflower-cost visitor-serving uses. The applicant 
is proposing visitor-serving uses and an interpretive center at the parcel of land owned by the California State 
Lands Commission ("CSLC"). The CSLC is restricted to the types of uses that it can allow on land it owns. 
Such uses are generally for the public benefit and generally are consistent with the visitor-serving uses required 
under the CoaStal Act. 

However, to ensure that the subject site is used for visitor-serving uses as proposed, especially in the event that 
the CSLC sells the land, the Commission finds that a lease restriction must be recorded, as well as an owner's 
agreement-to-be-bound to the special conditions of this permit, to notify the applicant and future owners of the 
limitation on use of the site, including that the site be limited to lower-cost visitor-serving commercial uses and 
public access and recreation uses consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Further, since the 
applicant has not proposed detailed plans for the proposed visitor-serving uses, the Commission finds that final 
plans must be submitted to the Executive Director for review. In addition, offices uses (a low-priority use under 
the Coastal Act) cannot be allowed unless those office uses are adjunct to, and the minimum necessary for the 
administration of on-site visitor-serving commercial uses (e.g., the manager's office in the non-customer areas of 
a restaurant). 

(2) Parking 

Section 30252 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access to the 
coast by . .. (4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving 
the development with public transportation ... 

When a development does not provide adequate on-site parking, users of that development who cannot find an 
on-site parking space are forced to occupy off-site public parking that could be used by visitors to the coastal 
zone. A lack of public parking discourages visitors from coming to the beach and other visitor-serving areas, 
resulting in adverse public access impacts. Thus, all development must provide adequate on-site parking to 
minimize adverse impacts on public access. The proposed project involves the provision of public access 
opportunities such as trails and parks. The subject site is a large site that offers the opportunity to spread public 
parking facilities throughout the area. 

As mentioned above, the applicant has not submitted detailed plans for the State Lands parcel, although up to 
10,000 square feet of visitor-serving uses are proposed. Therefore, the Commission finds that only the amount 
of visitor-serving commercial use which can be satisfied by on-site parking shall be allowed. Thus, the 
Commission finds that, to provide adequate parking and minimize adverse impacts to public access, the visitor
serving uses must provide parking according to the standards in the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan as amended by 
the City of Seal Beach on August 26, 1997 in conjunction with its approval of the proposed project. 
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The conceptual plan indicates approximately sixty-two on-site parking spaces. (see Exhibit 1, p. 9) To ensure 
that the site provides adequate parking to serve both the future visitor-serving uses, the Commission finds that at 
least sixty-two parking spaces must be provided on-site to minimize advers~ coastal access impacts resulting 
from the lack of adequate on-site parking. · 

Also, given the proximity of the site to the heavily used San Gabriel River bike trail and to encourage non
automobile access, the Commission finds that the City requirement for a bike rack shall also be a Commission 
requirement. Further, a minimum of twenty bicycles shall be accommodated, and the bike rack shall be clearly 
signed as being available to the general public. 

d Conclusion (Public Access and Recreation) 

Therefore, as conditioned, the Commission fmds that the proposed project is consistent with the public access 
and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

5. Flood Hazards 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act requires development to minimize risks from flood hazard. The subject site is 
located near a major river and a flood control basin. Most of the structural development will be located on an 
upland mesa well above flood level. However, to minimize flood hazards, the Commission finds that the City's 
hydrology mitigation measures must be incorporated by reference as conditions of approval. These measures 
include conformance to floodplain elevation standards and compliance with requirements for the adjacent flood 
control basin. Therefore, as conditioned, the Commission finds that the proposed project is consistent with 
Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

6. Water Quality 

Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states: 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and 
lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms and for the protection 
of human health shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among other means, 
minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, 
preventing depletion of ground water supplies and substantial interference with surface water 
flow, encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that 
protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

The subject site drains into the San Gabriel River through the proposed salt marsh and the adjacent Los Alamitos 
Retarding Basin. Polluted runoff generated by development of the site which enters the San Gabriel River would 
result in adverse impacts to the river's water. Therefore, the Commission finds that National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System ("NPDES") requirements must be met. The Commission finds that approved NPDES 
permits, Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans, and Best Management Practices in compliance with California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board mandates must be submitted and reviewed and approved by the 
Executive Director. In addition, the Commission finds that runoff from the future residential development shall 
be directed ultimately into sewage treatment facilities rather than into storm drains which lead into the San 
Gabriel River or the ocean. Thus, as conditioned, the Commission finds that the proposed development would be 
consistent with Section 30231 of the Coastal Act. 
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7. New Development 

Section 30250 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 

(a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise provided in 
this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing 
developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to accommodate It, 
in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have significant adverse 
effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. 
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The subject site is approximately 196.6 acres in size and is essentially undeveloped except for about 28.2 acres 
of oil production facilities and small structures housing the property owner's offices. Thus, the subject site is one 
of a few remaining. non-public park vacant pieces of land along the Southern California coast. The proposed 
development involves subdivision for 70 homes, an 18 hole golf course and clubhouse, 10,000 square feet of 
visitor-serving uses, and park uses, wetlands, and public access trails. The proposed development is less dense 
and intense than previously development proposals for the subject site. In addition, the Commission finds that 
the golf course must be eliminated, further deintensifying the use. Further, the subject site is completely 
surrounded by urban development. Infrastructure to serve the proposed development exists in the area. Thus, 
the proposed development is located within an existing developed area able to accommodate it. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that the proposed development, as conditioned, is consistent with Section 30250 of the Coastal 
Act. 

8. Other Conditions 

Since the applicant has not proposed specific homes in conjunction with the 70 lot residential subdivision, the 
Commission finds that a separate permit must be required for the homes to allow the Commission to review the 
proposed homes for consistency with Chapter 3. 

D. Development Agreement 

The applicant has entered into a development agreement with the City of Seal Beach for the proposed 
development. California Government Code Section 65869 stipulates that development agreements shall not be 
applicable to development in the coastal zone unless, prior to certification of the local coastal program 
("LCP")for the jurisdiction in which the development is located, the Commission, through formal action, 
approves the development agreement. 

Since the LCP for the City of Seal Beach has not. been certified, the Commission will have to approve the 
development agreement before the agreement can be effective. The development agreement will be acted on by 
the Commission as a separate hearing item. 

E. Local Coastal Program. 

Section 30604(a) of the Coastal Act provides that the Commission shall issue a Coastal Development Permit 
only if the project will not prejudice the ability of the local government having jurisdiction to prepare a Local 
Coastal Program which conforms with the Chapter Three policies of the Coastal Act. 
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On July 28, 1983, the Commission denied the City of Seal Beach Land Use Plan (LUP) as submitted and 
certified it with suggested modifications. The City did not act on the suggested modifications within six months 
from the date of Commission action. Therefore, pursuant to Section 13537(b) ofthe California Code of 
Regulations, the Commission's certification of the land use plan with suggeSted modifications expired. The LUP 
has not been resubmitted for certification since that time. 

The proposed development, as conditioned, is consistent with the Chapter Three policies of the Coastal Act. 
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed development would not prejudice the ability of the City to 
prepare a certified local coastal program consistent with the Chapter Three policies of the Coastal Act. 

F. California Environmental Quality Act. 

Section 13096 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations requires Commission approval of Coastal 
Development Permits to be supported by a finding showing the permit, as conditioned, to be consistent with any 
applicable requirements ofthe California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of 
CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible 
mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity 
may have on the environment. 

As discussed further herein, development, whether a golf course, houses, or other uses, alternatively could be 
proposed in the lowlands so as to avoid the existing wetlands by siting development on non-wetland areas. An 
alternative which proposes no development whatsoever in the 1 00+ acre lowlands area would leave open the 
possibility of an entity to acquire all of the lowlands for restoration or off-site mitigation for wetland impacts on 
other sites. 

The proposed development is located in an urban area. All infrastructure necessary to serve the site exist in the 
area. The proposed project has been conditioned in order to be found consistent with the wetlands, public 
access, ESHA, natural hazards, water quality, and archaeology policies of Chapter Three of the Coastal Act. 
The required mitigation measures, particularly elimination of the proposed golf course and reconfiguration of the 
proposed subdivision, will minimize all significant adverse effects which the activity will have on the 
environment. 

As conditioned, there are no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may have on the environment. Therefore, 
the Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned, can be found consistent with the requirements of 
the Coastal Act to conform to CEQA . 
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APPENDIX A: Previously Recommended Special Conditions of 
Approval (from the March 19, 1998 staff report and addendum for 
the April 7, 1998 Coastal Commission hearing) 

WETLANDS RESTORATION AREA I CONSERVATION. (Former Special Condition No. 1) 
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The wetlands restoration area shall consist of a minimum 59 acres of wetlands (excluding buffers) comprised of: 1) a 
minimum thirty-six (36) acre salt marsh wetland (Phase 1 of the overall salt marsh wetland creation) to be created 
initially, located adjacent to the Haynes Cooling Channel and connected to the San Gabriel River by a culvert (as 
generally depicted on Page 1 of Exhibit B of the March 19, 1998 staff report as revised by the first April 7, 1998 
addendum), and surrounded by a buffer area consistent with the transition zone/densely vegetated berms (minimum five 
feet high above the adjacent golf course grade)/upland areas described in the conceptual wetlands restoration plan (the 36 
acre figure shall only include shallow subtidal, occasionally e>.."J>Osed-subtidal, lower intertidal, upper intertidal, and 
super tidal habitats and shall not include transition areas), 2) a minimum 6.8 acres offreshwater marsh wetlands 
consisting of five (5) interconnected ponds integrated within the golf course, and 3) reservation of a minimum 16.2 acres 
of eil mineral production area for future Phase 2 and Phase 3 creation of salt marsh wetlands. The wetlands shall bC: 
created, preserved, and maintained as described in the following conditions: 

A. "Phase 1" Initial Proposed Salt Marsh Wetland Restoration Area. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF 
THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall execute and record a document in a form and content 
acceptable to the Executive Director, irrevocably offering to dedicate to a public agency, private association, or non-profit 
association approved by the Executive Director an open space and conservation easement, as proposed by the applicant, 
for the purpose of creating and maintaining a minimum thirty-six (36) acre salt marsh wetland (Phase 1 of the overall 

• 

salt marsh wetland creation) surrounded by a buffer area consistent with the transition zone/densely vegetated berms • 
(minimum five feet high above the adjacent golf course grade)/upland areas described in the conceptual wetlands 
restoration plan (the 36 acre figure shall only include shallow subtidal, occasionally exposed-subtidal, lower intertidal, 
upper intertidal, and super tidal habitats and shall not include transition/buffer/upland areas described in the conceptual 
wetlands restoration plan). Such easement shall be over the area of the site located adjacent to the Haynes Cooling 
Channel and connected to the San Gabriel River by a culvert, including areas in the general vicinity of the green for the 
12th hole and the tee for the 13th hole and in the general vicinity of the green for 5th hole and the tee for the 6th hole, as 
generally depicted on Page 1 of Exhibit B (as revised in the first April 7, 1998 addendum) of the March 19, 1998 staff 
report for this permit. The easement shall: 

(1) Permit the applicant, its agents, and/or the accepting agency or non-profit organization to 
enter the property, create and maintain habitat, revegetate portions of the area, and fence the newly createdlrevegetated 
area in order to protect such habitats. 

(2) Restrict all development, vegetation clearance, fuel modification and grading within the 
easement except that necessary to establish/maintain the habitat. 

(3) Permit staff of the Coastal Commission and other resources agencies (e.g., California 
Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, etc.) to enter and inspect for purposes of determining 
compliance with coastal development permit 5-97-367 and other agency approvals. 

(4) No development, as defined in Section 30106 of the Coastal Act shall occur in wetland 
creation areas and wetland buffer areas except for the creation and maintenance of habitat and fencing of the created 
habitat in order to protect such habitats. 

The easement area shall be described in metes and bounds. The recorded document shall include legal descriptions of • 
both the applicant's entire parcel and the easement area. The recorded document shall also reflect that development in 
the easement area is restricted as set forth in this permit condition. The offer shall be recorded free of prior liens which 
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the Executive Director determines may affect the interest being conveyed. The offer shall run with the land in favor of 
the People of the State of California, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be irrevocable for a period of 21 years, 
such period running from the date of recording. 

B. Reservation of Mineral Production Area for Phase 2 and Phase 3 Wetland Creation. PRIOR TO 
THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the permittee shall execute and record a deed 
restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, which shall provide that the allowable uses and 
allowable development on both the entire 7.5 acre area of mineral-production facilities immediately to the southeast of 
the Haynes Cooling Channel (Lot 7 of Vesting Tentative Tract Map 15381) and the 8.7 westernmost acres of 
mineral-production facilities immediately to the southeast of the Haynes Cooling Channel (Lot 6 of Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map 15381) shall, either at the time the on-site mineral-production ceases or on April15, 2018 (whichever occurs 
earlier), be restricted to; 1) the removal of the existing mineral-production facilities, 2) removal of contaminants and 
remediation of the site, and 3) wetland habitat creation/restoration and conservation/open space. The deed restriction 
shall be recorded over the revised lot of Vesting Tentative Tract Map 15381 which contains the wetlands, golf course, 
and mineral-production facilities, and shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded 
free of prior liens that the Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed 
restriction shall not be removed or changed without a Coastal Commission-approved amendment to this coastal 
development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. 

c. Freshwater Marsh Deed Restriction. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the permittee shall execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable 
to the Executive Director, which shall provide that: no development, as defined in Section 30106 of the Coastal Act, 
shall occur in the freshwater marsh wetlands consisting of five interconnecting ponds within the golf course as shown on 
Exhibit D of the March 19, 1998 staff report, except development necessary for purposes of enhancement and restoration 
of the wetlands. The deed restriction shall be recorded over the revised lot, which contains the freshwater wetlands, golf 
course, and mineral-production facilities, of Vesting Tentative Tract Map 15381 and shall run with the land, binding all 
successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens that the Executive Director determines may affect the 
enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction shall not be removed or changed without a Coastal Commission
approved amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is 
required. 

FINAL WETLAND RESTORATION PROGRAM. (Former Special Condition No. 2) 

PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit, for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director, a final wetland restoration program for the proposed project. The 
program shall be developed in consultation with the Commission, California Department ofFish and Game, and U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service and at a minimum shall include: 

A. A detailed final site plan of the existing degraded and severely degraded wetlands and a detailed 
final site plan of the wetland creation restored sites that substantially conform with the plans contained in the Addendum 
to Concept Wetlands Restoration Plan for the Hellman Ranch ("Addendum") dated February, 1998 prepared by Moffatt 
& Nichol Engineers in association with Coastal Resources Management (M&N File: 3693) and the Concept Wetlands 
Restoration Plan for the Hellman Ranch ("Concept Plan") revised November, 1997 prepared by Moffatt & Nichol 
Engineers in association with Coastal Resources Management, as revised as follows: 

(1) The proposed initial "Phase 1" Salt Marsh Wetland shall be a minimum thirty-six (36) acre 
salt marsh wetland (Phase 1 of the overall salt marsh wetland creation) surrounded by a buffer area consistent with the 
transition zone/densely vegetated berms (minimum five feet high above the adjacent golf course grade)/upland areas 
described in the conceptual wetlands restoration plan (the 36 acre figure shall only include shallow subtidal, occasionally 
exposed-subtidal, lower intertidal, upper intertidal, and super tidal habitats and shall not include transition/buffer/upland 
areas described in the conceptual wetlands restoration plan). 
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(2) Revise Figures AI, A4, and A 7 of the Addendum to reflect that the Phase 1 Salt Marsh 
Wetland has been expanded, to a minimum 36 aCres, in the general vicinity of the green for the 12th hole and the tee for 
the 13th hole and in the general vicinity of the green for 5th hole and the tee for the 6th hole, as generally depicted on 
Page 1 ofExhibit B (as revised in the first April 7, 1998 addendum) to the staffteport for coastal development pennit 
application 5-97-367. 

(3) 
wetland areas. 

Descnbe the final acreage (minimum 6.8 acres) aild locations of the freshwater marsh 

(4) The final acreages of the freshwater marshes and all phases of the salt marsh shall not 
include the acreage of Transition/Buffer areas (i.e., the saltwater marsh areas which are never subject to the influence of 
tides, and the freshwater marsh areas not covered by water). 

B. The baseline ecological assessment of the existing degraded and severely degraded wetland area 
submitted with the coastal development pennit application. 

C. A final overlay map {if a large scale map is produced, a reduced 8 l/2"xll" or 11 "x17" copy shall be 
included in the program) which superimposes the following: 

{1) The twenty-five {25) acres of degraded wetland as mapped by the California Department of 
Fish and Game in its January 13, 1982 Determination of the Status of Wetlands Within the City of Seal Beach. 
Immediately South and East of the San Gabriel River Channel <Ponderosa Seal Beach Wetlands); 

(2) The current 1996 wetlands delineation (27 acres)ofthe project site prepared by Coastal 

• 

Resources Management & Chambers Group as shown on Figure 4-7, Page No. 4-13 of the application for coastal • 
development permit 5-97-367; 

(3) The areas of wetland fill resulting from the golf course and resulting from creation of the 
required minimum 36 acres of salt marsh (excluding buffers) and minimum 6.8 acres of freshwater marsh; and 

(4) The required minimum 6.8 acres offreshwater marsh and required minimum 36 acres 
(excluding buffers) of Phase 1 (initial creation) salt marsh areas. 

D. Monitoring and Remediation 

The monitoring and remediation component of the final wetland restoration program shall include the following: 

(1) Statement of Goals and Objectives 

The statement of goals and objectives shall specify that the goals of the restoration and habitat construction plans shall be 
to provide subtidal basin and channel, mudflat, low salt marsh, high salt marsh, upland transition/buffer, and freshwater 
marsh habitats similar in composition, diversity, and abundance to equivalent well-functioning natural habitats, and that 
it is intended that the restored and created tidal wetlands will be self-sustaining. 

(2) Construction and Restoration 

Construction of the freshwater and Phase 1 initial wetland habitats shall be completed within eighteen (18) months of the 
date of approval of the coastal development permit. A post-construction survey, to be submitted within ninety (90) days 
of completion of construction to the Executive Director for review and approval, shall be carried out by the pennitee to 
demonstrate that the wetland and transitional habitats were built to the approved specifications. If the Executive • 
Director determines that the restoration and construction was not accomplished to specifications, the permitee shall 
modify the restored and created wetlands, in consultation with the California Department ofFish and Game and subject 
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to the review and approval of the Executive Director, to meet the approved specifications within six (6) months of the 
post-construction survey. The Executive Director may grant a one-time extension of time to these deadlines for good 
cause. 

The initial planting shall be completed within six (6) months after construction is completed. The applicant may 
continue planting and other restoration activities within the tidal wetlands for three (3) years following construction with 
the approval of the Executive Director. 

(3) Purpose and Timing of Monitoring and Remediation 

After the initial restoration and construction of the freshwat~r and initial Phase 1 wetlands and associated upland 
transitional habitats is completed. the wetlands and transitional habitats will be monitored, managed, and, if necessary, 
remediated. Monitoring shall be implemented to determine whether the performance standards of this condition are met 
and, if any performance standards are not met, to determine the reasons for the inadequate performance and identify, in 
consultation with state and federal resources agencies (e.g., the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California 
Department ofFish and Game), appropriate remedial measures. 

The wetlands and transitional habitats shall be monitored for a period often (10) years following completion of 
construction to measure the success of the restored and created wetlands in achieving the performance standards 
specified in subsection (6) below. Upon completion often (10) years of independent monitoring that demonstrates that 
the restored and constructed habitats are in compliance with the performance standards, independent annual site 
inspections shall be conducted for an additional five (5) years to identity any noncompliance with the performance 
standards . 

If the performance standards are not being met, then the permitee shall conduct an independent study to collect, in 
consultation with the state and federal resources agencies, the information necessary to determine what remediation is 
needed. The Executive Director, in consultation with state and federal resources agencies, shall determine the required 
remedial action based on information from the independent study. The permitee shall be required to implement any 
remedial measures determined necessary by the Executive Director in consultation with state and federal resources 
agencies. The remedial actions shall be monitored as described herein. 

The monitoring plan shall describe the sampling methodology and analytical techniques, which shall be developed in 
consultation with state and federal resources agencies, for measuring performance relative to the performance standards 
set forth in subsection (6) below. 

(4) Independent Monitoring Biologist 

An independent biologist to monitor the establishment and success of the salt marsh shall be selected by the applicant 
and approved by the Executive Director, and funding for the monitor biologist shall be provided by the applicant for a 
period often (10) years. 

(5) Reference Sites 

At least three reference sites shall be selected, in consultation with the California Department ofFish and Game and 
subject to the review and approval of the Executive Director. The reference sites shall be relatively undisturbed natural 
tidal wetlands located in at least two separate geographic areas within the Southern California bight. The salt marsh 
reference sites shall have resident populations of Belding's Savannah sparrows. Reference sites must be accessible to the 
independent monitor and shall contain habitat of interest and shall be characterized by a muted tidal regime similar to 
the proposed salt marsh . 

(6) Success Criteria/Performance Standards 
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Performance standards shall be either fixed values or defined variables. The monitoring of the salt marsh and freshwater 
marsh shall be in compliance with the standards and criteria contained in the Concept Plan, except that: 1) exotic, 
invasive, and non-native species shall be excluded from any assessment of performance standards, 2) the Executive 
Director may also use any other information available to determine whether the performance standards are being met, 
and 3) the proposed performance standards shall be modified as follows for the various proposed habitat zones (the 
performance standards and success criteria shall be met within the first five (5) years after completion of construction of 
the Phase 1 salt marsh): 

a. Transition Zones 

The permitee shall provide a management plan for the proposed berm ringing the salt marsh which serves as 
transition/buffer area. The plan shall also provide for salvage and ongoing maintenance and management of coulter's 
goldfield and southern tarplant. The management plan shall be applied to all native species, not just sensitive species: 

b. High Salt Marsh 

Vegetation in the High Salt Marsh shall contain at least seventy-five percent (75%) as many of the same native species 
(both in quantity and type) as the least speciose reference site. The average vegetative cover (all native species 
combined) shall be at least as great as the average vegetative cover at the reference site with the lowest vegetative cover. 
The average plant height for each species shall be at least seventy-five percent (75%) of the average height of the same 
species at the reference site with the lowest average plant height, except that pickleweed (sal~comia virginica) shall be no 
less than twenty centimeters (20 em) in average height. 

c. Low Salt Marsh 

• 

The average vegetative cover shall be at least as great as the average vegetative cover at the reference site with the lowest • 
vegetative cover. The average plant height for each species shall be at least seventy-five percent (75%) of the average 
height of the same species at the reference site with the lowest average plant height, except that pickleweed {salicomia 
·virginica) shall be no less than twenty centimeters (20 em) in average height (refer also to performance standards for 
birds in subsection f). 

d. MudFlat 

The species composition and abundance of the epifauna (i.e., invertebrates which live on top of the sediment) and 
infauna (i.e., invertebrates which live in the sediment), shall be estimated at both the project and reference sties. The 
standards for birds are discussed in subsection fbelow. 

e. Subtidal Basin and Channels 

The species composition and abundance of the epifauna and infauna shall be estimated at both the project and reference 
sites. The total number offish species shall be seventy-five percent (75%) as great as the reference site with the lowest 
number of species. The average total number of individual fish shall be seventy-five percent (75%) as great as the 
reference site with the lowest average total number of individuals. The performance standards for birds are discussed in 
subsection fbelow. 

f. Birds in all habitats 

Performance standards will only apply to wading birds and shorebirds in tidal wetlands. For wading birds and 
shorebirds, the average number of species present, the average total number of individuals present, and the foraging use 
of the tidal wetlands shall be similar during the winter and during the summer at the project site and at the reference 
sites. During the winter and during the summer, a general bird survey of each habitat will be conducted to document the • 
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species present and their approximate abundance. In addition, an annual survey to document the presence, abundance, 
and habitat use of Belding's Savannah sparrows will be conducted in the spring of each year. 

E. The final design and construction methods that will be used to ensure the mitigation site achieves 
the defined goals, objectives, and performance standards, and final construction plans. 

F. Preliminary remedial measures and provisions which require the final remedial measures to be 
determined in consultation with the Coastal Commission ("CCC"), California Department ofFish and Game ("CDFG"), 
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ("USFWS"). The determination that the wetlands have established and are 
functioning at a level where they no longer require remediation shall be made by the CCC, CDFG, and USFWS. 

G. Provisions for submittal, within thirty (30) days of completion of initial restoration work, of "as 
built" plans demonstrating that the freshwater and Phase 1 saltwater marsh wetlands have been constructed in 
accordance with the approved design and construction methods. 

H. A written final detailed plan for financing the actual cost of constructing, establishing, and 
maintaining in perpetuity all approved wetlands. The plan shall provide that the landowner, property manager, and golf 
course owner/operator are ultimately responsible in perpetuity for freshwater wetland maintenance, as proposed in 
Sections 5.5.1 and 6.5.1 of the "Concept Wetlands Restoration Plan for the Hellman Ranch" revised November, 1997 
prepared by Moffatt & Nichol Engineers in association with Coastal Resources Management. In addition to the 
restoration obligations as delineated in Special Condition 2.D. above regarding monitoring and remediation, the 
applicant shall be responsible for maintenance of the Phase 1 (initial construction) of the required minimum 36 acre 
(excluding buffers) salt marsh for a period often (10) years commencing with the start of construction of the wetlands or 
until the conservation easement over the salt marsh is accepted, whichever occurs later. If the conservation easement is 
accepted, the accepting agency shall be responsible for maintenance of the salt marsh. The plan shall indicate, at a 
minimum; 1) the sources of funding, 2) projected costs of constructing, establishing, and maintaining in perpetuity all 
approved wetlands, and 3) require that costs of on-going maintenance of the wetlands, including monitoring by the 
independent biologist, shall be paid out of the golf course revenue before any other costs incurred by the golf course, 
landowner, and its owner/operator. 

I. Periodic cleaning and maintenance of the culvert connecting the salt marsh to the San Gabriel River. 

J. Periodic removal of invasive, non-native plants from both the saltwater and freshwater marsh 
wetland areas in perpetuity to ensure maintenance of wetland habitat values. 

K. Invasive, exotic, non-native plants shall not be used anywhere in the golf course except as approved 
by state and federal resources agencies. 

L. All construction activities for the golf course and the wetlands, shall not occur during the nesting 
seasons of sensitive species unless the California Department of Fish and Game provides a written determination to the 
Executive Director that construction during a particular nesting season will not result in harm to the nesting species, and 
the determination is accepted by the Executive Director. 

M. Prior to commencement of construction of the golf course, the proposed wetland areas (salt marsh, 
buffers, and freshwater marsh), shall be staked and signed in a manner which clearly demonstrates to construction crews 
that the wetland areas are not to be entered for any reason. 

The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the final wetland restoration program approved by the 
Executive Director. Any proposed changes to the approved final program shall be reported to the Executive Director. 
No changes to the approved final program shall occur without a Coastal Commission-approved amendment to this 
coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. 
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REVISED VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 15381. (Former Special Condition No.3) 

PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVEWP:MENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit, for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director, two copies of a revised vesting tentative map for Tract No. 15381. The 
revised map shall not allow the subdivision of proposed Lots 4, 6, and 1 and show that proposed Lots 4, 6 and 1 (i.e., the 
proposed lots for the golf course and two mineral-production areas) are a single legal lot. The applicant shall record the 
revised map approved by the Executive Director. 

GOLF COURSE OPERATIONS AND GOLFER WETLAND EDUCATION PROGRAM. (Former 
Special Condition No. 4) 

A. Timing of Golf Course Construction. Prior to commencement of construction of the golf course, the 
proposed archaeological test program (including all required excavation and development of reasonable mitigation 
measures) shall have been completed. 

B. Timing of Golf Course Opening. The golf course shall not be opened for use until both the 
freshwater and Phase 1 saltwater marsh wetlands have been constructed in accordance with the final wetlands restoration 
program approved by the Executive Director, as required in Special Condition No. 2 regarding the Final Wetland 
Restoration Program. 

C. Golf ball retrieval. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, 
the permittee shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a written plan which describes in detail 
the proposed method for retrieving golf balls from the_wetland_The plan shall include the following: 1) a controlled 
program for golfball retrieval which minimizes impacts to the wetlands, and 2) golf balls shall not be retrieved from the 
wetlands by golfers themselves under any circumstances. The golf course operator shall comply with the plan approved 
by the Executive Director. 

D. Golfer education on wetlands. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the permittee shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a detailed 
written plan which describes the methods by which users ofthe golf course will be informed of the wetlands areas (e.g., 
signage, brochures, instructions printed on score cards, etc., which instruct golfers not to enter wetland or wetland buffer 
areas). 

E. Golf Course Deed Restriction. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the permittee shall execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable 
to the Executive Director, which shall provide that: 

(I) The applicant, golf course owner/operator and/or wetlands manager/owner shall implement 
and comply with the final wetland restoration program approved by the Executive Director. 

(2) Development and management of the golf course shall be in compliance with the document 
An Environmental Approach to Golf Course Development & Management prepared for Hellman Properties LLC by 
Siena College-Audubon International Institute dated December 1996 as proposed by the applicant. 

(3) Invasive, exotic, non-native plants shall not be used anywhere in the golf course_except as 
approved by state and federal resources agencies. 

(4) The applicant and golf course owner/operator shall implement and comply with the final golf 
ball retrieval plan approved by the Executive Director. 

(5) The golf course shall not be lighted nor shall it be open for night play. 
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(6) 
and implemented. 

The golfer education program approved by the Executive Director shall be complied with 

(7) Both saltwater and freshwater marsh wetlands areas --shall be designated as lateral hazards, so 
indicated by red stakes or lines in accordance with the provisions of"the U.S.G.A. 1998 Official Rules Of Golf', in 
which golfers shall not enter and over which golfers shall not hit a penalty shot resulting from hitting a ball into the 
wetlands. 

(8) The golf course shall be open to the general public during all hours of operation. 

(9) The golf course shall not be converted to a private membership course. 

(10) Signs shall be installed which are clearly visible to the general public which inform the 
general public that the golf course is open for play to the public. 

(11) Public parking for the golf course shall be provided at all times based on the standards 
contained in the Hellman Ranch Specific plan adopted by City of Seal Beach City Council Ordinance No. 1420 on 
October 27, 1997 (Hellman Ranch Specific Plan Amendment 97-1). 

The deed restriction shall be recorded over the revised lot, containing the golf course, wetlands, and mineral-production 
facilities, of Vesting Tentative Tract Map 15381 and shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and 
shall be recorded free of prior liens that the Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. 
This deed restriction shall not be removed or changed without a Coastal Commission-approved amendment to this 
coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required . 

F. Final Golf Course Plan Designs PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, final 
design and construction plans for the proposed golf course. The final plans shall be in substantial compliance with the 
final wetland restoration plan approved by the Executive Director and the document entitled "An Environmental 
Approach to Golf Course Development & Management" prepared for Hellman Properties LLC by Siena 
College-Audubon International Institute dated December 1996. 

G. Final Plans for the Golf Clubhouse. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, final 
plans for the golf clubhouse. Public access shall be maintained to all common areas of the public golf clubhouse. Public 
parking for the golf clubhouse shall be provided at all times based on the standards contained in the Hellman Ranch 
Specific plan adopted by City of Seal Beach City Council Ordinance No. 1420 on October 27, 1997 (Hellman Ranch 
Specific Plan Amendment 97-1). 

PUBUC ACCESS PROGRAM. (Former Special Condition No. 5) 

A Public Trails Deed Restriction. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable 
to the Executive Director, which shall provide that: 

(1) Uses within the delineated trail over the proposed trail area generally depicted on Exhibit L 
of the March 19, 1998 staff report for this permit shall be limited to public access, trail maintenance, emergency access 
to and from the existing mineral production facilities, and construction and maintenance of utilities and oil and gas 
pipelines. Any construction or maintenance activities for utilities and oil and gas pipelines, and emergency access to and 
from existing mineral production facilities, within the proposed trails, shall be carried out in a manner which minimizes 
any impact on the use of the surface area of the proposed trails for public access purposes. 
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(2) The design of the proposed and required trails and access to the proposed and required trails 
shall meet the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act. · 

(3) The proposed and required trails shall be descn'bed in metes and bounds and shall be a 
minimum of twenty-five feet (25') wide with the paved portion being a minimum often (10) feet wide. 

( 4) The trails shall not be lighted in order to minimize impacts to the wetlands. 

(5) The trails shall be open to the public from dawn to dusk and shall not be gated. Any 
changes to the hours of operation of the trails shall require an amendment to this permit unless the Executive Director 
determines that no amendment is required. 

(6) The proposed view overlooks at the ends of the trails shall contain handicap accessible 
seating. 

(7) The trails shall be, as necessary, partially or fully enclosed with see-through structures, such 
as cages or arched fences, which protect trail users from errant golf balls. 

The deed restriction shall be recorded over the public access trail area as generally depicted on Exhibit L_ofthe March 
19, 1998 staff report for this permit and shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded 
free of prior liens that the Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed 
restriction shall not be removed or changed without a COastal Commission-approved amendment to this coastal 
development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. 

• 

B. Trail Linking Gum Grove Park with the State Lands Parcel and Seal Beach Boulevard. PRIOR TO • 
TilE ISSUANCE OF TilE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall execute and record a deed 
restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, which shall provide that: 

(1)1 A twenty-five (25) foot wide strip ofland, at the base of the bluffbelow Surf Place and Catalina 
Avenue, which connects the proposed public trail emanating from the State Lands parcel and runs part of the way along 
the southerly edge of the proposed salt marsh restoration area shall be exclusively reserved for a public trail connecting 
Gum.Grove Park with the State Lands parcel, as generally depicted on Exhibit L of the March 19, 1998 staff report for 
this permit. 

(2) Structures such as partial arched fence enclosures or retaining walls necessary to protect trail users 
from errant golf balls and potential bluff failure shall be allowed in this area. 

(3) lA trail accessible to the general public shall be built between Gum Grove Park and Seal Beach 
Boulevard, as generally depicted on Exhibit L of the March 19, 1998 staff report for this permit. Said trail shall be 
accessible from the proposed residential development as well as from Seal Beach Boulevard. 

( 4) These required trails shall be constructed in accordance with the requirements set forth in Special 
Condition S.A. above regarding the Public Trails Deed Restriction. 

The deed restriction shall be recorded over the trail as generally depicted on Exhibit L of the March 19, 1998 staff report 
for this permit and shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens 
that the Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction shall not be 
removed or changed without a Coastal Commission-approved amendment to this coastal development permit unless the 
Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. 

PUBUC ACCESS SIGNAGE. (Former Special Condition No. B) 
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A. Signage Plans. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the 
pennittee shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a detailed signage plan which provides for 
the installation of signs clearly visible from Pacific Coast Highway and Seal Beach Boulevard and at key locations within 
the development which invite and encourage the public to use the public access and recreation opportunities proposed at 
the golf course and golf clubhouse, Gum Grove Park, and the State Lands parcel including the proposed public access 
trails around the salt marsh. Key locations include but are not limited to; 1) the entrance to the State Lands parcel 
(intersection of First Street and Pacific Coast Highway, 2) the proposed interpretive center, 3) the main entrance to the 
golf course, 4) the Adolfo Lopez Drive entrance to the proposed golf course, 5) the lobby of the golf clubhouse, and 6) 
Gum Grove Park. The plans shall also provide for signage which designates ten (10) of the parking spaces at the State 
Lands parcel for the exclusive use of trail users and which clearly indicates that the bike racks on the State Lands parcel 
are for the general public. The plans shall indicate the location, materials, dimensions, colors, and text of the signs. The 
pennittee shall install the signs in accordance with the signage plans approved by the Executive Director. 

B. Sign Maintenance. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, 
the permittee shall execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, 
which shall provide that the golf course owner/operator shall; 1) implement and comply with the signage plans approved 
by the Executive Director, and 2) maintain the signs installed consistent with the signage plans approved by the 
Executive Director. The deed restriction shall be recorded over the revised lot containing the golf course, wetlands, and 
oil production facilities and shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of 
prior liens that the Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction 
shall not be removed or changed without a Coastal Commission-approved amendment to this coastal development pennit 
unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. 

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (Former Special Condition No. 10) 

A. Residential Community Streets. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the permittee shall execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable 
to the Executive Director, which shall provide that; 1) the streets shown Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 15402 shall be 
public and provide public on-street parking, 2) preferential parking shall not be established in the subdivision, 3) public 
parking shall not be prohibited via "red-curbing" or other means, and 4) the width and numbers of curb cuts shall be 
minimized. The deed restriction shall be recorded over Street A, Street B, and Street C of Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
No. 15402 and shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens that 
the Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction shall not be 
removed or changed without a Coastal Commission-approved amendment to this coastal development permit unless the 
Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. 

B. Future Coastal Development Permit for Development of the Residential Community. This coastal 
development permit does not approve development on the lots created by Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 15402. A 
future coastal development permit(s) is required for development, such as site preparation, construction of streets, 
common walls and landscaping, and construction of the actual homes, etc. on the site. 

C. Timing of Construction. Residential development, including subdivision improvements and home 
construction, shall not commence until construction of the Phase 1 initial salt marsh wetlands and the freshwater marsh 
wetlands has commenced. The homes shall not be occupied until all the following occur: 1) construction of the 
freshwater wetlands and the Phase 1 initial salt marsh wetlands has been completed, and 2) Gum Grove Park has been 
dedicated to the City of Seal Beach . 
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APPENDIX B: Substantive File Documents 

1. COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMITS AND COMMISSION ACTIONS 

A. Coastal Conservancy Project # 1-82; Approved 4/22/82 

B. 5-82-221 (Ponderosa Homes); withdrawn 11/17/82 

C .. 5-89-514 (MOLA Development Corporation); denied 11/14/89 

D. 5-89-1087 (MOLA Development Corporation); approved 1/12/90 

E 6-90-219 [Batiquitos Lagoon restoration and enhancement] 

2. WETLAND DOCUMENTS 

A. An Assessment ofWetland Resources Within the City of Seal Beach South of the San Gabriel River, 
prepared by Bob Radovich ofthe California Department ofFish and Game, June 1980. 

• 

B. Determination ofthe Status ofWetlands Within the City of Seal Beach. Immediately South and East ofthe 
San Gabriel River Channel (Ponderosa Seal Beach Wetlands), prepared by the California Department ofFish 
and Game, January 13, 1982. • 

C. Conceptual Wetlands Restoration Plan for the Hellman Ranch dated November 1997 prepared by Moffatt 
& Nichol Engineers in association with Coastal Resources Management. 

D. Addendum to Concept Wetlands Restoration Plan for the Hellman Ranch dated February, 1998 prepared 
for Hellman Properties LLCby Moffatt & Nichol Engineers (M&N) File: 3693) in association with Coastal 
Resources Management 

E. Hellman Ranch Wetland Restoration Feasibility Study dated July 20, 1998 prepared for The Port of Long 
Beach by Moffatt & Nichol Engineers (M&N File: 3693) 

3. OTHER DOCUMENTS 

A. Final Environmental Impact Rqx>rt for the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan dated August 1997 prepared by 
P&D Consultants for the City of Seal Beach (State Clearinghouse No. 96121 009) and certified by City of Seal 
Beach City Council Resolution 4562 on September 19, 1997. 

B. "Development Agreement by and Between the City of Seal Beach and Hellman Properties, LLC Relative to 
the Development known as the Hellman Ranch" dated October 27, 1997 

C. An Environmental Awroach to Golf Course Development & Management prepared for Hellman Properties 
LLC by Siena College-Audubon International Institute dated December 1996 • 
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D. A Research Design for the Evaluation of Archaeological Sites within the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan 
Area dated November 1997 prepared by KEA Environmental, Inc. for the City of Seal Beach 

APPENDIX C: Local Approvals 

1) City of Seal Beach City Council Resolution 4570 approving Tentative Tract Map No. 15381 (subdivision 
of site into 9 lots) 

2) City of Seal Beach City Council Resolution 4571 approving Tentative Tract Map No. 15402 (Residential 
subdivision); 

3) City of Seal Beach Ordinance 1420 adopting the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan 

4) City of Seal Beach Resolution 4562 approving the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Hellman 
Ranch Specific Plan; October 27, 1997 

5) Development Agreement 
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August 6, 1998 

Ms. Teresa Henry, Assistant District Director 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

2000 Oceangate • 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

RE: HELLMAN RANCH RESERVE • SEAL BEACH 

COP 5-97-367 

Dear Teresa: 

L CO!vtrv , .· , 
t ,;v~•t/ ., .. 

Pursuant to on our telephone and in-person conference with Coastal Commission staff 

at Peter Douglas' office on July 28, we are writing this letter as our understanding of 

that meeting. 

We were there to discuss 3 specific items: 

1. The Port of Long Beach Feasibility Study. 

2. Section 30411 and the 75%-25% issue that was a very important part of the 

discussion at the last Commission meeting. 

3. Potential modifications to the Hellman Ranch Reserve project. 

1. The Port of Long Beach (PORTI Feasibility Study 

The letter from the PORT makes it clear that" a PORT-Hellman larger restoration 

project is not feasible, and therefore not an option. On July 23, after a completing 

their analysis, they determined that "the cost per credit far exceeds the guidelines 

for a feasible project" This confirmed an earlier study completed in 1989 in 

\0 
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which the Port concluded that a larger wetland restoration project at the Hellman 

Ranch was unfeasible. We committed to accept the results of a PORT study, and 

trust the staff will accept the conclusion as well. 

The Commission, and its staff, need to evaluate the merits of our project against 

the realistic options and feasible alternatives. Unfortunately, a PORT project is 

not a realistic option or a feasible alternative. Among the realistic options, the 

project as proposed, we believe, meets or exceeds every requirement of the 

Coastal Act (Act), will at no public cost provide an important wetlands asset to 

the southern California wetlands sy~ while providing a quality regionally

important project with tremendous local support, all within the context of open 

space and public access. 

2. Section 30411 of the Coastal Act and the 75%-25% Issue 

At our meeting, our legal counsel provided the staff with an explanation of the 

legislative history research and updated legal analysis he has done on the 75-25 

issue. Since your counsel was not in the meeting, we trust you will review this " 

material with your own legal counsel. This new information reinforces the legal 

advice of your counsel already of record that, should the Commission decide to 

approve the project, there is a legally sound rationale to do so under the Act. 

3. Modification to the Bellman Ranch ProJect 

As we discussed, at an expense of approximately 112 million dollars, the 

Hellman's can relocate their tank farm from one portion of the oil production 

property to another and thereby squeeze 3-4 additional acres into the wetlands 

restoration project At additional cost, the project can also convert the proposed 

freshwater wetlands to salt water wetlands, thereby increasing the number of 

acres of salt marsh as desired by the Commission and meeting the 2:1 ratio as 

discussed at both Commission meetings. Given, however, the staff indication that 

even with these changes the staff recommendation will still be against the project, 

and given the impossibility of staff review of the changes given John Auyoung's 

vacation and the staff report deadline, we are confirming our representations about 

• 

• 

the possibility of these changes that we made in the meeting, but absent an • 

indication that the project will be approved, are not proceeding further with the 
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changes at this time. We do note, once again, that what has always been a very 

good project will be even better with these revisions. 

We appreciate the Commission staff taking the time to meet and discuss our project 

with us. We are disappointed, however, that even with our difficult and expensive 

proposed revisions to add wetland acreage to the project as requested by the 

Commission, the project was not well received at the staff level. It seems clear to us 

that some staff still cling unrealistically to a hope for a possible PORT project, in spite 

of the clear letter from the Port of Long Beach (1998 and 1989letters) documenting 

that a PORT-Hellman project is not feasible. 

Furthermore, we are disappointed that the Commission's planning staff appears to 

still be asserting the position that the project cannot be legally approved, when our 

attorneys and the Commission's own counsel are both on record that the Hellman 

project can be legally approved if the Commission makes the necessary factual 

findings . 

We thank you for the meeting of July 28 and look forward to our meeting in 

September. 

Sincerely, 

. 9~ j,__ 
Jerry Tone 

Agent 

(415) 392-8969, ext. 17 

Project Manager 

(714) 898-0600 

Copies: Keith Till, City of Seal Beach City Manager 
Dwight Worden, Esq . 
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OUTLINE Of LEGAL ISSUES BE Hm I.MMJMNCH 
D. Dwight Worden. Esq. 

8115191 

The foDowiDa is IIUIDIDII)' outline of the key legal issues reJatiDa to Commission adioll 
oa the Hellman Ranch project. 

1. APPROVAL AS A 1\ESIOMDON.IJNJlER SECDQN 3Q233Ca)(7) 

This section aDows fill in wetlands for "restoration pwposa". Pinclinp by the 
COI'DIDission that the HeDman project qualifie.s are supported by: 

A. The Commiuion's 1982 ID<ll990 aaions approviaa fiU in ~n 
with restoration on the Hellman property. · 

B. The staff April7, 1991 repon reeommending approval oftbe project u a 
meauiDgfu1 restoration under this sectioo. 

C. LepJ Counsel's advice to the Commission at the hearinp that if the 
Commission makes the 8nclinp thit is a viable approval theory. 

D. "Restoration" is DOt defined by the Act. The determination is a question of 
fact left to the disc::retion of the Commission. 

E. The resource apndes and the biologists recommended that the scattered 
Hellman degraded BDd severely dearaded wetlands be consolidated and restored in one viable area 
a.r the tidal inlet. To accomplish this objective ~irn excavation and fD1in& and therefore can 
be found to be for restorative purposes. 

l. APPR.QVAL UNDER. 30233 AND 30411 AS AN :ODIEJ\FEASIBIE WAY 
BATHEit THAN ABOAIJtiG FACILITY TO ACHIEVE RESIQMTION GOAI..S 

These sectiooa, read toaether, allow .,provat of the Hellman project a a better, feasible 
way to achieve restoration aoaJs than rhroup coa.struction of a boatina facility. A Ccwnmiuion 
lppiOYI1 findina on this theory it supported by: 

A Section 30411 imposa a 75/25 ratoration ratio OD1y for projec;tl that 
iDdude a boating facility. The 7SI25 lanpaae occurs oaly in aibsectioa (bX2) of Section 30411 

t1 

• 

• 
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and in Section 30233(aX3) both of which expressly reference. and are therefore limited to • 
boatma faeilities. 

B. The Commission can approve the Hellman project under a separate 
subsection, 3041l(bX3). which does oot impose a 75125 ratio on "other feasible ways" to achieve 
wetlands values. 

C. Legal Counsel is on record as to the viability. subject to appropriate 
findings. of this theory for approval. 

D. A rmew oftbe legislative history of Sections 30233 and 30411 reveals 
nothina to indicate an intent to impose the 75/25 requirement on projects other than boatiDg 
ficilities. 

E. Boating facilities are dirty, noisy and otherwise harmful to wetland values; 
It is logical to impose a 75125 limitation on boating facilities, to allow boating related r~tional 
goals to be achieved while limiting the adverse impacts ofboating facilities to 2S%. This rational 
does not apply to the Hellman projec;t that does not have the harmful impacts of a boating 
facility. 

F. The Commission's prior approvals in 1982 and 1990, and the staff 
recommendation for approval dated April7 1998, did not raise the 75/25 issue . 

G. The Commission Wetland Guidelines reflect the Commission's adopted 
interpretation of Sections 30233 and 30411 and conclude that the 75/25 ratio does not apply to 
"other feasible ways" to adlieve wetJand values; instead the standard is "no net loss,with projects 
eo.couraa«f to produce a net increase. 

H. The Guidelines are important: 

Public resources Code Section 30620(b): The Guidelines are "designed to amstlocal 
gottel711Re71ts, the commission. andpersor1s subject to the provisions of this chapterln 
determining how the policies of this division shall be opplitd in tht coastal :one prior to 
cenijicfJtion of local eooskll program. •• 

•[t]he pideline.s ar~ tht! j01'1111JIJJtion of a general poliC)' intended to govern jutllre poliC)' 
~mended 10 govern future pmnir dedsions ... ft Pacific Lqal Foundation v California Coastal 
Commission. 33 Cal 3d ISS. 168 

1 The Commission bas relied on IIDd applied the Guidelines to mauy other 
projects. inc;ludina instances wbere fill was allowed in wetlands. See. C.J .• Los Cerritos 
Conservancy Project,. CP-3-81. 

J. The adoption of' the guidelines was the rcsuh of a series of public hearings 
and extensive input. They are stt'll timely and imponant. They were republished by the 
Commission as recently as 1994 in the Couuni$sion's 1994 "Procedural Guidance for the Review 

,., 
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ofWetlllld Projects in California's Coastal Zone." 

K. Tbe Courts will consider and rely on the adopted Guidelines in intcrpretiaa 
provisions of the Act Bivins .... weipt" to the Guidelines as the administrative interpretation 
of the Act of those charged with implementation and emorcement ofthe Act. See, C.J. DcYOUIJI 
v dtx of San Dit&O (1983 ) 147 C.A. 3d II [<X>nstruction by those charged with administerins a 
ltat.Utc cntitJed to areat weiaht; admillistrative intclprctatioq over course of years by aaeacy 
implementing statute wiU DOt be set aside unless dearly erroneous]; Hom v. Swo& (198) [Failure 
to modify administrative practice/ interpretation of statute over Iona period is strona inclicator that 
practic:el interpretation is consisteat with lcgislatioa] 

L. The Guidelines allow approval of' the Hellman project state. See, pideliDes 
paaaSJ-56. 

3. THE H§I.LWN PROJECT CAN QllALJFY AS THE LEAST DAMAGING 
FEASIBLE ALT£BNATIVE. 

The Commission must find that a wetland projeet mvolvins fill is mitigated and is the least 
damaging feasible alternative. A Commission findina in tbis rcprd u to the Hellman project 
would be Jeplly SOUDCl and supported by: 

A. The coastal Act definition of'"feast"bility": •• ... copable of being accomplished ht a 
aCCUf{~tl manner in a NaSOntJble period of time, taking into acct1ll1ft economic, emir011111ental, 
IOCial and technological factors.• Section 30108. 

B. The applicant's feut"bility analysis addressina (I )technical feasibility (2) economic 
feuibility. 

C. The feasibility IDilysis CODIIincd in the project EIR. 
. 

D. The lack of substantial evidence that a lqer project is in fAct feasible. 

E. The recent input &om the Port ofLong Beach that a larger project is not feasible. 

F. The commission's 1982 aDd 1990 actions and the April 7, 1998 &taft' report. 

4. mE P,OJECT MAY BE APPROVED THilOUGHBALANCJNG UNDER SECTION 
300Q7.S 

Sectioll30007.S of the Kt expressly dows the Comnissioo to Wance what it pereeives 
to be coaflictiDg policies of the Act. 

A. Section 30007.5 wu inserted into the Act by 1he Jeaislature to allow for project 
approval in the face of coDflictiDa polic:ia. 

,. 

• 

• 

• 
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B. While the planning staff does not want the CoD111lission to invoke this Section. it is 
part of the statute and the Commission has the right. if not the duty, to invoke it in appropriate 
circumstances. 

C. To the extent the Commission detemunes that the policies of the act encouraging 
wetland restoration conflict with policies discouraging fiJI, Smion 30007.5 allows approval . 

'" 
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Hellman Ranch Reserve • CDP No. 5·97·367 A 

Use of Section 300Q7.5 as a Method of Approval CALIFORNIA •. 

Introduction COASTAL COMMIS 

This is a legitimate method of approval, if the Coastal Commission chooses to invoke this 
Section of the Act. It has been used in the past by the Commission and cited by the Courts 
in issues regarding wetland restoration at the expense of wetland fill. 

Recognizing that the Commission's planning staff opposes this method, Hellman's legal 
counsel and the Commission's legal counsel agree that it is one of the "tools" the 
Commission bas the discretion to use when circumstances dictate. 

Other methods of approval are also valid as discussed in the attached .. Outline of Legal 
Issues Re: the Hellman Ranch" (8/15/98) including Section 30233(a)(7), "Restoration 
Purposes"; 30233 and 30411, "An Other Feasible Way Rather than a Boating Facility to 
Achieve Restoration Goals"; and 30233(a), "The most feasible, less environmentally 
damaging alternative." · 

Section 30007.5: Coastal Act Policy ConOicts and Resolutions 

"The Legislature further finds and recognizes that conflicts may occur between one or more 
policies of the division. The Legislature therefore declares that in canying out the 

provisions of this division such conflicts be resolved in a manner which on balance is the 

most protective of significant coastal resources. In this context, the Legislature declares _ 

that broader policies which, for example, serve to concentrate development in close 

proximity to urban and employment centers may be more protective overall, than specific 
wildlife habitat and other similar resource policies." 

mE CONFLICT 

The conflict is between 30233, which does not identify a golf course as an allowable use to 

facilitate wetland restoration, but does permit a boating facility. in a degraded wetland 

pursuant to 30411, and; 

Section 30411, which allows the California Department of Fish and Game to identify ..Qtha: 
feasible wa,ys to achieve restoration of the wetland natural values. includina biolop 

productivitY. and wildlife values. if a boatina facility is not feasible. With the Hellman 
property the CDFG bas determined that, (a) a boating facility is not feasible, and (b) that 

restoration of the wetlands natural values, including biological productivity and wildlife 

• 

features, may be feasibly achieved by combining restoration activities with the development • 

of adjacent property. 
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Section 30007.5: Coastal Act Policy Conflicts and Resolutions 
Hellman Ranch Reserve 
CDP No. 5-97-367 

The conflict is also broader than just 30233 vs. 30411. The conflict is between the 

prohibitions of 30233 regarding the filling of wetlands and, the broader policy language of 

30001.5, 30210, 30230, 30231 and 30411, that encourage (if not mandate) the restoration 
of degraded wetlands and coastal resources and provisions for public access. 

THE RESOLUTION 

The Commission, in this case, is resolving the broad and specific policy conflicts by 
evaluating the project's compliance with other policy provisions of the coastal act. Previous 

fmdings by this Commission and other resources agencies and the Statewide Interpretive 

Guidelines aid in this process. 

COASTAL ACT POLICY 

• Section 30210 (Public Access). The Reserve project increases public access to the site 

from 6% today to (80%) with implementation of the project, including permanent 

dedication of 64 acres for wetlands, resource protection areas, trails and a public nature 

park. The proposed golf course will also be public and will be located on 
approximately 110 acres. The State Lands property will also includes provisions for 

public access and visitor-serving uses. 

• 30222 (Use of Private Lands for Commercial Recreational Facilities). The Reserve 

project provides for an 18-hole public golf course on private property that is estimated 
to serve 70,000 people annually, more than 3 times the population of the City of Seal 

Beach. 

• 30230 (Marine Resources Maintained, Enhanced, Restored). The Reserve project 
proposes a 28.1 acre salt marsh restoration area, complimented by a freshwater marsh 

as part of the golf course. Additionally, the Reserve is proposing to reserve another 

16.2 acres of land for future wetlands creation or open space for resource protection; 

• 30231 (Biological Productivity). The project meets the restoration purposes of the Act 

and will significantly increase the functional capacity and values of the wetlands on site, 

If 
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which currently are utilized by only a small number of species and have little biological 
productivity. Only 2 acres of the severely degraded and degraded wetlands receive tidal 

influence. The majority of the site is void of vegetation and habitat. The Reserve's 

28.1 acre coastal salt marsh restoration project, including a mix of salt marsh habitat 

and planning for endangcrd species, increases biological the functions and values of the 

site by a mitigation ratio of 4:1. 

• 30001.5. (Where Feasible Enhance and Restore the Overall Quality of the Coastal 

Zone Environment). The Reserve project is planned for over 80% open space. The 

project includes a consolidated wetlands ecosystem to replace the severely degraded and 

degraded wetlands on the site and plans appropriately for adjacent land uses to be 

compatible with wetlands restoration. including areas deed restricted for wetlands or 

open space, to protect natural resource areas. The Reserve significantly increases 

public access to the site, dedicates land for wetlands and public trails and park purposes 

and provides for visitor-serving commercial recreational uses. 

• 30233 (a) (Diking, filling or dredging; no feasible, less environmentally damaging 

alternative). It has been determined that there is no feasible, less environmentally 

damaging alternative than the Reserve project and that mitigation measures have been 

provided to minimize adverse environmental effects. Facts that support this conclusion 

include: ( 1) The Commission and other resource agencies have determined that the 

existing status quo condition of the degraded wetlands are unacceptable and not the 

least environmentally damaging alternative; (2) the Port of Long Beach determined in 

July 1998 that a larger wetlands restoration project "far exceeds the guidelines for a 

feasible project"; (3) the project site is approximately one mile from the ocean, and 

subject to tidal action only by an artificial culvert connecting approximately 2 acres of 
degraded onsite wetlands to the San Gabriel River which ultimately connects to the 

ocean. This connection can pass only a limited amount of water and therefore the 

restoration area is restricted to achieve quality habitat goals; (4) the environmentally 

sensitive golf cou.rsc will buffer the wetlands from urban uses, will control drainage 

and runoff into the wetlands, will provide transition habitat. fresh water habitat and 

forage areas, will contribute to the pacific flyway as open space and as a resting 

grounds, will provide a public recreational facility furthering visitor serving recreational 

uses as mandated by the Coastal Act, will provide important open space and view shed 

•• 

• 

amenities, and will otherwise benefit the wetlands and the local environment. And, the • 
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environmentally sensitive golf course is a significantly less damaging and more 

beneficial use for this area from a wetlands perspective than would be a boating facility 

or any of the other development options. 

COMMISSION AND OTHER RESOURCE AGENCY FINDINGS 

"Restoration of the wetlands natural values, including biological 

productivity and wildlife features, may be feasibly achieved by 

combining restoration activities with the development of adjacent 

property." -California Department of Fish & Game, Determination of 

the Status of the Hellman Wetlands. 

"The Department of Fish & Game determined that the wetlands on the 

site are severely degraded and in need of major restoration. This Fish & 

Game detennination permits the Commission flexibility in consolidating 

and restoring wetlands in order to increase the productivity and viability 

of the wetlands . ., -California Coastal Conservancy findings, Hellman 

Wetlands and Conservancy project#l-82 . 

.. The Commission therefore concludes that in this particular wetland, 

maintaining the status quo is an undesirable planning option. Under 

30233, the status quo is not the least environmentally damaging 

altemative."--Califomia Coastal Commission Findings, Coastal 

Conservancy Project#l-82, Hellman Wetlands. 

••[Developing around] and avoiding or leaving the existing degraded 

wetlands unrestored, would not be a less environmentally damaging 

alternative." -California Coastal Commission, April Staff Report for 

the Hellman Ranch Reserve Project (COP 5-97-367). 

"'A 'no project' alternative would not be a less environmentally 

damaging alternative because, compared to the-proposed project, it 

would not result in any increase in the value of the on-site degraded 

wetlands. Continuance of the degraded wetland values is not a 
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preferred alternative." -California Coastal Commission, April Staff 

Report for the Hellman Ranch Reserve Project (COP 5-97-367). 

STATE WIDE INTERPRETIVE GUIDELINES 

The Guidelines state: 

"Projects other than boasting facilities should result in a no net loss of 

wetland habitat on the site as a minimum, [and] projects which result in 

a net increase in wetland habitat areas are greatly preferred. Preferred 

[land use] options include restoration in conjunction with visitor-serving 
commercial recreational opportunities designed to increase public 

opportunities for coastal recreation" 

mE BALANCE 

To the extent that the policies of Coastal Act Sections 30001.5, 30210, 30230, 30231 and 

30411 conflict with the restrictions on filling wetlands set forth in Section 30233, the plain 

meaning if Section 30007.5 permits the Commission to resolve the conflicts in favor of the 

restoration and long term protection of the wetlands. 

The Reserve project is the most feasible, the least environmentally damaging and the most 
protective of the coastal environment. The project provides for restoration and long term 

protection of the wetlands. The project also provides new commercial recreational 

opportunities, enhances public access, dedicates park land, maintains the majority of the 

site as open space, and overall, creates a restored ecosystem that signifiCantly increases 

habitat functions and values. Therefore, on balance, the implementation of the Reserve 

project is the alternative that is the most protective of significant coastal resources. 

)I 
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• 
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Hon. Chairman Ruety Areias and Members 
California Coastal Commission 
1400 N Street Suite 9 
Sacramento, California 95914 
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Re: Bellman/Seal Beach/Application No. 5-97-367 

Honorable Chairman Areias and Members: 

We serve as the City Attorney for the City of Seal 
&each. Enclosed is a letter, dated June 3, 1998, that we 
submitted to the Commission prior to the last hearing on thie 
matter. we respectfully requeet that you conei4er this letter 
and the June l letter in connection with your deliberation . 

As you know, this matter was continued: to await 
completion of the Port of Long Beach Feasibility Study; to allow 
further analysis of Section 30411 and •tbe 7St-25t iasue"V; and 
to allow the owner to consider modifying the projeet. 

The Feasibility Study has now been completed, and the 
Port has determined that a Port-Hellman restoration project is 
not feasible. The Port determined that •the cost per eredit far 
exceeds tbe guidelines for a feasible project.• Moreover, the 
owner has offered additional modifications to the project which 
will increase the acreage of the restored wetlanda. 

lionethel•ss, 111e have bean informed that staff may still 
be stubbornly clinging to its belatedly formed opinion that the 
project •cannot be legally approved. • AJ; pointed out in the 
attached letter, your Ch.iaf Coun8el has already opined that the 

l/ On JUly 28, 1'98, the a.ner submitted information and 
legal analysis to 'l'araaa Henry eoncerning this issue. We trust 
such information has been forwarded to the Commission m&mbers. In 
the interest of brevity, we will not repeat that analysis here . 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMtSSIO" 
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COmmission clearly baa the disc:r:eti011 to approve this project, &D 
opinion with which we concur. 

Please recall that staff had o~iginally recommended 
approval of the project, •• proposed. After the init:ial bearing, 
staff changed. ita reCOil'lmendation, and is now reconaending that 
the golf course be c!eleted. lf the golf courae ia not approved., 
we fear that the ewer will abandon the project., leaving the 
property vacant and eliminating any reatoration of the •everely 
degraded wetl~nds. 

tt ia important to emphasize, onee again, that the 
subject property in ita current at•te is ~ a significant 
coa•t~l resource, and is not·prcvid1ng aa,y benefit to the public. 
The property is unde.eloped exaept for oil production equipment. 
The historical wetland& on the property are degraded. and aeverely 
degraded almoat to the point of non-existence. The major 
challenge with this site haa always been tc find •n economically 
productive uae that restore• and preserves wetlan«U on-site and 
that ia not overly den.ae or intensive. The project--significant 
open apace, over to acres of restored and reconstructed wetland.a, 
very lew density residential d.evelopment. and vieitor serving 
recreational opportunities--meet• that challenge. 

•• 

'l'he Cl.lrrent projeet is the lllOst positive and 
enviro~mencally productive proposal for develgpment en thia 
problem-laden site propoaed in over twenty years. The eurrent. 
proposal is far superior to the much more intensive projects t.b.at • 
have previously been approved. compared eo paat apprgytd 
propoaals for 1,000 bomee, ~d then 32t homes, tha latter having 
alec been approved by the Coaatal Cotlllllisaion, the current project 
is a tremendoua opportunit.y for all thoee members of the public 
wbo ~se and enjoy our beautiful coastal r.aourcaa. 

In aummary, the City of Seal Beach respectfully urges 
the Commisaion to approve tbe project to en&ure that this 
ineredible opportunity ec reatore coastal wetl&D4a and enhance 
coastal recreation opportunit.iea through limited den81ty 
residential development will not be loat. 

~~~ 
Q\linn M. Barrow 
City Attorney 
city of Seal Be~ch 

cot uobn Auyoung (By facsimile 110 that thif.l letter and the .rune 
3 letter are incl11cled in the agenda packet) 

• 
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Hellman Ranch Wetlands •• GENERAL Source 

Site Ellman Ranch 
Map s Alamitos USGS 7 .5' quadrangle I I 

In the City of Seal Beach, adjacent to the San 
Location Gabriel River Channel approximately 1 mile 

inland of the coast. 

Contacts Dave Bartlett (consultant to the major 
landowner) (714) 898-0600. 

California Coastal Commission, (31 0) 
590-5071. 

Approximate 27.1 (described as degraded historic Wetland 5, 7, 
Habitat wetlands) scattered over approximately 190 3, 11 
Acreage ac. Also see Comments below. 

Approximate Part of a complex at the mouth of the San 

I I 
Historic Gabriel River that was 2,400 acres in 1894. 5,6 
Acreage 

!Ownership II Owner I Acres Source 

I ~Private 1183.9 10 

• I I Southern California Edison 7.9 I 10 I 
I II State Lands Commission 13.4 I 10 I 
LAND USE Source 

Land Uses Designated in the Hellman 

Land Use Ranch Specific Plan adopted 1987 - Oil 

Designation extraction; low, medium and high density 5,9 
residential, and parks and open space; zoning 
also includes a golf course. 

Summer 1996 - Transmission lines as well 
as oil extraction and storage faeilities, 

Onsite Use associated trailers and office buildings, are 1, 2, 
located in the northern portion and margins 5, 7 
of the property; wetland areas are 
substantially free of structures. 

A eucalyptus grove along the southern 
boundary of the property serves as a 
neighborhood park. 

• 
The site was used for farming and ranching 

~ ~~ ~ ~~~ ~ until the 1930's when oil drilling began. 
The San Gabriel River was channelized 1961 ! 
- 1962, the Haynes Intake channel was built AUG 191998 '- v 
through a comer of the marsh in 1962; 

Historic Use hydraulic dredge material from channel 
CALIFORNIA 

5, 9, 11 
construction was deposited in the wetlands 

COASTAL COMMISSIOI" (nearly all historic wetlands were filled by 
1969). The area was fenced in the late 80's 
to prevent off-road vehicle riding and other 

bttp://ceres.ca.gov/wetlands/geo_info/so_cal/bellman.btml Page 1 of 8 
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Adjacent Use 

djaant 
Bistorie Use 

HYDROLOGY 

Tidal Influence 

Watershed 
Area 

unPermitted recreational uses. 

Uses of the adjacent and sWTOunding areas 
are primarily urban; a power plant water 
intake channel and the San Gabriel River 
channel lie to the west, a bluff topped by 
residential development creates the southern 
boundary. Seal Beach Blvd creates an 
eastern boundary with the Seal Beach Naval 
Weapons station beyond; to the north are a 
County flood control retention basin, a City 
yard and a business park. 

Native American use until the early 1800s; 
cattle ranching and fanning gradually giving 
way to urbanization; oil extraction began in 
the 1930s. Channelization of the San Gabriel 
River and construction of the intake channel 
completed in the early 1960's. 

A drainage channel (man-made), which is 
constricted by sediment deposits, several 
onsite culverts and a partially-functioning 
flapgate, provides severely muted tidal 
inflow. 

5,420 + acres 

ributaries and Tributary 
Flow 

Dams 
Other Sources 

WATER 
QUALITY 

eneral 

issol•ed 
xygen (DO) 

ater Salinity 

N/A (Fonnerly, the San Gabriel River) 

N/A 

Stonnwater runoff 

Surface hydrocarbons in and adjacent to the 
area may affect the quality of runoff reaching 
the site. The lowest reach of the San Gabriel 
River is included in the 1995 draft list of 
impa.iied water bodies; standards for 
ammonia, fish tissue, water toxicity. lead. 
colifonn bacteria, and algae were exceeded. 

1995, San Gabriel River - Profiles over ebb 
and flood tides in June and Sep. 1995 just 
downstream of the Haynes intake channel; 
concentrations throughout the water column 
were between 4 and 5 mgll. Temperatures 
throughout the water column ranged 22-30 
c. 
Tidal channel brackish, salinity comparable 
to that of the San Gabriel River 
(concentration not specified). 1980- salinity 
of ponded water within the wetlands rqec1 
from <0.5 to 40 ppm. 

lrttp:/leerea.c:a.aov/wetlands/ceo_lnfo/so_eallhellman.btml 
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!Sediment INot specified I I I 

•• !Soil I I ISourcel 
Soil supporting wetlands are primarily 
dredge material, with slow to very slow 

Soil infiltration rates which has been subjected to 
5 discing and off-road vehicle use. Soils in 

the vicinity of a pipeline crossing the site 
contain hydrocarbons. 

Habitat Acres Vegetation 

1996 - common pickleweed 
along upper banks; algae, 

Tidal Channel 3.2 predominantly 11 <i>Enteromotpha<i>, and a 
small amount of sea lettuce in 
the channel. 

1996 - Pickleweed, samphire, 
saltgrass, alkali weed, 
fivehook bassia, annual 

Salt Marsh (very grasses, russian thistle* and 
cheeseweed* dominate little tidal 14.9 species moving from lower to 11 

influence) higher elevations. Also 
present in lower areas are 
heliotrope, fleshy jaumea and 
alkali heath . 

• 1996 - Mostly unvegetated, 

Seasonal Ponds 2 with occasional small patches 11 of pickleweed and other 
unspecified species. 

1996 - Habitat is mostly 

Alkaline Flats 7 barren; small patches of 11 pickleweed and other 
salt-tolerant species present. 

(ANIMAL USE I Source 
6 studies between 1987 and 1996 sighted a 
total of 89 species, 32 water-associated, 10 

Birds of special concern. One-day survey in 1, 11, 
August, 1995 sighted 20 species, 7 of which 13 
were water-associated, 2 of these having 
special status. 

1987 - mosquitofish observed. 1980 -
<i> Tilapia<i>* and sailfin molly* were most 

Fish numerous; striped mullet, staghorn sculpin, 7,3 longjaw mudsucker and Ca killifish were 
also present. No information on survey 
method provided. 

• Benthic 1995 - California horn snail observed. 1 Invertebrates 

Insect 1995 - Various dragonfly s 1 

1987-1996 - 5 seperate surveys found 
evidence of 8 mammal speci~s. includin~ 

http:l/ceres.ca.gov/wetlands/geo_lnfo/so_cal/hellman.html Page 3 of 8 
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Other Wildlife 
domestic dog*, coyote, red fox* in 1996. A 
1995 survey for the Pacific pocket mouse 1, 13 
found none. 1987, 1996 surveys found a 
total of 3 reptile species and 1 amphibian 
species. • 1987 ·1996 - Bel dins's Savannah sparrow, 

Special Status osprey, northern hanier, Cooper's hawk, 

Species snowy plover, Ca. gull, elegant tern, 1 
loggerhead sbrik.e, yellow warbler, So. Ca. 
rufous-crowned sparrow. 

OUTLOOK Source 
An amendment to the Specific Plan proposed 
Fal1 1996 includes a reconfiguration of the 
wetlands (filling in some areas, restoration 

Enhancement and creation in others) that would result in an 
overall increase of 3 acres. A permanent tidal 10 Status connection would also be created and urban 
runoff would be rerouted to avoid the salt 
marsh. The amendment also includes a 90% 
reduction in allowable housing units. 

Watershed None identified. Management 

Channelization of the San Gabriel River and 

Pressure creation of the Haynes intake channel, 2, 5, 3, limited tidal influence, elevations raised by 
fill, proximity to urban and industrial uses. 

The 27.1 acres reported under Approximate • Wetland Habitat Acreage reflects the 
definition used by the California Department 
of Fish and Game. It was the acreage used to 

Comments describe wetland impacts in the 1996 11 proposal for amending the Specific Plan. A 
second delineation done for the proposed 
Specific Plan Amendment, according to the 
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers' definition, 
identified 23.2 acres of wetlands. 

!SOURCES 
Natural Resource Consultants. 1995. 

Results of focused biological.surveys to 
determine the status of the Calfornia least 
tern, the belding's Savannah sparrow, the 
Coastal California gnatcatcher and other 

1 sensitive species on the Hellman Ranch. 
Reports results of a one-day survey in 
August 1995 to update and verify .. 
information provided in a 1989 biological 
assessment of the site. None of the target 
species were found. The previous biological 
surveys and a printoUt of a Natural Diversity 
Data Base search are attached. • LSA. 1995. Hellman Ranch Existing 
Wetlands. Blue line map. 

bttp://eeres.ea.aov/wetlands/aeo_lafo/ao_callhellmaa.btall z,? 
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CWIS -- .,HeUman Ranch Wedands" 

2 Map depicting 1989 delineation of wetland 
habitat types overlaid on geographic features 
derived from a 1995 aerial photo. Figure 
prepared as part of the 1996 proposal for 
development. 

Radovich, Bob. 1980. An assessment of 
wetland resources within the City of Seal 
Beach south of the San Gabriel River. State 
of California Department of Fish and Game. 
7 pp. 

3 Report prepared in association with wetland 
mapping at Hellman Ranch, which was 
carried out by the Department of Fish and 
Game at the request of the Coastal 
Commission. It also provides an assessment 
of the site's biological value and 
recommendations for enhancement. 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. 1995. Draft 303(d) List. 

A proposed list of waterbodies in the Los 
Angeles and Ventura County coastal 
watersheds that do not or are not expected to 
attain water quality standards after 
application of required technology-based 

4 controls. Specifies selected beneficial uses 
and criteria assessed, and the percentage of 
samples in which criteria were exceeded. It 
also identifies waterbodies for which 
previous assessments are no longer 
applicable. 303(d) lists are prepared as part 
of the Water Quality Assessment of the 
State's major waterbodies, and meet a 
requirement of section 303(d) of the federal 
Clean Water Act. 

Michael Brandman Associates, Inc. 1989. 
Draft supplemental environmental impact 
report Hellman Ranch Specific Plan. 
Approximately 150 pp. and technical 
appendices. 

Prepared to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts posed by an 

5 amendment to a previously adopted Specific 
Plan that adds restoration of 20 acres of 
onsite wetlands. The EIR focuses on the 
potential effects on wetlands and sensitive 
species and also evaluates three additional 
site plan alternatives. Wetland vegetation and 
monarch butterfly data are based on field 
surveys. Other existing condition data are 
summaries of information provided in the 
approved Specific Plan EIR. 
California Department of Fish and Game and 
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1976. The 

http://ceres.ca.gov/wetlands/geo_info/so_cal/bellman.html z.l 
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CWIS .... "HeUman Ranch Wetlaadl" 7/31/fJS 7:34 PM .. ' .. ' ... 
natural resources of Anaheim Bay. 103. pp. 
plus appendices. 

6 
This report summarizes the Anaheim Bay 
and its environs and resources. Physical 

( 
features, history, land use, geology, and 
resource use are described. Appendices 
contain species lists for birds, mammals, and 
fish found at the bay. Prepared as part of a 

' series documenting conditions of . 
California's coastal wetlands. 

• 
Michael Brandman Associates. 1987. Draft 
subsequent enviromnental impact report 
Hellman Ranch SpecifiC Plan. 
Approximately 200 pp. and technical 
appendices. Evaluates potential impacts of 

7 amending the Hellman Specific Plan to 
provide for development of a residential/golf 
course complex. Biological data is based on 
field surveys and existi!f documentation. 
HEC - 1 model was us to assess potential 
flooding impacts, other analyses of water 
and geology are based on existing studies. 

LSA and Moffat and Nichol Engineers. 
1990. Hellman property wetland restoration 
plan. Revised. 46 pp. 

Details a restoration plan for 25.6 acres of .. 
wetlands to be canicd out in conjunction 
with development of adjacent property. 

. Grading, hydrology, planting and habitat 
• 

8 elements are described. The hydrologic 
component predicted tidewater residence 
times to be achieved by grading and 
improving the tidal inlet. Includes statement . of overall objectives and acreage goals for 
each habitat type. Monitoring program 
defines success criteria for plantings and 
identifies three reference wetlands that will 
provide the basis for performance standards 
for birds, fish, and benthic invertebrates. 

9 = Dave. Dave Bartlett Associates. 
onal communication. June 24, 1996. 

Dave Bartlett Associates. 1996. Hellman 
Ranch specific plan, Seal Beach, California. 
-100pp. 

j A proposal for amending the 1987 Specific 
Plan for Hellman Ranch. It describes the 
existing site conditions, assesses consistency 
with policies and regulations and lays out the 
plan implementation process. The 
amendment includes a reconfiguration of . 10 wetland distribution and types. The existing 
conditions summarizes wetland ~s 
according to both Ca ~t OfFish 811d 

• 
bttp:l/eeres.ea.aov/wetlaads/aeo_lafo/so_eal/bellmaa.btall J4 Pap' ol 8 
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CWIS - "Hellman Ranch Wedands" 
Game and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
definitions, and reviews previous wetland 
detenninations carried out on the site. Brief 
descriptions of wildlife use and vegetation 
types, based on field and literature surveys, 
are provided. Wetland restoration and 
creation plans identify goals for resulting 
systems, a conceptual grading plan, water 
sources, and species to be planted. 

Moffatt & Nichol Engineers, Coastal 
Resources Management and Michael 
Brandman Associates. 1996. Final 
conceptual wetland restoration plan for the 
Hellman Ranch Specific Plan. 53 pp. 

Provides the technical basis for the wetlands 
restoration component of the proposed 
Hellman Ranch Specific Plan amendment. 
Identifies elevations for salt and freshwater 
marsh areas, describes hydraulic modeling 

11 and options for tidal connections, specifies 
requirements for site preparation and species 
to be planted, describes the construction 
sequence, maintenance requirements, target 
habitats, success criteria, the frequency and 
parameters to be monitored, and remedial 
procedures. The plan also describes existing 
wetland types according to the California 
Department of Fish and Game criteria, 
identifies plant species present and briefly 
evaluates the site's current potential as habitat 
for the Ca least tern and Belding's Savannah 
sparrow. 

MBC Applied Environmental Sciences. 
1995. National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination system 1995 receiving water 
monitoring report, Los Angeles Region. 
110 pp and appendices. 

Reports results of water quality monitoring 
offshore of So. California Edison 
Company's (SCE) and Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power (LADWP) 
generating stations, to detennine if Beneficial 

12 Uses of waters receiving Plant discharges 
were being maintained. Temperature, 
salinity, density, dissolved oxygen and 
hydrogen ion concentration were measured 
over ebb and flood tides in June and 
September 1995 in receiving waters of: 
Mandalay, Ormond Beach, Scattergood, El 
Segundo, Redondo, harbor, Long Beach, 
Haynes, and Alamitos Generating Stations . 
Results were compared with those of 
numerous previous thermal effect and 
NPDES studies. Salinity of the Haynes 
receiving water was not reported. 

bttp://eeres.c:a.gov/wetlands/geo_info/so_c:al/bellman.btml 1C) 
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CWJS - "Hellmaa Raneh Wetlands" 
Michael Brandman Associates. 1996. 
Biological technical report Hellman Ranch 
Specific Plan. 40 pp and appendix. 

Descn'bes biological resources of the 
231-acre Hellman Ranch Specific Plan area, 
combining data from original field wo:rt and 
several previous field surveys. Original 

13 surveys describe vegetation, and bird, 
amphibian, reptile and mammal species 
present. The report also analyzes impacts to 
these resources expected from 
implementation of the proposed specific 
plan and identifies mitigation measures. 
Appendices include flora and fauna lists and 
vegetation, sensitive species and project 
impact maps. 
Coastal Resources Management and 
Chambers Group, Inc. 1996. Wetlands 
surveys on the Hellman Ranch property. -
20 pp and appendices. 

This document consists of two reports; one 
verifying a previous wetland delineation 

14 done in 1989 according to state guidelines, 
the other presenting results of a delineation 
of wetlands under the jurisdiction of the U. 
S. Army Corps of Engineers. Both provide 
maps of vegetative communities. The 
appendices to the Corps delineation also 
includes field data sheets, a plant species list, 
and photographs of each of the communities 
identified. 

lost modified on: Wednesday, JDIUIIlry 21, 1998. 
:too<~unM11t URL: http:llceres.ca.gov/wetlmrdslgeo_infolso_callhellman.hlml 

i"uti"~AJI'.'rig.ht C 1996 California Resources Agency. All rights reserved. 

http://eeres.ea.aov/wetlaocls/aeo_iofo/so_eallhellmao.html 1' 
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May 11, 1998 

Mr. John T. Auyong 
Staff Analyst 

HELLMAN PROPERTIES LLC 
POST OFFICE BOX 2398 

711SEALBEACHBOULEVARD 
SEAL BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90740 

(562) 431-6022 FAX: (562) 493-3130 

1ru ~~~u~~~ 

.CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

lffi MAY 1 4 1998 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMlSS\ON 200 Ocean gate • 1Oth Floor 

Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Re: CDP 5-97-367 • Request for Additional Information 

Dear John: 

This letter will address your comments in your April 30 and May 4letter regarding the 
above referenced project 

A. April 30th Letter 

1. Hellman Land Ownership 

• There is no existing subdivision on the Hellman Ranch property. 
• Attached is ownership documentation we provided to the City of Seal Beach for 

the proposed Tract Map. 
• Shell Oil (now Signal Hill Petroleum) has a SO% producing interest in APN 980-

36-605. Signal Hill Petroleum has no land rights. 
• Hellman Properties U.C owns the entire operating interest for the mineral rights. 
• APN 043-160-31 is owned by Southern California Edison. 
• APN 043-160-54 is owned by Southern California Edison. 
• APN 095-010-25 is owned by Southern California Edison. 
• The grant deed. presumably, is on file at the Orange or Los Angeles County 

Recorder's office. · · 

2. Pesticides 

• The information regarding pesticides is attached. Of the 110 acres planned for the 
golf course, less than 10% of the property will use pesticides. As part of the 
environmental golf course management plan, pesticides will be selected using a 
risk-based assessment protocol, that will ensure materials to be used will act 
quickly, degrade quickly, are non-toxic and non-mobile. A monitoring program 
will also be established 
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3. Transition Zones 

• The Phase I habitat area breakdown. including transition areas that function as 
"buffer" but do include wetland indicator species are in the attached Addendum to 
the Restoration Plan. 1bis area wm only receive direct tidal influence during 
extreme tides (once or twice per year). As the case with the existing wetlands, 
only 2 acres of the classified 27 are subject to tidal action. but are indeed counted 
as wetlands. Page 6 of the Addendum identifies the acreage and indicates that 5.6 
acres are included within the transition zone/buffer. 

4. Matrix Reaardin& Cban&es to Commission Conditisms 

• The matrix is indicating our changes to the staff conditions is attached. 

B. May 4th Letter 

1. Apri17 Commission Meetin& On-Screen Presentation 

• A hard copy of the April7, 1998 9n-screen presentation is attached. A computer 
disk will follow. A hard copy and computer disk of the next Commission 
meeting will also be provided to you for the record. 

2. Credit for Tidal FJusbin& 

• The increise in tidal flushing is addressed in the restoration plan. The increase 
in functional values as a result of the restoration plan and improved tidal 
flushing have been measured at a mitigation ratio of 3.6:1, per the Fu~ons and 
Values Analysis, provided by project biolo&ists. 

3. ArchaeolQIY 

• There has been signif'1C8Dt Native American involvement with this ~ject. The 
Research Design included Native American input and Native Americans were on 
the City's Archaeological Committee, which voted to approved the Reseatdl 
Design. Continued outreach will be in compliance with the City's 
Archaeolo&ical Element of the General Plan. Native American Heritage 
Commission and Environmental Impact Report mitigation measures certified by 
the City of Seal Beach. 

4. State Lands Commission Parcel 

• 

• 

• 

You may recall that the Commission· ~ved CDP 5-89-1087 which included a 
hotel adjacent to the proposed restoration area, with no provision for buffer. 

Allacbed is a concepllllll sh plan for the Stale propaty. ·The pl111 provides for a • 
50-foot buffer between the parking lot, the 10,000 square foot visitor-serving 

~ 
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commercial building and the Krenwinlde House. Another 40-feet of 
buffer/transition zone is also provided per the restoration plan. 

S. Use of Mineral Production Areas for Future Wetland Expansion 

• We have agreed to reserve land for future wetland expansion, in which the 
restoration would be completed by a third party. The extent of corrective action 
and/or remediation of all or a portion of this site has not been determined. 
However, it may be similar to the corrective action plan for this project that we 
are currently processing through the County of Orange and Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. 

6. Pesticide Use on the Golf Course 

• Please see A-2, above. A chemical free golf course is not possible in the 
southern California climate. Limiting their use and application is proposed by 
the applicant · 

Please contact me if you have any questions. 

~;~ 
Dave Bartlett 

Attachments: I. Ownership documentation 

Copies: 

2. Pesticide infonnation 
3. Addendum to Concept Wetlands Restoration Plan for the Hellman Ranch. 3/2SI98 
4. Matrix regarding changes to staff conditions 
S. State Lands Commission Conceptual Site Plan 
6. Hard copy of April7, 1998 on-screen presentation 

(computer disks to come under separate cover) 

Jerry Tone, Hellman Properties, w/o attacbmonts 
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STATE OF CAIJFORNIA ·THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coat Am Oftlc:e • 
200 Ocunpte,.10th Floor 
Long Buch, CA 80802..._ 
(112) 110-1071 

Via l'acaimile and V. 1. Jlail 

Dave Bartlett 
6082 3ade Circle 
llwltington leach, Q 12647 

April 30, 1918 

PETE WILSON, Gowmor 

IUIIJBC'l' I Coaatal development permit application 5•17-367 (Bellman Rancb)l 
Additional information needed 

. 
Dear Dave: 

I apologize but I etill have not liatened to the tape• of the April Coaatal 
. COmmission hearing regarding the above referenced permit application. 

However, I did want to follow up on our previoua phone conversation• regarding 
the land ownership and peaticidea iaauea. I alao wanted to touch ba .. with 
you re;ar~ing the wetland buffer/transition &one iaaue. 

1. Hellman Land Qwnerahip. Please provide documentation, including a • 
tentative or parcel map and certificate of compliance, substantiating the 
number of legal lots which the Bellman family and ita affiliated entities now 
own within the subject aite. Please do Dot include the lots proposed under 
Vesting Tentative Tract Mapa 15381 and 15402, aa theae locally approved 
subdivision• have not yet received a coaatal development permit from the 
coaatal Commission. Alao note that although there are aeveral ••••••or•• 
parcela, including several ••••••or's parcel• for mineral righta, associated 
with the aubject aite for tax purpoaea, the number of aaaeaaor•a parcels doea 
not establish the number of legal lota. Alao, given that mineral leaaea are 
exempted from the proviaiona of the Subdiviaion Hap Act, the existence of euch 
lea .. • also does not •tabU.ah the number of le;al lots. l'iully, please 
provide a copy of the information you provided the City of Seal Beach in 
support of your application for vesting tentative map approvals on the subject 
aite. 

As for the ••••••or•• parcels, we note that Aaaeaaor•a Parcel 180•36-605 
indicate• that Shell Oil Company alao baa an interest in this •• .. ••or•• 
parcel alon; with Bellman Propertiea. Plea.. explain the exact uture of the 
lhell Oil Company's interest in this parcel. Alao, you indicated verbally 
that there are DO leaaea for the exiatin; aineral production--that the Bellman 
family through Bellaan Properties operate• the aineral production. it .. lf. 
Please confirm this in writing. 

Also, please indicate in writing who own• the followin; land parcels which 
appear to be a part of the subject site, according to the aaaeaaor•a mapaa • 

l~-,1-~7 
o43-1ao-31, o43-1to-s4, ~~ac~ o1s-o1o-25 fJf *'b tw;;sM 

. ,.J'jit 
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Dave Bartlett 
5-97-367 Information 
April 30, 1998; Page 2 

( 

If these assessor's parcels are not in fact part of the subject site, please 
indicate this in writing. 

Pinally, please ensure that we have all the assessor's parcels owned by the 
Bellman family. We have tax billa for the following: 

~. 043-160-32, 043-160-33, 043-160-SS, 043-160-56, 095-010-26, and 
095-010-55. 

Mineral Right!• 980-36-505, 980-36-515, 980-36-530, 980-36-531, 
980-36-532, 980-36-533, 980-36-534, 980-36-535, and 980-36-605. 

Please submit any tax billa for asaeaaor'a parcels located within the subject 
site which are not listed above but which are owned by the Bellman family 
directly or through other entities controlled by the Bellman family. In 
addition, please submit a copy of the grant deed for the land owned by the 
Bellman family. If none can be provided, please explain why in writing. ---
2. ' Pesticidee. ·Although Coastal Commission staff recommended that the. 
golf course management plan prepared by Audubon International be implemented 
in ita entirety including pesticide use, some Commissioners had specific 
concerns with the uae of pesticides on the golf course. Therefore, please 
submit a brief written document which summarizes the pesticide practices 
proposed, including a list of proposed pesticides to be uaed. 

3. Transition Zones. Please have Tony Bomkamp submit a written revi~ed 
total for the proposed berms/transition zones. My recollection from one of 
our meetings was that part of the wetland-aide of these berms· would be ·· 

· · periodically inundated. Therefore, please submit the exact area of the berm& 
which would not be periodically inundated and thus would be permanent uplands, 
baaed on the moat recent 28.1 acre salt marsh proposal. 

* * * * 
Also, I recall seeing at the hearing that you provided Chuck with ~ matrix 
that responded to our addendum changes to the special conditions, such as the 
revised aucceaa criteria. I don't have a copy of this matrix. Please submit 
a copy of this matrix aa Chuck haa not yet had a chance to provide me with a 
copy. Aa for a meeting next Tuesday, Kay 5, 1998, let me check with Steve and 
Teresa and I'll get back to you. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions you may have regarding 
these matters. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
.staff Anal.yat 

9766P:jta 



Proposed Use or Propert7: Land uses include: Low density taiden • • 70 sin&le famlly 
~esidential UDits; JeStorcd wetlands and pubHc ttails; 18 hole pu · access JOlf coune; 
community park; oil production and facDities; flood contto · blic land use (for detliJs. 
please refer to the • · • October 1996). 

7. Request For: Amendments to the City of Seal each General Plan and Amendments to tbe 
Hellman Ranch Specific P1IIL 

I. Describe the Proposed Improve ts: See attached HoDmiQ Banch Specific Plan. Seal 
leach. California. October 1 

'· Describe how and If t proposed improvements are appropriate for Che charaetef of 

18. 

the surrounding n borhood: 1be project teflects the community character of Seal 
Beach by limi • e amount of residential units. prescrvina the majority of the property u 
open space creatina public accessibility to the popeny. 

Descri how and If the approval of this request would be detrimental in any way to 
otb property in the vicinity: The proposed improvements will not be detrimental iD any 

y to surroundiDg properties. However. the improvements will enbaoce adjacent property 
values and the property will become both and an ecoloaicaland community uset. 

• 

~ofOmaenbl~ • 

Staff is to auach bele I pholocopy ~a picUue t.D. end I pbolocopy of the Grant Deed prorided by lbe i!pp1iclld 

11. Legal Descriptiou (or attach description f'rom Title or Grant Deed): ntle llepcxt 
attached. 

By: h. M. dn6:-
(Sianature or Applicst) (Sipl!ule ofPlopefty Ower) 

~£~ A..,?" 11~11,,.. {hl"cs'" 

r . (Da) 

ByQ (1.,~ 
(Sipalln of Applicallt) 

"VA"W f1nr~, .,.,-
(PriDi Niiili) 

1#/r.rjtlt 
. (Diie) • Q_ 

Srdrr ti,SCI 1 'r ~ • "l'"04'P·~ .,. : c, "" ,., •• , .. 2 ,_g t.. 
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CITY OF SEAL BEACH 
PROPERTY OWNER'S AFFIDAVIT 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
CITY OF SEAL BEACH 
COUNTY OF ORANGE 

) 
} 
} 

We. HeDman eroperties LLC, swear that we are the owner of the property at 111 Seal 
,.. Beach Boulevard. Seal Beach. CA 90740. more commonlY referred to as the Hellman 

Banch. 

We are familiar with the rufes of the City of Seal Beach for preparing and filing a Pubnc 
Hearing Application. The information contained in the attached Pubfic Hearing application 
is correct to the best of our knowledge and we approve of the filing of an application for 
General Plan Amendments: Amendments to the Helfman Ranch Specific Plan: Tentative 
Tract Maps: Deyelgpment Agreement and all other associated entHJements reguJred or 
reguested for the project. 

;'l,.,. lb/lt .... fl~'!J--k~ ~ ,g-~)-ft 
I 

(Print Nama) (SignatuN) (Data) 

~~~ !" .. ';i.)f ·~1&-o h f2?l[-t-~€t~ C ... f ~n.;f'! N • q jt\ )..) 

(Print Nama) (Date) 

yr;r ... ,W-~t I 1 ON€ OtM-(DII'\6 ft.A$:4. 1£< t.Jt.). ~F- Cft if"fJtt 
(Addreu· plaasa print) • " (Telephone) 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO BEFORE ME. 
THIS_DAYOF 1118. 

Notary PubUc 



........ 
""!"' .. 

r-· 

.;ALIFORNIA ALL·PURPOSI ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

Stateol ~,,._ . 

Countyof ~ ~i_-Li..Q 
~ CL. 

On /D h!l/ti. before me,Jw£1>. /(Ut:ls-/n'f!J,. ~bli.c, 
I DATI NAMI,TITU;p-CII'FICP·I.G~· DOE,NOTAAV 

personally appearedAnn.e t/dler.An#.am.._\1£',:ru «). fkhm,en.~ 
~rsonalty known to me • OR • 0 proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence 

to be the person(s) whose name(s) oiet'are 
subscribed to the within instrument and ac
knowledged to me that ~e/ehelthey executed 
the same in hie/her/their authorized 
capacity(ies), and that by .. iafhet\'their 
signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), 
or the entity upon behalf of which the 
person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 
' 

~VC---

------------------oPnONAL------------------
Though the data below is not required by law, It may prove valuable to persona relying on the documa'\1 and could ~ 
fraudulent reattachment of this form. 

CAPACITY CLAIMED BY SIGNER 
0' INDMDUAl. 
OJ CORPORATE OFFICER 

0 flWnNER(S) 0 LIMITED 
D GENERAL 

0 A110RNEY-fi.FACT 
0 TRUSTEE(S) 

0 GUARDIAWCONSERVATOA 
~: t'YIHt•jV~ 

DESCRIPTION OF ATTACHED DOCUMENT 
(!;'l-et ~6 Se.lu. 1Je.dt 

""-'"e,ls 
TYPE OF DOCUMeNT 

NUMBER OF PAGES 

-DATE OF DOCUMENT 

SIGNEA(S) OTHER THAN NAMED ABOVE 

5'17-3/,7 
01_, NATIONAL NOTARY ASIOCIATION • a3l fllelniM!Aw .. P.O. llclll11 .. • Canaga ,.__ CA t1D-11 .. 

11 



"r_. STATE OF CALIFORNIA THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor 
W7"'-' 
r~hibt+@ 

., CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
~. outh Coast Area Office 

OOOceangate,.10thFfoor S•&1 ., ~~..,, 
Long Beach, CA 90602-4302 , ~ 
(562) 590-5071 

• 

• 

Exhibit 2 
5-97-367 (Hellman) 

September, 1998 hearing 

1. June 4, 1998 letter from the applicant to the Coastal Commission with 
attachments. 

Attachment A: Applicant's summary of the legal framework for approval in 
their opinion. 

Page 8 

Attachment B: Applicant's suggested findings for approval. 
Page 14 

Attachment C: Matrix form of applicant's requested changes to the special 
conditions of approval as recommend in the March 19, 1998 staff report. 

Page 45 

Attachment D: Applicant's April 7, 1998 public hearing transcript. 
Page 49 

Attachment E: Biological success of the Hellman Wetland Restoration Program. 
Page 66 

Attachment F: Hydraulic and Hydrology Factors in support of the Hellman 
Wetland Restoration Program. 

Page 71 

Attachment G: Economic feasibility of the golf course. 
Page 74 

Attachment H: Issues regarding residential development. 
Page 77 

Attachment I: Letter from the City Attorney to the coastal Commission dated 
June 3, 1998. 

Page 80 

2. APPlicant's requested revisions lin strikethrough and underline 
version) to the special conditions of approval as recommended in the March 19, 
1998 staff report. 

Page 85 
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. fiD ~t[il~~w 
HELLMAN PROPERTIES LLCtru JUN 5 1998 -

POST OFFICE BOX 2398 CAllfORNlA 

s:1~ ::c-H~~~~F~~~~!"~":.oASTAl COMMISStON 

(562) 431-6022 FAX: (562) 493-3130 

Jime4,1998 

Mr. Rusty Areias, Chairman 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
1400 '"N" Street • Suite 9 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Hellman Ranch Reserve • Seal Beach, California 

Dear Chairman Areias: 

We are writing as a follow up to the April 7th public hearing regarding 
the Hellman Ranch project, as well as in response to the staff report that was 
recently released in connection with our upcoming hearing on Wednesday, 
June lOth in Santa Barbara. 

Although your Commission on April 7th chose to continue its 
deliberation on our project until next week's meeting, we were heartened at 
the time by the generally quite favorable comments about the project made by 
the majority of the Commissioners. Since then, we have reviewed the tapes 
of the meeting, and the resultant transcripts, and we are certain that you 
would concur with our assessment. 

Since mid-April however, Staff has continued to review our project 
although allowing us no opportunity for input, clarification, or discussion. 
Were we to have been given the chance to meet with staff about the April 
meeting, not only would we have had time to debrief, but we could have 
clarified a number of Staff's misunderstandings regarding certain important 
aspects of the project. As a consequence, the net result of their additional 
review is that Staff has changed its mind and· the just-released staff report 
now recommends denial of the wetlands/ golf course component of the 
project, while approving the residential component. As should be obvious to 
everyone by now, such a position is tantamount to a comprehensive denial of 
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the project, and is clearly in direct conflict with the strong direction given to 
Staff by the Commission at the April 7 public hearing. 

The purpose of this letter is to provide a brief and clear response to 
certain of Staff's comments, positions and findings, as well as to provide you 

_and your commissioners with the information and material necessary to 
approve the project as we have proposed it (though subject to numerous 
changes that we have hammered out with staff since November 1997). We 
have provided a variety of supporting information as attachments, including 
a set of findings that we have prepared, and we are confident that these 
findings will be readily approved by the Commission's Chief Counsel. 

Clearly, the legal framework for approval will be the critical 
component of your policy deliberation regarding the Hellman Ranch. Indeed, 
a number of commissioners commented on the legal aspects of the approval 
at the April hearing, and a significant portion of the Staff Report, including 
the Executive Director's five-page preface, is allocated to the topic. In 
addition, our counsel has spent considerable time analyzing and researching 
the legal framework for approval. 

We firmly believe that Staff's Chief Counsel, Ralph Faust, was correct 
at the April meeting when he stated that there were three firm, legal theories 
that could be applied by the Commission in approving the application. Each 
of those theories derives from .the original text of the Coastal Act, including 
subsequent determinations found in the courts, or in previous Commission 
approvals. 

Since the April hearing, no provisions of the Coastal Act have 
changed, nor have the facts of the Hellman Ranch project. Therefore, we 
would think that Mr. Faust's legal arguments would hold to be as true today 
as they were in April. Although the Staff Report now states that none of Mr. 
Faust's theories are applicable, it is quite clear that this change of heart is the 
result of changes in Staff's opinion about the facts, not in changes to the facts 
themselves. 

We urge the Commission to attempt to separate fact from opinion, and 
then rely on the high-quality legal skills of counsel, both the Commission's 
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counsel and our own (who, by any assessment, are very well regarded by 
Staff). There is clearly a strong, supportable legal framework for the approval, 
and this should give the Commission comfort for an affirmative decision in 
support of the Application. 

To further clarify the legal framework, please refer to Attachment A 
which is a short version of the legal analysis of the issue, and which also 
references certain portions of the transcript from the April meeting, and 
Appendix B, which are the findings for approval of the project. 

• 

Another important aspect of the project is how the Commission will 
measure the restoration ratio. As you know, neither the Coastal Act, the 
Regulations, nor the Guidelines impose any specific restoration ratio, other 
than a requirement for "no net loss." Likewise, neither the Act, the 
Regulations, nor the Guidelines impose any minimum size criterion for a 
wetland restoration, acknowledging that each project must be judged on its 
own circumstances and merits. • 

Previous Commission approvals have shown that the appropriate 
wetland replacement ratios vary widely, depending on the acreage, functions, 
and values of the wetland lost to development and the type of mitigation 
proposed. Our extensive research shows this to be the case. 

For example, the Batiquitos restoration disturbed between 331·338 acres 
of valuable, functioning wetlands ending up with about the same acreage of 
restored wetlands, approximately a 1:1 ratio of wetlands adversely impacted 
and wetlands restored, or as stated in the Commission's Batiquitos findings: 
- ... under the Coastal Act definition [of wetland] ... the total acreage of wetland 
within the study area limits will not be decreased." 

Although the mitigation ratios for the Hellman Ranch project can be 
measured in a number of ways, the following four ways appear to be the most 
appropriate: 

1. 2:1 ratio -Replacement of 18 acres of severely degraded and degraded 
existing wetlands with 28.7 acres of restored wetlands, and 7.3 acres of 
freshwater marsh, for a total of 36 acres of restored wetlands. 
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2. 2:1 ratio - Replacement of 18 acres of severely degraded and degraded 
existing wetlands with 28.7 acres of restored wetlands, and a 28% credit for 
permanent restoration of tidal action, for a 36 acre total credit for salt 
water habitat (per the 28o/o restoration credit allowed by the Commission 
in the San Diegito project). 

3. 3.6:1 ratio -Utilizing the broadly accepted USACOE's Habitat Evaluation 
Model to measure the wetland functions and values of the proposed 28.7 
acres of coastal salt marsh. 

4. 11.5:1 ratio - Considering wetlands subject to regular tidal influence. 
(The Staff Report, on Page 24, Section IV.:C-1-c-1-A, states '' ... only 
approximately 23 to 25 acres of actual tidally influenced wetlands would 
be created." Per the most recent wetlands delineation there are currently 
only 2 acres of tidally influenced wetlands on the property.] 

Recognizing that mitigation ratios vary on a case-by-case basis and that 
precedent is important, further direction is given to the Commission in the 
Procedural Guidance Manual. The Guidance manual indicates the following 
with respect to mitigation ratios: 

" ... mitigation is defined as the ratio of values gained per 
unit area to values lost per unit area ... " · 

" ... the ratio calculation should be based on other factors 
(other than acres), e.g .. , appropriate functions and values, 
in addition to area ... " 

" ... Factoring in function and values is ... based on an 
ecological assessment." 

By the above analysis, however measured, the restoration program 
proposed with the Hellman Ranch project: (1) will not result in a net loss of 
wetlands but will in fact result in a significant net increase; and (2) falls 
securely within the range of ratios the Commission has previously approved . 
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Finally, the other significant attributes of this project must not be 
ignored and, in fact, they further the goals and policies of the Coastal Act. A 
number of the key benefits can be summarized as follows: 

• Immediate restoration of the degraded wetlands 
• Significant improvement in wetland qualities and values 
• Increase in public access to the property from 6% to 170/o 
• Provision of visitor-serving recreation in the coastal zone 
• Planning for endangered species to return to this area 
• Trails and wildlife viewing opportunities 
• Dedication of Gum Grove Nature Park to the Oty of Seal Beach 
• Permanent preservation of open space 
• Relocation of historic home to the site 
• Re-establishment of an important link in the Pacific Flyway 
• Low-density housing set back over 2,500 feet from resource areas 
• Environmentally sensitive golf course that will serve as a 

transitional habitat area, buffer the wetlands, serve as additional 
wildlife forage and resting areas and contribute to the Pacific Flyway 

While the above discussion regarding the legal framework, mitigation 
ratios, and overall project attributes help focus the picture on those key issues, 
we believe what the Commission was asking for at the April 7th meeting is a 
clear understanding of the legal basis for approval, and facts and findings in 
support of that approval. In support of these objectives, we have attached to 
this letter the following: 

Attachment A: Summary of Legal Framework for Approval. A 
summary of the methods by which the Commission can approve the 
project. 

Attachment B: Proposed Findings for Approval. Sets forth the legal 
findings for approval that are consistent with past Commission 
decisions and Coastal Act policy provisions. 

Attachment C: Matrix of Requestecl Changes to Special Conditions of 
Approval. Outlines in a matrix format the requested changes to the 
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Staff special conditions as proposed at the April meeting. The current 
Staff Report includes those special conditions. 

Attachment D: April 7, 1998 Public Hearing Transcript. Unedited 
comments by the Coastal Commission's Chief Legal Counsel outlining 
the methods in which this project can be approved. Also, unedited 
comments by each Commissioner. 

Attachment E: Biological Success of the Hellman Wetlands 
Restoration Program. Discussion by biological expert regarding the 
potential success of the project. 

Attachment F: Hydraulic and Hydrology Factors in Support of the 
Hellman Wetlands Restoration Program. Memorandum from Moffatt 
& Nichol Engineers regarding the potential success of the project based 
on important technical factors. 

Attachment G: Economic Feasibility of the Golf Course. Further 
expands on the discussion that a small golf course, as proposed by Staff, 
is economically infeasible. 

Attachment H: Issues Regarding Residential Development. Letter 
from John Laing Homes discussing the ''real world" safety and security 
concerns of trail as proposed by Staff, the proposed private streets and 
community and the timing of residential development related to 
wetlands restoration. 

Attachment 1: The Commission Can Legally Appf!lve the Hellman 
Project. Letter from the City of Seal Beach legal counsel confirming the 
Commission's legal basis for approval. 

We trust that this letter and the attached information will allow the 
Commission to conclude that this project furthers the goals and policies of 
the Coastal Act by providing the numerous benefits described herein.· 
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Chairman Areiu, this is an opportunity for your Coutal Commission 
to approve, within the parameters of the Coastal Act and previous 
Commission policy decisions, the most environmentally-sensitive plan ever 
developed for this property. Furthermore, recognizing that we submitted our 
application in November 1997, we respectfully ask you and your fellow 
Commissioners to support the City of Seal Beach, the community, and the 

· environment by approving our Coastal Development Permit and the 
Proposed Findings at the June lOth meeting. 

Sincerely, 

HELLMAN PROPERTIES, LLC 

Jerry Tone 

Attachments 

Copies: All Coastal Commission Members 
· Coutal Commission Staff 

City of Seal Beach City Council 
City of Seal Beach Pllnntng Commission 
State Senator Ross Johnson 
Supervisor Jim Silva 
Oem Shute, Esq. 
Dwight Worden, Esq. 
Susan H~ Esq. 
Steve Kaufman, Esq. 
Warren HeDman 
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AHachment A: Summary of Legal Framework for Approval 
A summary of the methods by which the Commission can 

approve the project. 
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1. Summary of Legal Framework for Approval 

A. Coastal Act Section 30233 (Al 7 

This project can be approved under 30233 (a) 7, "Restoration purposes" which 
is how the Coastal Commission staff supported the project at the previous 
meeting. Mr. Ralph Faust, the Commission's Chief Legal Counsel, is on 
record at the April 7 public meeting: 

n ••• that in ral life, and certainly in Fish & Game terms, this 
(Hellman Ranch] is 11 restoration project. This achieves 
restoration at the site, taken as a whole. And so if you look 
at it, and I think - Mr. Damm, for example - and I htme 
discussed this, when he looks at. it he thinks this is a good 
alternative. This is much better than what exits right now. 
It achieves goals that we want to achieve under the Coastal 
Act." 

A major goal of the project and of the resources agencies is a wetlands 
restoration program that achieves consolidation in the area nearest to the 
connection to the San Gabriel River, to maximize hydraulic efficiency. This 
involves bringing together three separate land ownerships (Hellman, State 
Lands Commission and Southern California Edison (SCE) all own property in 
the proposed restoration site). Upon approval of the project, we will 
purchase the 8 acre SCE property and lease the State Lands Commission 
property. The restoration project requires that in order for significant values 
to be achieved, consolidation of the wetlands must occur. As a result of a 
single contiguous wetlands environment, fill of the degraded and severely 
degraded wetlands that are left behind is allowed because the fill is for 
"restoration purposes," specifically to meet the goal of a consolidated 
ecosystem. 

B. Coastal Act Section 30233 Cal 3 

The project can also be approved under Section 30233 (a) 3. This is the section 
that provides for approval of a boating facility in a degraded wetland 
identified by the Department of Fish &t Game. If a boating facility is not 
feasible, the Commission may allow other uses in a degraded wetlands to 
achieve restoration, if those other uses are the least environmentally 
damaging alternative. With respect to the Hellman Ranch project: 

• The California Department of Fish &t Game has determined that a 
boating facility, is not feasible. This site is nearly a mile from the 
Pacific Ocean and is connected to the San Gabriel River by an off
site culvert. Because a boating facility is not feasible, Section 30233 
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allows the Commission to consider "other feasible ways to achieve 
restoration." 

Although the Coastal Act does not specify "other feasible ways" the Coastal 
Commission's Interpretive guidelines can be consulted. Another comment 
by· Chief Counsel Ralph Faust at the April 7 public hearing: 

uThose guidelines which are alluded to in the Commission 
Staff Report and probably in other materials you have 
received provide that if a boating facility is not feasible, 
another use can be approved it if is a less environmentally 
damaging alternative and if it is, among other things, a 
visitor serving commercial recreational use as is the case 
here. The guidelines found that in certain circumstances 
other uses, besides boating facilities, could be approved as if 
they were boating facilities and where restoration could be 

h • d II ac zeve ... 

The opponents argue that this is the same method of approval that was used 
at Bolsa Chica and it is illegal. Our response: Hellman Ranch and Bolsa Chica 
are two different properties and are clearly distinct from one another . 

First of all, the primary difference is that Bolsa Chica has over 200 acres of 
functioning wetlands and an inlet to the Pacific Ocean through Huntington 
Harbor. The Hellman Ranch site itself is only 183 acres and has 27 acres of 

. scattered, severely degraded wetlands, that have very little, if any function 
and no direct tidal inlet, except a 4-foot off-site drainage culvert connected to 
the San Gabriel Ricer, located off the property. 

Secondly, the trial court ruling Bolsa Chica is not the controlling law case on 
this issue. The Batiquitos case is the controlling precedent in which the Sierra 
Club contended that destructive dredging of the existing wetlands was illegal 
under Section 30233. The appellate court ruled apinst the Sierra Club. The 
attached findings prepared by our legal team states the following: 

• The Batiquitos opponents based their argument on a 
strict reading of Section 30233 and made much the same 
argument that Hellman Ranch Reserve Project 
opponents make, except that the Hellman opponents 
claim the loss of wetlands to fill for the golf course is not 
expressly allowed by Section 32033. The Court rejected 
the strict reading of Section 30233 put forth by the 
challengers in Batiquitos. · 

The court stated: 

-2· ,. 
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"The meaning of 11 statute may not be determined from IZ single 
word or sentence; the words must be construed in context, and 
provisions relating to the Sllme subject matter are to be 
hllrmonized to the extent possible. [citation] Literal construction 
should not pret:Nlil if it is contrary to the legislative intent 
apparent in the statute. The intent prevails over the letter, and 
the letter will, if possible, be so read as to conform to the spirit of 
the Act." 

Another major difference between Hellman and Bolsa Chica is that with 
Bolsa Chica, the Department of Fish & Game did not make a determination 
that a boatini fadlity was infeuible. In fact, clearly, a boatin& facility was 
feasible. as a marina was the centerpiece of an earlier plan that was approved 
by the Commission. In order for the Commission to consider "other feasible 
way to achieve restoration" under Section 30233, the CDFG must make a 
finding under Section 30411 that a boatini facility is not feasible. With the 
Hellman Ranch, that finding has been made. 

Finally, in approving the Bolsa Chica project, the Commission did not 
make a finding that residential uses (to fill wetlands) was the least 
environmental damaging alternative. In contrast to the fill and 
residences approved in Bolsa Chica, the Hellman environmentally 
sensitive golf course will buffer the wetlands from urban uses, will 
control drainage and runoff into the wetlands, will provide transition 
habitat, fresh water habitat and forage areas, will contribute to the 
pacific flyway as open space and as a resting grounds, will provide a 
public recreational facility furthering visitor serving recreational uses 
as mandated by the Coastal Act, will provide important open space and 
view shed amenities, and will otherwise benefit the wetlands and the 
local environment. And, the Hellman environmentally sensitive golf 
course is a significantly less damaging and more beneficial use for this 
area from a wetlands perspective than would be a boating facility or any 
of the other development options. 

c. Coastal Act Section 30QQZ.5 

The project can also be approved under this section of the Coastal Act per the 
discussion by the Chief Counsel at the previous meeting. Approval under 
this Section does not set a precedent, as Section 30007.5 has been used by the 
Commission on· several occasions. Clearly, the Commission has the 
discretion to use this provision when it chooses to and when it is appropriate, 
and not to use it when it is inappropriate. Mr. Faust again states at the April 
7 public hearing: 

"So to approve something under the balancing 
provisions, whllt you need to do is identify conflicts 
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between Chapter 3 policies and then find that, you're 
resolving those conflicts to approve the project in a 
manner which is on-balance most protective of significant 
coastal resources. 

Mr. Faust went on to say that there was nothing in the Coastal Act that would 
preclude the Commission from using balancing in this instance, if it chooses 
to. Our legal team agrees with Mr. Faust and writes in the attached findings: 

• The court [in the Batiquitos case] then utilized the rules of statutory 
construction and section 30007.5 to come to the conclusion that the 
Coastal Commission has the power in particular cases to permit 
significant short-term disruption for restoration purposes. 

As the court stated: 

"To the extent this policy [in support of restoration] conflicts with the 
restriction on dredging set forth in section 30233, subdivision (b), the 
plain meaning of section 30007.5 authorized the Commission to 
resolve the conflict in favor of long term protection of the lagoon ... 

• Likewise, in approving the Hellman project, the Commission finds 
that the Hellman Ranch Reserve Project furthers the policies of ft\e 
Coastal Act, including Section 30230, and the "restoration 
purposes" of Section 30233 of the Coastal Act and is consistent with 
Section 30007.5 by allowing restoration to go forward, including 
dredging and fill in wetlands, in order to restore a fully functional, 
consolidated wetland system. 

2. Wetlands Restoration Ratio 

Neither the Coastal Act, the Regulations, nor the Guidelines, impose any 
specific ratio, other than a requirement for "no net loss." Likewise, neither 
the Act, the Regulations, nor the Guidelines impose any minimum size 
criterion for a wetland restoration, acknowledging that each project must be 
judged on its own circumstances and merits. · 

Appropriate wetland replacement ratios may vary in a particular case 
depending on the acreage, functions, and values of the wetland lost to 
development and the type of mitigation proposed. 

For example, The Batiquitos restoration disturbed between 331-338 acres of 
valuable, functioning. wetlands ending up with about the same acreage of 
restored wetlands, approximately a 1:1 ratio of wetlands adversely impacted 
and wetlands restored, or as stated in the Batiquitos findings: '' ... under the 
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Coastal Act definition lof wetland] ... the total acreage of wetland within the 
study area limits will not be decreased." 

Mitigation ·ratios for the Hellman project can be me-.sured in a number of 
ways, the following three ways are most appropriate: 

1. A ratio of 2:1, based on the replacement of 18 acres of severely 
degraded and degraded existing wetlands with 28.7 acres of 
restored wetlands, 7.3 acres of freshwater marsh for a total of 36 
acres of restored wetlands. 

2. A ratio of 2:1, based on replacement of 18 acres of severely 
degraded and degraded existing wetlands with 28.7 acres of 
restored wetlands, plus a 28% credit for restoration of tidal action, 
for a 36 acre total credit for salt water habitat. -

3. A ratio of 3.6:1, utilizing the Habitat Evaluation Model to measure 
the wetland functions and values of the proposed 28.7 acres of 
coastal salt marsh. · 

The Commission's Procedural Guidance Manual indicates the following with 
respe~ to mitigation ratios: 

" ... mitigation is defined as the ratio of values gained per 
unit area to values lost per unit area ... " 

~· ... the ratio calculation should be based on other factors 
(other than acres), e.g .. , appropriate functions and values, in 
addition to area. . .'' 

1
' ••• Factoring in function and values is... based on an 
ecological assessment." 

However measured, the Hellman restoration program will not result in a net 
loss of wetlands but will in fact result in a significant net increase. The 
Hellman wetland restoration, however measured, falls within the range of 
accepted ratios that the Commission has approved in other projects. 

•• 

• 
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AHachment B: Proposed Findings for Approval 
Sets forth the legal findings for approval that are consistent 

with past Commission decisions and Coastal Act policy. 
provisions. 
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4PPUCADON f:I7-Jl7 . 

L INillODUCI'IQN . 

An identified by issue reprdiaa the Hellman ltaAcb project b wbetber or 110t the project 
complies paerally with tbe pro'YilioDs. of the CoutaJ · Act. JOVemiaa wcrtlancla ad wet1""Ch 
restoratioa. aDd ill partiallar, whether the project compJiel with SectioD 30233 ottbe Act. '11le 
OnmiMio.a, its~ the applicaat. aad the public lpeat CODSidetable time di.tcualiDS 1114 aaatpDa 
this isme beflm tbil ftndina 'by the Commiuion that approval of a CODCUt.loDed HeJimaD llaDdl 
1lelerve Project is c:oDJiltaat with- Coutl1 Ad iD &ODCil'llanc:l with Seetioa 30233 in panicullr. 

1be CommissioD'I deta:aiDidon of consist~ tabs iato ICCICUDt (1) the lite lpecific IIJMdl 
m:l CODitraints otthe Hellmm poperty IDd its propoud wetJaads restoratioD, (2) the CommialoD•a 
determi.oation that, as approved. the project is the Jt.Ut eGYiroDrDentiDy damaaiDJ feasible a1tenall:iw 
within the meimDJ of the Coastal Act, (3) the reported Court pnK*SCDts Oil wedaDd restoraticm 
projecU, (4) the Commission's adopted IDterpfetive GuideliDea for reviewing wedaad project~ t ad 
(S) the Commission's O'WI1 prior adminittrative precodllltl. The Commigion is alJo IWII'e of 

•• 

. Go:vet.aor wnJOD'I Executive Order W-59-93 dw cJeclired that aD aaeacia of the State 111t to . • 
coaduct their activities in accordaace witJl three oompnbeDaivt ob;iectivll: 

(1) to easure·ao 0\WIU aet lou ad a Joca-team Bet pin in the quaadty, quality. IDd 
permaDeDCe ofwetlaDd ac:reage and VllDes iD Cdfomia iDa JIIIIDDer that fosters creldvky, 
ltewlrdsbip, • rlll*t for private property; . · 

(2) to· reduce proceclurl1 comp1edty iD the edminiltrltioa or State ad Federal wedaact 
CODSei'Yitioa proaraml; ad . 

(3) to acouraae par1DerSbipt to .a restomioa. 1IDdowaer iDceDtive proat'IIDI. ad 
cooperative pJannins efforta1be priJally focus of'wedaftdl ~ 

The Qvnmigjon's uJti"''te determiDadon 'is tblt the project .SappltMICl. aadiU'bject to tbe 
tpeeiaJ CODditioDs. is coasisteht with tbe Cout:l1 Act. tbe CaJifomia Wetlands Ccmsenllioa Paliay •. 
il tt. eqyironmentaUy Jeut duoaaiqr.uihk lltemative,- will rod ia by .. tbe-...... 
wetJaad ADd ov..u project fbrtbe .. 
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FACM 1 WORDEN WtU..lR1S lltiO+IOND &19 'i'S& &1W 

CBAPDR. 3 COMTA~ ACT EQLICX ANALYSII 

Section 30233 of the Couta1 Act reaclt, in part. u foDOM: 

§10231. 

(4} 1he dlldng. filling. or dredging of Dpen C«lSSa1 water3, wetbltb, estflariu, and 
lalu shall be penni~d In tlCCOI'dance 'With other applicable provlsiOIU of thJs 
division. whm there Is no ftttsibk Ius environmentally damaging altemativl, and 
where Jeasfble mitigation ~· ht.Ne ken provided to minimize odvtlra 
envlrt>nmenlll1 eJ!ects. and shall be limill!d 1D the Jollowlng: 

(1) New or expanded port. Bllll'D· and t:ODSta/-dependent tndMstried f«::lltlu. 
tncluding commercial fishing foci/Ilia. 

(2) Maintaining existing. or restoring pmtiou.sly ~ dqths in eristing 
navigational chartnd3, 'lllnlingbasins. wssel be111ting and mOOI'Jng areas, and boGi 
launching 7a111p.1. 

(!)In wetland l11'tJII$ only, mlrtliiCC channiels for new or expanded lxxzttngjocilJtia; 
tll1d In a degradedwetlond. identJjied by the /JqJarlment of Fish and Game purJWtnt 
to subdivision (b) of Section JfUJJ,fot' 1xxllingfaci1Jtialf. in CCif(junction with.u:h 
boDting focilitJu. a 111bstant1al portion of the degradsd wetland ts 'I'Utcnd and 
mtlillkdned as a biologically productive wetland 1'he size of the wetkznd D1Wl ...tJ 
for bcatfngfacilities, Including berthing lf"'C'· lllming basins, nece8$Q'f')I'IKIVigtdion 
channe1.s. and~ necessa1)' 111pp011 StiiVIce facilities shall not exceed 2S percent of 
the degraded wet/awl. 

(4) In open CCIQSIII/ WGten, odtu tlton wtlands, including stTfl.aiiiS, utut:~~Ws, tllld 
laies. new 01' expand84 boatlngfacllltJu and 1M placement of 6tniCtllrill pllmfpfor 
publk 1'eCI'ei:IIJtJn pim that pruvide p11blic ac:cu.s and reCI'eational ~tics. 

(.S) Inci4enta1 public 6UVIce PJI1'POIU, tncluding. 1nlt notliwdted to, bwying CQ)Ies 
and pipes or. tnsp«::ion cfpien and~ of aiRing tntDis tll1d Olltjalllbtu. 

(I) M'inml1 ~ tncbdng sand for rut«tng fHiac1w.r. capt m 
~~ ..... 
('!) R8Storatl0111 J1'llf'IJ06I6. 
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(c) In addition to tbe other JI"Ollisit»r.J qfthis .ction, dildng.Jilling. or dl'edging In e:dsting 
estuaries and wetlands shall maintain or mhance the fimctional capacity of the wetland Of' 

(a) Existin8 Habitat Yaluot 

A fimdarrwmta1 Coastal Act considention reganfiDg the Hellman 'Rand1 project is the c:um:a:t 
degraded and severely desracfed CODdition ofthe wetlaDds on the HeDman Ranch property. As aet 
forth above,. the Coastal Act contains special provisioas that eDCOura,ge the restoration of deJraded 
IDd severely degraded wetJaoda. 

The 1997 updated wetlaads delineation completed by Coutallteaources Mauagemeat IDd 
the Chambers Group confirmed the 198.2 CDFG Study and fbuDd OD1y 2 aa-es of the curreat total of 
27 acres are subject to tidal mtluenoe at this time at HeDman Rancb. The CDFG. the CaliforDia 
Coastal COilSei'YBIWf, the US Fllh and WilcDlfe Se.rvioe \USFW"), the applicant's experts. tbc 
Commission~ aDd the project's cerDfied EIR, an concur tbat tbe existiq. scattered, degraded and 
severely degt'8ded wetlands on site need to be consolidated aDd relocated into one restoration project,. 
md have 6mited c:urreot vi1ue BDd no prospect of mcuingfbllong-term value absent restoratiOD. Ill 
the~ opinion of these wildlif'c professionals. an environmentally superior altemativc would 
temper avoidance with consolidation. Consistent with the potir;;y encompassed in Section 30411 to 
identifY an feasible means ofacbieving wetlands restoration, the tradeofF ofmalcjna developmeat area 
availaPJc for restoration in retum for allowin& development oo small isolated wetlands with minimal 
value ancl restoration potential led to tbo development of the CWTent: project. 

Historieally, the Hcllmul wetlands wore pan of the Alamitos Bay wetlands l)'ltem It tbe 
mouth of the San Gabriel :kiver. Over the last 100 years these origi.oal wetl&Dds have been Dlllrly 

• totally lost such that an that remains today oo the Hetlmau Ranch J.eserve are 2S acres of seven:1y 
degraded wetlands (alkali flats) IDd 2 aaes of degraded wetlands. an scattered throupout the 
property, of which 18 acres are. impacted by fill for the golf course. Degraded wetlands scattered 
ecross the lowland portion ofthe HeUman property exhibit bioloJic productivity typicaDy only after 
wiater raiDt cnate"ponded water and saturate the saJiDe IOils. 

The historic wetlancb on the HeUman property were lost to fill ror oil procluctioa IDd other 
ldivitics datiDa iom tbc 1920'L The San Gabriel River wu re-routed IDd dunme1ized ia 1930..34, 
IDd cauals BDd lewes were f.'lO'DJtJ'lJde on lite to c:ontrol water. Ia 1961-63 the c:oDitniCiioD ortbe 
adjacent LADWP Ha.yDes Power Plant coolina charmel east of the San GabriellUver flood CODtro1 
cbannel resulted in the dejx>si.tion ofJarse quantitiet of fiJI on the subject property clestroy.iq IIIIlCh 
of' the remaining wetlaDds on lite. Further depdadon resulted &om the depositioD olhyclnutie 
clredse spoU on site. &om ehaane1 maintM•!Wl, IDCl &om City of Seal Beacb parmittecllll on the 
property from 1960-75, u well as &om Commission approved fill iD 1972-75. Off'raad ¥ehide 
ICtiYity bas occ:UJ:red OD site over 1beyears.IDd the ODiy 1idal CODDed:ion it fhroush 111d-site culvert 
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to t1ae San Gtbrie1 River, with • flap pte that is aearty iDopenb1e. The ead reauJt has beeD the _. 
total lou ortbe·Hellmlll wet1aDdl 

(b) Prior toutaJ Commission Actjons re: Holtman""'* 

.In 1982. Ponderoa Homes proposed deve1op.meat of'tbe HeJiman property with 1,000 boa. 
IDd parks entirety witbi.a. the exi1JiDa on--site wot1ands. (CDP 5-12-221) In ooqju.ucdoD with tJil 
project_ CDFG prepared b 1982. WcdaDdl DeterminadoD.IDd p.ropoMd rettorati011 otthe wedads 
OD site by comoUdation of2S acres ofwetJIDds Into a more eompact ...... CDFG ~etelmiaed t11at 
the best way to restore the deJraded ad MVOrc:ly d.epaded BeDmaa Wetlands wu throuP 
coasolidatioa, reloea1ion and restoratioD. Tbe CDPG p.ropoMd coasolidatecl restoration area af'2S 
acres is iDusttated iD the Commilliou 191% Staiflleport u '&Nbit 4. 

•• 

1be Coastal CaaserviDcy l1ao evaluated IMMil'll wetland restoration lltemadves that would · 
.now the Ponderosa project to be cleveloped. Ultimately, the Co.aserv~DCJ condudod that ofF--lite 
restoration would provide the bat chance for creatioa or a lema term ad regio.ady lipilclat 
wetlancl ill the area, ad proposed three cliffcrcnt omite alterllatives to the Coastal Commiuion u 
Coastal CooservaDcy Project tl-12. Tbe Commission approved the CoDscrvancy project ill cooeept. 
but CODditiOned 1he Coasetvaney to explore on-site restoration ftutber. At the time iD approYiDa the 
·project tbe Commiuion founc:l 1hll the CDPG•• AJ1ema.tive "appears to be the optimum 
rcstoratioD!enbancemeDt altemative~. but allowed the Coastal ColaserYaDey to proceecl forward with 
pJamiDg scwerat altematiYei that wen "approximately eq\liva1eDt to the altemative .Ugested by tbe 
Fish 4 Game... Coutal CoiDD'Iission Stair'Report tor Coutll CoDscrvancy Project tl-12. Tile • 
Ponderosa Project wu never undertaken and neither wu the Conservucy Project. aow.ver. the 
scieDtific 11Udy ancJ effort invested by the CoftiO.rYIIJCY to complete its ~ hu establis1aecl a 
'bueliDe of'iaformation that J'!!IDIIiu valicl toclay. 

MOLA Developmeat later IOCUted 111 optioa for the HeJiman Property IDcl 011 JIIIIIIY 12. 
1990. the Commission approved a modified MOLA. project (CDP 5-89-1017). which iaclucled 329 
mkteatial UDits, 22 DOD-reaictentiat Iota, COD.ItrUCtioa or 111111erial highway tbroup the ...,.., ... , 
adjacent residendal aDd hotel liMI that woufd drain clirecdy iDto the wetlads, aad a 41.4 1ae 
dediccioD area wtadl inc:luctecl 'MitlaDctl II'IDOI'eCl ia put by rip np COUIUcl u part of the restonltioiL 
The MOLA project did aot receive Ill of ita approva1a &om she City of Seal Belch and wu aever 
baDl . . 

(c) ncu+le•••errnr:Pml• 
ne HeUman 1taDcb lleterve Project u CODditioaecla approved • M.lbltaDdiDy limillrto . 

the 198% Fllh .t Game Altemative u ptOpOied by the Coutat ~ lllclappmyecl by tile 
Commission ill CODCept. but proWica ..... wedUicl mtorl1ioD tbllll1be 25 .ere ntiCX'Itiall 
piOpOIOCl 'by CDPG. RltOnl'lidlllnfb:nce 10 1be wetlanctl,. elimiDates the 14ac:eat arterial Jliabwar. 
IDcl e'fimiutt~dlo SCE poww&ac euemeat tbouP thewwdadl. . 
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The Hellman Ranch lleiCIVC Project proposes to a-eate a fbnctioDins wetland system by 
consolidatins the wetlands on site aad creatina a 28.7 aae saltwater marsh habitat area. A:a 
additional 6.8 acres offi'eshwater marsh wiD be provided iD conjunction with the solfeoune, and 
a fUture potential for 16.2 ~·of additional wetland restoration. ad/or open space Js assured u lit 
out in the dedication. for a total immediate restoration of:JS.S acres md a dedication area·of$1.7 
ICI'el. Jfa 28% credit is given for tidal eahancemeDt. as. was fP\ten in this Commi&Jion•s approval of 
the san Dicguito wetlands project [a lob.. tbotnoto 101 the total current restoraticm •~ 
appro:omtety 42 acres and the total ultimate HellmaD dedication is approximately S8 acres. Thus, 
by providing a higbee quality habitat ovt~ a larger acnage, this project solves the technical difticultia 
outstanding from the previously approved Dept. of FISh a Game alternatives. did DOt iDclude 
purdWie 8Dd removal oftbe SC£ 1nmlll'litsioo Jines. did not iDWdc nmoval of~ adjacent Jdshway, 
aud was only for 2S ecres. 

-. 
lD the severely degraded and de(p'aded areas that are left after consolidation of the wetJads. 

the HeDman Ranch Reserve Project proposes to build an tmvironmeataUy sensitive golf course, with 
state of the art managemem practices to control pesticides, fertilizers, drainage and nmoff; ball 
~ human adivities, and aU other aspects of course operation to eomre compatibility with the 
ad'JOinins ~s. 1lecogoiziDg that same use or the degraded and severely desraded wetlands left 
behind is necessary, the Commission finds~ this careNJiy desiped and strictly controlled golf 
course, as specially CODditio~ wiD be less intrusive than residential, commerdat, or other types of 
potential uses iavoMng typical urbail development and is Jess intrusive than a boating facllity within 
the meaning of sections 30233 and 30411 of the Act. Likewise, the project u approved is less 
iotrusive aDd more bene6cia1 to wetlands than was the MOLA. residential project previoualy approved 
by the Commisaion for this site (S-89-1087). aDd the course iuelfwiD provide habitat aDd forap 
~~ra~ comp1imeDtaly to the restored wetlaDds 'While providing ali importaDt aec:cmdary buffer o£2500 
feet between the restored wetlands aacl proposed resideDtial developmcat 

3. BESIQM'DON OF DJGRADEP AN)) SEVERELY DEGMJliP WE11..ANJ)S IS 
A COASTAL ACT GOAL 

Section 302l3(a)(3) letS fOrth a pn)cea Ui the case of cJtaradecl 'Wt!tlaDda ideDtitied by CDFG 
that permits CDFG to study degraded MtJands IIDCf identitY those which C111 moat &:a.sibly be restored 
in conjunction with the developmeat of a boatiDa ficility, or whether there are other feuOie waya 
to achieve the teStoratioD of the wetlancl's utural values. By iDdudina Section 30411 ill the Coastal 
Act. the Legislature provided the Commission with the mtal to eacouraae 1andowDcn aad public 
apaciea to develop restoratioD projects in severely depaded weti•Ddl. The Commission hu allo 
fbu:nd that projects other tban Miring &cilitiea can be coDiidered UDder Sectiol130411 in IOYel'lly 
d..,ed wetiiDck in need of major restoration if' they are less damagiDJ than boatirJ& facilitiett 



~~--~~~--~~~~~~~~--

t 

'· 
.... 

I .. 

.. 11!1 ~ Jt~ I H~llUL !llUr.L llUU~~!~- __ I 
fl r I I·.. B 55: e t6 ~ 1:' B n ;t t ~ !i·J• fj f I 8.1. t I a~ J· ~if~ ~ · n !Jl :;r!~~~!·l fH ~~~~~ t·ulirh i ~ · ! 
lt .w rl " r rt . Is t 2 ·~ l -f. 

• - 8· ~ •. if" l l 
llrl= I. t . (t . . '1 0 I . "'111 p· !1 • · i · · 1 rl l·i~ef !: t.. ;t'"l-
·~- .. rl · ~~;;; : r 1·[ 1h!t:~~ 11 'r ,Jili 

S,:--J I ~=J I etlfl 
<oq .. •• !~"1. . . tl:l;· • ·-r . [a i !\ ~~ ~ fl J a. • If l• I : r '!I r~r e ' .• 1-~ 

:.g·v-~o·~ ~. ri'J.[tttf ra.lf reu 
rll II- II 1 ... f if a 'f i f. r [ _.. ft. f 8 , (• f i i' f 8.11 l 

• 

! • 

-II i 

i 
I 
i 
... .. .. 
~ 

i ~ ., •. ~' 



•• 

• 

• 

FROM 1 WORDEN WIU..lRMS Rl O+OND 

which ronowed the guid~ m a approviDg a wetlands restora1i04 ~ iDcludecl a housina 
compooeDt, rather than a boatina fadJity. u the vehicle for fimdina the restoratioa. 

Of particular relevance. with respect to •degrader and "'severely degraded" wetlands 
designated by CDPG. such u the JWirnan Wetlands.. the Guidelines state: . 

·~ tnc1uding Section MUll in 1M COIJSfDI.A.ct. the Legislature pl'OVIded the CommissiDII 
and the Depattnwrnl {ofFish and Game] wit'h a mums to enclJUTage fandQwnen and priblic 
agmcJu to det!elop nstorat~on pt'Djects which con h Implemented with public t(ll" priw:tte 
funds. ~on proj«:tt fl1lder this approach maJ1 Include vses that llf'e not pumttted in 
Section 30233 tf the project meets all of the other rerpliremmts of Section 30233 tllfll 

. 30411 ... 

'7he. Commission has closelJ examined the relationship of the two altemaJJw approacha 
to restoration. The Coasttil Act upressly disttngvtshes degrtlded from ~gmdMI 
-wtk.mds. The hn~ of the distinction is related 10 the jle:dbility In considuaJion of 

• pennitttid'1131U. Thus. Section302JJ tziJows the Commtss1011 to consider sewn emunertlttld 
permitted uses in all wetlands 'Without the mandatory involvement of the lJepartment of Fish 
tmd Gtlme. Section 30233 ap-ar.{y allows onfy one odditi011t1l .... a lxxztingfacillty. in 
w1tlands which the Departmml has determined are degi'Qded and tn nud of mqjor 
restoration. In making this determination. the ~tmmt ~st consider all 'leasJbk ways" 
other thali a 1Jot:mn1 .fac:ility ID accompllih restoration of «vaded wetlands. 1k 
O?mmissign intl!r.pr!tv the 'hooti718.fodlitlg refererg in SWIM J0231(aJ(l) to include the 
"other feasible l!IQ)IS" qf rutprqtion which the Department must COJtSider in Slctj9t1 

3041 J@U3J. "' Guideliues at page 53 (Emph•sisldded). 

Having identified expu.uled permitted uses and Q:pandccJ tJexibDity wheo. fAced with 
restoration of CDFG designated degraded wetlmds, die Guidelines thea. ao Oil to ~tate: 

•section 304/ J does rrot aplicitly identify the other ~ qf restorad011 projects. 
H(IWner, such projects tw l1fCOII1tlll'll tf t1w)' prDI'IIDte the 1'tlStol'aJiotJ 11/ degraded 
wetlands and 1/botltfnlfaci/ities we 'fllllftar/b/4.• (JuideJinee It 53. 

*Projects pel'lllltted,., &ct1011 3fUll otiM7 titan boating facilities ihtJfdd raw1t Ill 110 

net loss of 1M actW~~ge of w•tland habtlat 1ocatMJ on the .Jit. as 11 •lnlnnm&. Hawwr, 
proJects which I'Uillt in 11 1111t increase bt wtttltmd habitat areas f.1I'B IJfWIIly pnfD'NIIl. •• ., 
lci..Ptp55. 

• ·-* COIIIIIIissiOI'I will con.sidtl1' wt1llnd 'I'UtoraiJOI'I p1tJns which t:t:11l.fOIJdr. fiMI vp'/l:lnt:l 
111111 wetland portions 01111 sJU Ill tll'dlr ID reslcn II wt/lmd art111 the 4llliM s/8 or 1t:Jipr 
a.s the tokl1 1111111iB qf I1!CI'U 11/ dlgradedwtltmd oniM sit~.. '14. at 56 (Emphasis added). 
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(b) The PrOJZQIId lost9"":km of the Bc;Jimep WctJgdt II Cootisteot with tM 
Commillkm'• G!i"+-

The Commission tbrouab Its laterpretive Guidtliael hu thus iDterpreted the ref'ereDCII to 
l1t«natiws ill SecdoD 30411 to dow CODIIiderldoD afUiel otbar dum boatiD& facilitjea, but lilY IUCh 
poject JDDSt first meet two te1t1. Plrlt. the project must be proposed for a wetland that is severely 
degraded 1114 ill IIOCid ot Dlljor restoradoD.. SecoDd, the project ptoposed must be the JeUt 
eavironmentally damaaina feuib1e l1tcraatiYe. u RqUirod by Soctkm 30233(a). 

With respect to die first teat that the wetlaDds II'IJOircrely de,raded. the Commiuioa WI 
that the He11me wet1aDdJ .-e •cJearaded'" u to 2 aaea and •MYII'ety dearadecf" u to 23 ICI'eiU 
detetmi!lecl by CDFG, DOW 25 l£nl of severely depded wetlandt u let forth iD the updated 
wetlu:uls delmea,don prepared ia 1997 by the Coastal B.esource Group' and the Cbamben Group. 
wit1in the meallin& ofaabsoction 302331Dd 3041 t. [I& Detetmmation, etc. JLUal. The Wed .. 
are also ia Deed of major l'lltOtatioD, u fouDd by the Commission wheD it approwd the Coutll 
Co.asmvancy project fi-G. 

Wltb respect to wbedMr re.tondon of the aeverely depded wedaDda It the Helfman ltDch 
CID be most feasibly achievc4 tbrou&h construdion of a boatin& &cmt.y, the Commission fiJKtl that 
although a boating faciJity it ll.1tbori2:8d m tbeso depded and lfMI'e1y deJraded wetlancJs by IICtiODI 
30233 ad 30411. the evideoce il uacoatroverted that a boating fadlity is Ddther feasible • 
detirabie at this lite for, .ia: lb. aU of the foD.owina .....,.: 

(1) CDPG bu detamined a boatifta &dlity is neither deaira'b1e DOr fttla"ble (a 
DetemdD&tion ofthe Sta1ut ofWetlanda withiD the C'rty of Seal Beacb,. etc.linuary 13, 1912]: 

(2) Tbe project site iJ OM mile 1om the ocell1 and iJ DOt aCcesll"ble to bola; 

(3) CcmstructioD ora 'bottina fidlily Oil lire 'WOUld require musive s;radiDa ud dnldJiaa that 
would have far wone impact~ to wetlaDcts and eavironmeatal 'VIIuea than the proposed project and 
would DOt reeu1t in the lout~ damasina wtdanda pm.Ject'; . 

(4) There ia DO pJaD. DOl ia there • iderdied neecS. fbr a hoatjnl fld&ty in this Jor:ati:m; 

(5) 1bere is ao idendW -*'· pu'b1ic or priwtc, wDUaa to owaloperate • OD-Jite boelina 
6dlit), 

4 ..-........., au6t..,.IOpwMoullaaiape.t .... •bodltaficililJ'requinlmuch~~~:n ..-..sa 
1bMI eolf« ..,.,_, Need toW wopr.~M~.-, 

I'IOI'Q8I)WFMWJI.INEIIB. ...... -
~·~~ 
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(7) The cost of co.astnJctiDa soda a facility would be prohibitive; 

(8) The local, state and federal aaendes with jurisdiction over such projects are unlikely to 
permit such a &cility at tbia lite; ad 

(9) A 'boating &dlity is not consistent with the local Seal Beach Geoeral PlaD or zoaiDs. 

The Commission finds that the HellmaD ::Ranch lt.eserve Project, u CODditionaUy approwcl, 
is CODSisteut with the Interpretive Guidelines in tbat the CDFG has designated the HetlmaD wetlaads 
as "degraded" aDd "severely degraded.,. a boatiDs ftcility is DOt feasible, IDd tbe approved project 
will. through CODSOlidation of wetlaDcls. result ia. a Del iDcreue of wetland acnap on site IDcl a 
substaotiaJ. inaeasc in wetland quality, flmction, and value. Moreover. in addition to its restorati011 
component. tbe project will also provide new visitor serYing commercial recreational facilities -
designed to increase public: rccreationa1 opportunities. Tbe Commission finds that the Hellman 1tancb. 
hserve Project is one of the rare projects that faUs within the narrow confines of these prcMsioas 
of' the Act and Guidelines and satisfies the firat prons of the two-step test mentioned above. 

4. CONSmERA110N OF THE LEAST ENVIRONMENTALLY DAMAGING 
FEASIBLE ALTERNAIIVE. 

The secoDd test tbat a proposed project must satisfy in order to come within the aUoWible 
aJtematives that .could be COI'llidered UDdel' Section 30411 is that it must be the least ea.vironmeatally 
damaging. feasible altemative. Subsection 30233(a) calls for the Commission to aUow fDlins. ad 
dredgiDg of wetlands " in accordanee with other applicable provisi0111 of this Division where t,_., 
is 110 fea.st1le less~ t.l:rmaplg altemative ...... and Subsection 30411(b)(3} caDs on tbe 
CommiuiOD to coDiider " .. :whethu t1tue are other fe~Mibk ways to achiev~ IIICh (wetlands] 
dla..." 'WiulD de'Aiting with CDFG desipated "degrad.ed"' IJid "severely degraded" wetlands whee 
a boatiaa facility is not feua'ble. 

Feasibility, tbercfbre, i1 an important consideration uac:ler Section 30411. Although Couta1 
&:t policy would direct that wetlands be protected, reprdlc:ss of the feasibility of'protectioD. or ita 
effect on perceived property values. In dMHng with restoratioa. there are a IDIIDber of difFereat 

h•"huty am ttiat IIWit be applied to assess whether an alternative is feasible. Fll'lt, restondian in 
aeneraJ is enCXJUfll8eCI by Section 30231, but subjoc:t to a &aaibility teat. SecODd, aay modific:ation 
to a \WtJmd am~ UDder Sectioa 30233 be the least eaviromneataDy damaging f'ea!llple ahemative. 
'!'bird, where a aeverely c:Jearaded wet1aDd has bem determined to be ia. Deed of~Do!P' ~·the 
selec:tioD of alternatives under Sec:6m 3041l(b)(3) i1lw1ves questiou off'east,Dity. These testa 111111t 
be applied to the proposal for tbe Hellman 1t.anch l.leserve. 
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connection can pass ori1y a limited amount of~. nus tidal connection ia not on the applicaaf1 
property nor is it subject to the control of'1he applicant. Tberef'ore. any rebuilding of this coJmeCticm. 
is beyond the control oftbe applicam aDd is DOt "feast"ble" u part of the current project. 

· & a result. the largest 'Yiablo wetlands pojoct that can "feasibly" be achieved is limited to that 
size which am be supported by this tidal connectioo, aod the Commission finds that at 28.7aa'OS of 
proposed restored salt marsh 'habitat. this maximum \liable size criterion is achieved. Evea if 
otherwise feasible. which does not appear to be the case. fUrther expansion of the size of the salt 
water wetlands by the current appBcants would only result in diminished wetlands fimcd.OIJia&. 
dinUJdshed bio-divcnity. and diminisbod values (Sa Moffitt and NIChol Letter auached to 
app&aat'a submittal dated April2. 1998). The Owmission finds tbat replaciog and ealargiDa the box 
cuJvert is neither 111 appropriate burdeD OD. nor within the control o( the current applicaDts. 

. . 
I..ikewise, the Commissioo finds that it Is not feasible for these applicants to be burdened with 

a condition requiriDa pursuit of a new, second tidal accesa. Such a second access would require tbe 
permission ofadjaceot hmdowDen md wouJd require a lengthy Jtudy, desip, environmental review, 
and permitting process. Even if' permission BUd permits f:OUJd be obtained. which il at .belt • 
apeculative proposition. it appean that liability risb would be imposed on these appBeanta with 
respect to potential impacts a second tidal aecess could have on the adjac:cot SCE Ha,nes &dlity. 
The risks, delays, and UI1Cel'taintainites of such a project make it in appropriate and iDfeuible u a 
requirement oftbe c:urreat project llld permit. 

Reconstructioa of tho tidal COIInedion. if' there is to be tbrtber aa1t water wetlands ~ 
will be an issue to be addressed incident to implementation of a project oa the 16.2 acres reserved 
hbure restoration. The current applic.aots will have accomplished the maximum feasible Qll'l'eDt 

re:stcntion by ratorina28. 7 acra of saJt marsh. 6.8 acres ofueshwater marsh and by rescrviDa the 
additioDaJ 16.2 acres for a potential ibture lilt or freshwater marsh wetlands p.rvject. 

llestorina a fimctional1y producdve IDd self sustaining wetland is the goal of an nstol'ltioD 
prqiects. Tbe Commission finds, CODSisteDt with the Procedunl Guida.Dce for Wed&Dd MitiptioD 
Prqieets. that the "quality" of the wetlands • weD u their size in acrcap is importaat. and concludes 
that the project u conditionally approved meeta the Coastal Ad. AdditionaDy, the pr11111t 
dedicatioa or 111 additioaal 16.2 acres for wet1aod or opec space purposes protecu the cumat 
niiiiDnlfioa ftom the threat ofld".)IICeDt. iDcompadble urban developmeat. with its attendant nmoff IDd 
otlaer adverse impacts. by ODJUriDa that theae kinds of uses are DOt allowed oa the propeny. 

(2) 1Jmjte4 Aullor Rrtnr!tign. The Hellmm property illimitecl ill CMnlllize 
with only 21 aCre& of severely desraded·IDd depded wetluxJs in scattered Jocaticms oa lite. or 
which ODly about 2 acres are tidally iD.tlueaced. With the proposed immediate restoratioa of21. 7 
atas of salt marsh. crea.tiDB 6.8 1a111t ofWJW hh Water manb. IDCll6.2 acres reserved for fh1ure 
wedaDds creatioa. tbe project u conditiooad pnwidcs the best owraD 101ution makins lllQbnrua me 
or available acrap. · 

12 
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t 

operated by a responsible operator, ad wiD DOt be Wble ill the.market in which it must compete. 
Sa Letter fiom American Golf 4atecf May 22. 1998. 

Economic feasibility is.llways diflicult fbr the Commiui011 to measure. u the specifics of the 
f!CODOmica of a project are uaiquely within the knowtectae of' the ·applicant and property owner aDd 
aot the Commission, and tor understandable reasons or privacy the detaiJs or the ecoaomicl of 
proposCd cleveiopmcnts are rarely placed ill the public ncord. In this case. however. the appJiclat 
bu made a compeDiDs ahowiDs that, ovcraD, 1he project u proposed will provide the maxinum 
wedands and public~ that are ecoa.omicaDy feasible; 8Dd that demands tor fbrther wet1aDds or 
ocher pubBc beDefits will cause the project to be abandoned as Weasible~ the uplaDds to be developed, 
aod the wedandllefl "ullto1.lcher to cantinue to desrade. As DOted, sudl a result is acbowledged 
to be undesirable as this ia 'DOt the least environmentaDy damaging a1temative because a wetJanda 

restoration is needed and encourqed under the Alst. 

The 8\oideoce shows that the Hellman family has owned the subject property siDce 1111. The 
applicants have documented that they are iD the unique position of having DOmiDa1 or very low lad 
costs, and have made a compelling cue to the CommissiOD that it is only these low lud coata tbat 
allow the currem prqec:t to acbieYe economic f'eam"bitity. If the property were sold at itt current. •u 
is" &if market value,. a DeW owner would DOt be able to ecoaomically and f.easibly impJcmeot the 
current project and at the same time cover Its land purcbuc ciosta.1 

Acoordingly* the Commission fiDcb that demand for further wetlaDda enh&Dcements or other 
plblie be.nefits will reader this project economica!ly illfeua,le. and that il is in the public interest to 
JeCUre tbe wetlands restoration and other public benefits proposed by the current owncn, u a Ale 
of' the property f'or development purposes would iavariable lead to a lea beneficial project &om the 
lWidaads aad pJblic iDterest perspeceivc. AdditioDally. sale of the property by tbe HeUmau may lead 
to &agmeotation of ownenhip, by aeparatiua the Be1JmaD. SCB. City. and state Lands parce~a· wbich 
Jave been joined together in the project as approved, jeopardizina the likelihoocl of a loa& tom1 
ratoranon. public access. open spac;c, perk dedicatioD, and comprehensive plannina for tbe entire 
pmpeny. 

• l'llt.ct. iD 19861bc IWJm•• Ofdcoc41bc lllbjoct~ 10 MOLA. &Mfopme:DL Ma.A obtaiDed IJIIliO"'11 
ha1bc CilyofSnJ Bach ad hiD flU C........;.ionh allllllll:h 1-.r~ 329 llidta'W':nlle daecurreat~• 70 
lll!ill. 1be NOLA project wu abedone4 u a telllk of a ~ rcleraldum 8Dd litipticlll n:llbd to CifJ IIJIPI""'l&. 
'J'IIc 1C0Ji1C1 Gflbe WOLA. projed. 'llr:IMwlr. il nGec:tiYe Clfwhlt ooaJd 'be CJqlOCied iflbe HdJment aama waald CCialidlr 
diD& tLe poperr, . .ADd abe......,...,.,. .... Gfti:ICha Jaqcrprojec:t ooaJ4 'be CICJ)Ccted to zesadilce m...IGttbellraal 
~llrt.e pnilc::t • wO'IIId. 
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Act. the :Re&urmons. :Dorthe Guidelines impose my minimum size criterion lor a wetland restoratioD. 
acknowJed,gios that each project must be jud&ed 011 its own ~stances and merits 

. Appropriate wet1an4 repJacement raiios may VII'Y m a particular case depe:a.diaa on the 
acreage. fbllctions. aad valuca of the wctlaml Jost to development and the t)pe of mitigation 
proposed. lD ordei- to maintain tbnctionat capacl11 and wetland acreage, a mitigation plan lbou1d 
iDdude a wetland mitigation ratio in excess of one to O'IJif}'. ID detenniaing iffimctiODal capacity is 
maintained, both the adverse impacts and the proposed mitiaation 1DlJ.It be evaluated. The by 
variables are the acrease and fimcdonslost durina tbe devel~pment, and the potential that the project 
may ODly be partiaDy succ:essM. (Restoration ora former wetlaDd il by no means toolproof; but may 
have a reasonable chan~ of re-establishing fimdamcatal wetJaDd mantcteristics SUM II the proper 
elevation or hydroloSY. llestoratioo efforts have successfully et'1haooed or restored habitat for the 
clapper rail and the BeJdfAa•s savannah sparrow. western saowy plover anclleaat tema.) 

The Commission's administrative decisions on other wedandl projects reveal that a ranae of 
ratios has beeli approved, with each case receivina its own review and determination. and that 
sometimes no mitiptioo is required. In tact betwCCD 1973 and 1986. the Commission considered 71 
permits out of a total of 106 permits which included some form of SD in a wetland. However, oaly 
49 of the tota1106 permits. or only about baJ£ of the permits ineJucled mitigation. Notwith.staDding 
the lack of mitigation, 98 of the penriits were approved by the Commission. 

More receatly, 11 stated in a Commission staff' report on the topic [Commission staff report 
on application 6-94-86, approved by the Commission in late 1994]: •ne questioD of establiabiag ID 
appropriate mitigation ratio is a difficult ou... · 

The Batiquitos restoration disturbed b.tween 331-331 acres of valuable. fimctiOQina. 
wet1aods eodiDs up with about the same aereaae of restored wetlands. approximately a 1:1 ratio of 
wetlands advcne1y impacted and wetlands restored. or u stated in the Batiquitos findinp: " ••• fiiiiiD 

the Coastal .Act dejinttlon {ofwtkmd) ..• tJw total aae.age ofwtkmdwithm the study fll'lfl lbmtl 
will not be dscreased." Batiquitol Fmltinp at 16.11 

. 
Other pro.jects have been approved with mitiptioD ratios ran,gios from 1: I to 4: I aad bilher . 

.S.,q., [Sea World. CDP6-96-2(4:1 ratiofbrseascm.al salt marsh); City ofSanDieao. CDP, CDP 
6-88·277 (3: 1 ratio for rvuana 'IM:r Valley sewer outfBll); Calcagno, CDP 3-85-198 (3:1 dedication. 
but only 2:1 RStondioD ratio for desr1ded wetlaads); calcapo. CDP 3-87-248 (1:1 ratio for bistoric 

10U.C CMni.nno·a Jlror4cl'n' CMd"'9F rw Eyjtpatips Mmsatim ProjGcts io Ca1ifqmia•• r.M!!!Ilps. 09P5) 
np:at~ the rel.lti've mccee~ of1hree IICPir'1llc ~ mitipticu prqjectt llllder • nqe aCmi1iptiaa. n1ia1. [CDP 1-Q0-1~ 
CDP !.._.7; a>P 6-83-319 a:d CDP 6-lo&-50 

.u As~&amt...._.ll!lr.& 1hr:miripdnn !ldo trn~pt___. ardi.lb:nod llltiDil'lh 1tBitiqailloe 
... fixe41t4:1. Batiquit01Tmclillp atpt~~3. ' 
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1. A ratio of2: 1. based oo replacement of 18 acres of severely degraded and desraded 
existin& wetlands with 28.7 acres of resto~ed wetlands, plua a 28% credit tor 
restoration oftidal ICtioa, fbr a 36 aere total credit f'or salt water habitat.12 

2. A ratio of'J.6:1, utmzlng the Habitat E'Yiluation Model to measure the wetJud 
1hoctioDS and values of the proposed 28.1 acres of coutaJ salt marsh. U . 

3. A ra1io of 2:1. based on the repJaccmeot of 18 acres of severely degraded ad 
degraded existirJa wetlands with 28.7 acres of restored wetiiiKla, 7.3 acres of 
freshwater marah for a total of36 aaea of restored wetlands 

1be Commisaion finds. after CODSiderins all oftbese factors. that (1) bowever ~ 1he 
Hellman restoration as approved will not result in a net loss of'wetlands but wi1l in fact rauJt in. a 
sianificant net increase. (2) the HeDman wetlaDd restoration. however measured. falls within the raqe 
of accepted ratios that the Commission bas approved in other projects and is superior to tbe 
previously approved projects for this site, (3} the Hellman project's wetlands restoraliOD is the 
maximum feastDle with a mitiption ratio ranging to almost 4:1 utilizing the Habitat Bva1uatioD. 

.Model, (4) when weighing the VarioUS JOall presented above and against the overall Deed to restore 
this wetland. the Commission concludes that restoration is the moat tbndamentaJ need here. 

4. BUFFER AREAS 

The Commission hu c:ouidcrod whether the Hellman project propote~ adequate wedaad 
bufFer areas. In the past. the Commission bas approved wetland ~era of 50 feet and aD.owed 
pedestrian trails within the buffer. ~Bola Cbica La:Dd Use Plan Ameodment 1-95). The width 
of the buffer is dependent on whether the buffer can serve its inteoded pwposes incJudiDJ: 

1) Minimizing disturbance to wetlands caused by 1U'baD developmeat; 
2) Providing t.ransitional zone between the natural habitat areas IDd urban deve1opmmt; 
3) Providing Wual scroe11q. 

D The Canrissicc Mtlbe prOCidanr. iD ita IICIIioa Oft the S. I)jepiiD Wcdalldl project 1hll a~ cadit will be 
Pm whl:re1idllfJalhiD& ilftl!llon:ld bqbmwdl ~ <&is. SpDicJujt.q Wcd1114! Bpt••ICiop'Ptqiect. (DP . 
Number 6-11·330-A ~ 3S liCf'S of c:nw.fit. or 21%, •• p~ b 1iclll adl7 eM•ncement.) The C.•"' ;-.•a 
tDdiD8I iactudr: tbe ~ "Thuu. cwa11Jou;b pn.m:atiq de~ rl1be edltiDsticlll wct.laadl wDlld ._•••e 
'lbt .,.sc aa.., af'wl!tllnl! m the Southem c.lifomit Biabt' (Ob,joctive UJ af'CaaditkaA). itildel m.-..... ill 
pert tlamajcrreMorltioapiOIPIDit S.Diepitol.lp.1a. tbcs: tidal wct1ads wiD be ......... m die Jooc«mllllle.e 
w:lllbc~ia.WIIta"cplity,&hlalbitlt. 11:111 ....,a.rwaeutioL Acocrdiqly. tbeCmmisaimfladstiMitifi.Ujar 
re:won1tiaa wtllkil ccried out It Sill Diopho. dlo reiiUitiDa cahiN!ftJ'Iellt cllidll..,..S. Ill S.m Diepil:o l.lp:a Clll be 
«UUledtotomelimif&!ld ecr&D.IDWri ChesabstlatW ~~ .. FiDdioai.JIIIF 69.Nay2.1W7. 

D Ja.. HabitltEva1utioftMc*l ADilJsis Clf'Hellmatp.,.t ............. 
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staging If'* in wetlands. Although DOt aD of the purposes for tbe dredging were expressly aUowed 
by Section 30233, they were Dece&lll)' to meet the overall r~ration purposes of the project. 

The Batiquitos oppoaeats bued thlir ~ on a strlct reading ofSection30233 IJld made 
much the same araumeot that Hellman Raodl Reserve Project oppone:.nts make. except that the 
HeDman opponents da.im the toss of'WCtlands to fill for the sotr course is not~ aUowed by 
Serction32033. The Court rejected the strict readiD& of Section 30233 put forth by the cballqen 
in Ba1iquiloa. 

1be court stated: 

"The meaning of t1 8IQhM MQ)' not be determined/tom t1 single 'WtJrd or.,.,_: 
the wonts mus1 be con&tl'rlld tn contat, tl1rd provisions relating 10 rhl .. 111'bj«:t .. 
1liiZtter are to be 'ltannonized 10 the alent possi'6k .[citation) Litertll COI'ISt11ll:tlo 
should not prevail if it is contrary to the legislattw Intent apJ.'i'lN11fln tlw ltl:ltiM. 
The intent prewzils fM11' the lettU, tl1rd the kttfll' will. if po.ssibk, be 10 PWid as to 
ctJI!fonn to the spirit of the .Act."' 

" ... w ch not tJCCtpt t!Je premise that the plain meaning of the skllutc retpliru the strict tllld 
unyielding con.struction t:l/ltlatu:ed by the Siemz Club ••. .As w 1tt:zw seen, &ctiun .J 0 2 J J 
su'bdivision (IJ) [prolrlbition on dredging], Ctii'I1IOt be read tn Isolation. R4t1ter Wfllllllll 
inletprtd it in light of oJher provisions of the A.ctfcitation}, in pt111k:tdar. &eetiDftl JD007.S 
and 302JO. &ction 30007.S 8laltls: ''/1Je Legislatllre fln'tlter .finds and recogniiiiS t1lal 
cor(/ict& 1M)' DCCVr between OM 07 1lf(JN policiu of tJte [Act). The fAgislalure tlteiwfore 
declares that in can;ying out the provision~ of lhls division IIICh CtJIIf!/ict& be ruolved tn a 
mannc'l' which on ~ is the most protective of significant coastal reSOIII'CU. •• &ctlon 
30230 in tum staleS: 'Marine TUI:IIII'C8S shall 'be maintained. e11hant:ed, and. when fea.ribk, 
1'UIDrwl. •• ·." 19 Cal App. 4th It 561-562. 

The court then utiliad the JUles of statutory construCtion IDd seCtion 30007.5 to come to the 
conclusion that 1he Couta1 Commisaian hu tbe poww in particular c:aaes to permit aipifi.ceatlhort
tenn disruption for restoratiOD purposes. As the court ltated: 

•1n Dfl1' view the poliq ofrutoring tkltl1 Jhl$hing 111 the ltlgoon and there'lly rutor1ng aNI 
maintaining hh1oric lfttlrinl Wltat is~ by .atOll J0230. To the a:tent tJJU poliq 
txJt'/licl.r with thl rtiSiriclion QPI ~ IJittj0t111 , IJIIICtiolt J02JJ, •i6divl8kln (&). the plain 
Illuming qf SIIC1kJn 30001.$ tllllhorlzed the Commtssion to reiOM the eotr/lict brjtzw:Jr t1f 
long 'Ienir prot«:tion oj'IM -...... •• 

• .AlthtMgh. Iii# the CiJIIIIIIUJion, w 'l'ecognize the projt!t:l 'Will illlpt:JIJit mvironmtJIIIal Co.rl.f. 
bDih retu0n anti rite Ad IDBV'gh¥ 1M~ the pt1W1' ID -.mwe the.w r:ort.r ... 
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consolidates land ownership to achieve restoration. consolidates tbe fragmented wetlands to create 
a fimctioning wetland system,· while aUowing a golf course in the remaining severely deJraded ad 
degraded wetlands. which f.bttbers tbe purposes or restoration under the Coutll AGt. 

ID C011trut to the :8D aDd resid~~ approved ill Bolsa Cblca. the BoDman ea.vironmemd.y 
aeositive golf course wiD buffer the wetlands &om urban uses. will coDtrol drainaae and IUIIOft'iDto 
the wetlands. will provide tnmsition habitat, 8ah water habitat 8Dd forage areas. wiD CODtribute to 
the pacific flyway IS ope.n space and as a resting around&. wiD provide a public recreatiooal faci1ity 
fbrtherins visitor 5ef."Ying tecreationaJ uses as mandated by the Coastal Ad, will provide impottmt 
open space ad ~ shed amenities, and wiD otherwise bertefit the wetlands ad the local 
environmeot. ADd,. the Hr.Jiman CDVironmentaDy sensitive aolf course is a sipifia.ntly Jess damaaiDa 
IDd more beoefidal use tor this area from a wetlands perspective dwl would be a boatiDa &cility or 
any of the other clevelopment opticml. 

Furthennore, to the extent that section 30233 would prohibit the approval of a 
environmentally least damagins restoration project there is a contlic:t with 1he other polidea oftbe 
Act en.couraging and promoting restoration. The Commission has tbe authority to resolve 
oonflic:ta ir1 a manner most protoc:tive of coastal resources and the Commission fUnds that the 
HeUman project, IS conditioned. is on balance the moat protective of coastal reaources ad 
thrthers the restoration pu.rpoteS of the Act . 

Jior al oftbese reasons the Commission finds that the Helhnan approval is cti1ferent i'om the 
Commission's action oo Bo1ta Chica. aDd that the Commission•s approval of the HeDman project is 
consistent with the Bola Chic& Trial Court Nlifta and with the Jkt:iQUitos appellate ruJiDc. 

I. OTHER ISSJTIS 

A. ArchacoiQiicllllesoutpcs 

Section 30244 oftbe Coutal Act ltates: 

JJ'Mre .._lopiMI# WOMld tllilwnely lmpoct ~ tJr ~ogiclll 
~ tiS idteWIIftlll by tht Stale HistDI'i& PrUirWIIIon Qf/it:8T. 1WI.ftlllll1lk 

•itigation rlfiUI.ftli"U shti/1 be NftliNd 

The IUbject lite contaiu elewD State-klendfiecl cultural reaourcea lites.·Ym oCtbe lltes 
would be left untouched ir1 their current 1ocaticm iD Gum Glove Padc. However. the propoMd 
developmeat would impaa 1he otbor desipated arcbaeoiOJicallita 

. . 
The lile& have~ doc.urlMIIte4 c1urinJ the coune ofpreYioua ~oaical iD.Yestiplioas. 

However. beciUie ofdifrereoces iD tbe mefhodoloJics ofthc pnMOUS blveltiplions, the preciae 
JoadioD or each arc:b.aeolosica lite is uncertain. Tberefore. the applicaat is proposiDa.to DDdertlke 
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an archaeological iaveltiptioa prior to the commeocemeat of development of the other proposed 
compoDelltl (i.e .• construcdoa of the wet1aDds. aoJt count, and homes) 10 documeot the exteat of 
cWtural resource~ em-tile. 

The appticut has prepared Ill ard1leo1oab1 Jl:lelt'C'h ... tbat llkiDptl to recoacDe. best 
• posaible the UDCel'tahllocatioDs ofthe idemiled cu1tura1 tetOUI"'ee lites UliDs the best iDformltiaa 
1114 mr:tbods available. The raearch cle$ip will JUide tbe propoaed arc1aaeoJosical iavesd,pdoa. Tbe 
proposed investiptioa wiD consist of excavation of IIDI1l MCdoas withia the area of the owraD 
deve1opm!JI1l site thouaJtt to coataiD the idartified cukureii'IIOW'CII ...... 

The Commission fiDds 1hat the fbDowiDa reasonable mitiptioa. llieUilrU&haD be requirecl. 
The State Oflice otHisrodePn:tcnldon {"SBPO"). the 1t1.te Native Americaa Heritaae Commiaioa 
("NAHC•), aDd the Natiw AIDericaD &rouplpmoa deemed ICCeptabJe by NABC. sbiJ1 haw tile . 
opportuDity to review 8Dd con-. 011 1he .,_. miew. To mfnimiqlmplcts 10 cultural 
I1IIOUI'Cel. the archaeolosical testiDs JB'OITIID Dllt be done ill ICC01'dance with the approved fiii!U'C'h 
daip. 

Further, lelection of the archaeolop must be iD accordance with accepted ~ 
endorsed. by the OBP. Abo, becal11e of the likelihood ofNatiYe Amm:icm remaial beiDa tbaad. a 
Native AmericaD moDitor mutt monitor the arcbaeoJosical activities. The Native AmericiD moaitor 
thaD be lelected by 1be City ill ~with NARC JlrideliMs ia cooaaltatioa with the Native 
American gouplpe:noa deemed ac:ceptlble by the NAHC. 

To ersn the least illlpiCtl to c:ultw'all'8I01li'Celt Wore l1lY odter developmeat belidel tbe 
II'ChaeoiOJical testing can lib pJ~ the testma IINit bave 8rst bcea completed u Will u 
implemeatatioa or mitiptioa measures for impacts to tbe cu1tura1 RIIOUFCfll. llowcMir, Iince tbe 
locatiOns of many oftbe cUtura1 f'IICUfCCII sites are ia dispute llld. DOt precilelJ bawD, it ia pollible 

· tbat the archaeoloaical tat propm may mila culturaJ resources that n thea discovered. duriDa 
clevelopmeat ~ for the aoJf coune aad other proposed doYelopmeat. ~ tbe 
Commiuion fiDdl tbat tbe permit lll.llt nquire thlt clcvelopm.t be temporatily Wted uati1 . 
appropriate midption meuurea are developed for resourtA\11 ctiaccMnd dudaa tbe couno of poll 
~ CODitniCCioD acehidel. 

m additiOD, tbe Commitaioa .. that aD mitiplioa mea.sur. IIIUit OOIIIfly wid& the 
· requilemem or the State or lice or :mlloric Preserva1ioa. • the Nld.Ye AlllericaD Beritap 

Comlaillioll. A qnlljfieciNIIIiw ~ moaitcr lhl11 also ba pnaeat cluriDa ·coestruc:tioa ~ 
tD .... .......,.. treltnwt olNIIM AlaiciD cdlurl1 naaurcea. SllouW humiD :reiDIIiDI be ..... 
dAe Conwnillim iudl that OOIIIIniCtkle lhaD be tempOrlrily hllted ... the O:ulty CoroDer aod8ed 
to Wtilte icleDtificatioa. procednat. Tba Nllin America.~ lllal partidpate ill 6e 
icleatificadoa pmcell. Shoalcl .. remaiDI be determiaed to be that ot. Native Ammcaa, .. 
tpplica1ll Jllllt c:omply'Wilh the pO¥isioDI ofPublic l.esaun:el Code Secdoa 5017 ••. Haweva-, ... 
CommiaiciD DOtes that PJt.C Sect:ioa. 5097.98. which.....- procodurea whea Jarman ,.,.w ota 
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Native American are found. exempts these procedures 1tom the requirements of the Couta1 Act 
1"berefbte. as conditiooed. tbe Commissioo finds that the proposed project is consistent with SoetioD 
30244 ofthe Coastal Act 

(b) Public Aceeu MdBtsJI'fion 

Section 30210 of the Coutal Act -..: 

In CIZ17')'Ing Dllt 1M .,..piremmt of S.ctlon 4 of Artlck X of t1te Ctlli/tlf'lfla 
Constillltlan, maximlllfl OON'Sfa which lha/1 be conspiCIIOUily polled, tad 
~ opportunlllu shall be providsdp all the people consistent with P"'blic 

· 8t!fety needs and the need to protecl public rlgltu, rights of private pi'operly DW~J~r.r, 
tmd 1lll'lfm1.11'Ullllrce lll'easjrom owrue. 

Soction 30213 of the Coastal Act atates: 

LawN co&t visitor ailll recreatiana/ focllitles #Jail 6e protected, encouraged. llltd, · . 
where feasible. provitled Developments prwidin6public r~onal opportJmitla 
111'11 pn.fm'ld. 

1) IDD1 

'lbe applicant is proposing trails around the proposed salt IMnh. One trail would extead fi'oJn 
tbe proposed interpretive area aJoDs tbe north side of the marsh and eDd iD a viewing poiat. The other 
1rail would be similar~ it woulcl be on the south side of the marsh. The Commission fiDcls tbat 

• the proposed trlils provide low coat visitor ancl recreational use within 1he project lite r-onsistcat 
with the public e«a~ requiremcDtl oftbe Coastal N:t. 

2} Gum Grewe Park 

'Ibe appJiceDt popos. to dedicate Gum Grove Plrtc to the City of Seat Beach. The appticaat 
curreatly leases the pllk to tbe Oty. tben:fore. the CommiJaioD. fiDds that-the applicaat JDUit IUbmit 
tMdeace that they have dcc:lkatcd the pllk to the City for passive recreation. u propoJed. to erasure 
ma~imum public recnatioD, u proposed. Purther, to provide IIHDrinmm public ICCeSI aDd nG"ellioD 
op:Portunities, the Commission 8Dds tbat the dedication documeau must eDIUI1t that; 1 ) DOW IDd 
upgraded trails meet AmericaDs with Disabilitiea Act requirement~ to provide acceu to pbylicaDy 
challqed periOII.I, 2) the existina oumber of parkiDa apace~ must be mailltaiDed. .,) ... 
informing the ae.aerat public of the park's public Da.1ure must be maintained, ad 4) chiDps ill the 
hours ofwbich adversely atrect public accea sball be limited to demoDstratecl public sa!ety ooncems 
ud DWit require an uneDdment to this permit. As CODditiooed,. tbe Commission fiDdt that the 
dedialtioD ol pm JRM pede will prOYide low COil 'Visitor and recreatiGDII use witJDD the project lite 
eonaisteat with the public ICCeSS requiaemeata ofthe Coutal Act 
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beach and other 'Vilitor-servillg areas. resultift& in advCI'IO public access impacts. Tbus. aD 
development must pr<Mde adequate on-site parkina to minimize adverse impacts on public accea. 
'I'be proposed project involves the~ of public accesa opportunities such as trails and patb. 
The subject site is a large site that otfers the opporauoityto.spread public parJdDs fadlities 1flrou&hout 
tbe area. 

As me:ationed above. the app&caDt has not submitted detailed plans for tbe State Lands parcel. 
aJthoush up to 10.000 I9J8le Aet ofvisitor-serviDs uses are proposed. "'be:cefore. the CommissiOD 
lnds that ooJy the amouat ofvisitor·&III!I"Yins commercial use wbich can be satisfied by on-site parldDI 
lhall be aJlowec1 Tbus, the Commission finds that. to p.-ovide adequate Pa:ddna and minimize advene · 
impacts to public access. tbe visitor-serving uses must provide parkiDg according to the staDdards iD 
the Bellman 1taDch Specific Plm u ameuded by tbe City of Seal Beach on Aupst 26. 1997 iD 
CODjunction with its approval of the proposed projec:L 

1be conceptual plan inclialtes appro;OmateJy sixty-two on-site parking spaces. To ensure tbat 
the site provides adequate parldDs to serve both the fUture visitor-servins uses. the Commission finds 
that at least sixty-two parkins spac:es must be provided em-site to minimize adverse couta1 accea 
impacts resultina from the Jack of adequate on-site pu:kiDa. 

Also. JiveD tbe proximity of the site to the heavily used San Gabriel 'River bike trail aDd to 
encourage non-automobile access. the Commission finds that tho City requirement for a bike rack 
lhalllllo be a Commission requiremeDt. Further, a miaimum of twenty bicycles lhlll.be 
accommodated. and the bike rack lb.a1I be clearly siped u beiDa available to the &eneral public. 

Therefore, u conditioned. the Commissioa finds that tJJe proposed project is consistent 
with the public accas and recreation policies of the Coastal Act and provides lipiftcant public 
ICcesl and recreational beaefits in fbrtheraace of the Coastal Act. 

(d) Flood Hapnb 

Section 30253 oftbe Coutat Act requires developmeat to mhDmize rilb tom 8ooc1 
Jaazvd. The subject lite ia located oear a major river and a flood COidl'ol buill. Most of die 
structural development will be located on a upland mesa weD above lood level. HoweYW, to· 
mjnimiz:e flood hazards the Commiuion fiDds that the City's hyclroJosy mitiptiou mNIIURI Da1lt 
be incorporated by relerence.u CODditioa.J of ipproval. These measures iDdude confbi'IDIIIICI to 
8oodplam elevation ltaDdards ad compJiance with requiremeDts for the adjaceat flood eocol 
basia The:ref'ore. u conc1itioaed, tbe commission fiDds that the proposed project il consistent 
with SectiO.D 30253 ofthe Coutal Ac:t. 
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previously development proposals that were eonsiderecl ancVor approved by the Commission for 
the subject site. Further, the subject site is comp1etely surrounded by urban developmeat. 
Iafi"astlucture to setVe the proposed development exists in the area. Tbua. the proposed 
development is locatec:l within au existm& developed area able to accommodate it 'nlerefore,. tbe 
Commiui<m find• that the proposed develop~ as conditioaed, is consistent 'With Sectiora 
30250 ottbe Coastal Act.. 

.. 
Since 1he applicant has DOt proposed specific homes in conjuDcdon with the 70 lat 

nsidemialmbdivisioa, tbe Commission finds that a separate permit must be required far the 
homes to ellow the Commission to rmew the proposed homes f'or consistooey with Chapter 3. 

(1) Develcmmeat Asreommt 

. The appticaDi has entered into a dft'elopmeat aareemeot with the C'Jty o!Seal Beach tbr 
the proposed development. Calif'omia Govemmeut Code Section 65869 ttipulat.el tlaat 
development agreements shaD not be applicable to development in the coastal zone UDlesa. prior 
to certifie.ation oftbe local coastal program (~•) for the jurisdiction in which the dewlopmeat 
is located, the Commission, tbroup fol1DII action, approves the development asreemeat. 

. Since the LCP tor the City of Seal Beach has not been certified. the Commi.llioo. will haw 
to approve the development agreement before the •sreement am be effective. The developmeat 
18f081HDt will be acted OD by the Commission aa a separate heariDa item. 

C1> Loca1 Coutal Pmmm 

Section 30604(&) ottbe Coutal Act provides that the Commission shaD issue a Coastal 
DevelopJDent Permit only if the project will not prejudice the ability otthe local govorameat 
havm.cjurildiction to prepare a Local CoutaJ. Prosram which cOnforms with the Qaptar Tbree 
policia ofthe Coastal Al:t. 

Ora July 28, 1983, the CommisSioD deaied the City of Seal Beacb LaDd U1e PJaa (LUP) u 
IUbmitted IDd ccrtifi,d it with sugested modifica!ion1. The CJty did not act on the sugestecl 
modifications withiD six months ftom the date of Commission ac:tioD. Therefore. puriL1Uit to 
Seccion 13537(b) of' the CaBfomia Code ofllegulaticma. the Commiuioa's tcl'1ibti.oD of the lad 
use plan with suggested modific:atiou expirtld. The LtJP hu not beat resubmittecltbr c:ertificatioD 
liDce tblt time. 
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As conditioned, there are no feasible alternatives or f'easa1>Je mitigation measures aVIilable 
which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may have oa the 
eovironment. Therefore, the Commission &ds that the proposed project, as conditioned., am be 
found consistcat with the requiremeats oftbe Coastal Act to CODfbrm to CBQA. 

f. SJJMMARY 

1be Coastal Commiuion finds that the aeed for maintaining the fimctional capacity ol a 
wetland by maintainiD.a the IIIJle level and DUmber or species, bioJos;ical productivity IDd relative 
li2:e ad munbor ofbabitab iJ of the utmost importance: The Commission finds that the R•llma 
Ranch Reserve Project meets the restoration purposes of the Act and Wl11 significaatly increue 
the fimctiODil capacity and values of the wetlaads on lite, which currently are utilized by OD1y a 
smaD DUmber or species and have 6.ttle biolos;ical productivity. In contrast to enhaneeineat 
proj~ the restoration of a former wetlaDd can result in a net iDcrease in both wetfaDd acreaac 
lftd fimctjon it the wetland currently has DO preseat fUnctional value. J.~ toaetbet. SectioD8 
30233 and 30411, lllow and encourage the Commission to acbieve the overall aoala ofthe Act of 

. maximizing wetlands restorations and minimizina eaYironmenta1 damage by approviDs limitecl fill 
(m this case the golf course) in order to achieve ID. overall wet1aads restoration that is (1) the 
environmeataUy leut dam•gins llternative and (2) provides the maximum.(e.a.sifW wedlllda 
benefits. '1bese criteria are met with respect to the project u conditioned a:ad lppi'O'VeCl 

The Co"U'riuion fhxla: (1) The appticam's restoration p1aD wu developed foDowiDJ the 
CODSeDSUS adYice of the experts IDd reauJatory aseDCies. ioducJiDs CDPG and the Coastal 
Conservancy, to consoUdate tbe restoration area as recommended by CDFG, Ilona with 
permanent restoration an4 improvement of the tidal connection to introduce tidal fhubiDs to 'the 
restoration area resulting in significam incrwes in wetlands fi.mctions and values; (2) The project 
u approved also incQrporates appropriate buffers aod traDBiticm areas that wa11 create a two tier 
buffer, with tbe first tier beiDa the traditioDal "no build na'" and the toCODd tier beiDg the Jimited 
ICtMty aolf course area fUrther bt.dFeriDJ the restored wetJIDC!a &om proposed bomes, street~ ad 
other proposed developmeat, resultina in a total setback o£2500 feet between the reltonlc1 
wetlands and proposod residential 1UICIIj (3) As approwd. appropriate monitoring IDd maintaumoe 
and other provisiou are iDcorporated into the project to ensure tbat the restored wetlanda will 
IUcceed over the IOAJ term; (4) The project u ·appro\'ed is com.isteat with tbe aeeda aad desirel · 
of the host City of Seal Beach; (S) Ju an integrated project tho proposal is ocooomica1ly vilble to 
provide enoup reveaue to the applicant to auure lmcliq for the restoration elbrt IDd onaoma 
monitorins and maiDtenance. ad (6) Tho project u approved iJ consistent with the Bill'• 
determiDation that the least eavironmeataUy damagins, feasible, llterDati.w it the approved 
project. 
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Attachment C: Matrix of Requested Changes to Special 
Conditions of Approval. 

Outlines in a matrix format the requested changes to the Staff 
special conditions as proposed at the April meeting. The 
current Staff Re rt includes those s · al conditions . 
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CONDITION 
NO. 

l.A. 

l.B. 

l.C. 

2.A.(l) I:Dd 
2.C.(3) & (4) 

2.D.{2) 

2.D.(6) 

rAU!"t. \.AIIAIIJN 11.1002 

BELLMAN PROPERTIES REQUESTED CHANGES TO 
CDP APPUCATION NO. 5-97-367 SPECUL CONDmONS 

SUBJECT DQUFSIED MODIFICAnON 

WetlaDds Restoration Area • Replace dcscri:ptioD. of wctlaods restoration an:a 
with "a minim:um 28 tiCIG 1t11t 1IIIITih wetlantl.r thtlt 
incllldu appropriate tnuasitionalllobitat z.ORG tiS 
tkscribed in rht Wetlands Raroration Pia. • 

Cessation of MiDenl The o:dneral production activities shoald DOt be limited 
Production Actividcl to 20 years. 

• Delete the April 15. 2011 termination dale for 
mineral production adividca. 

.. • Add that the deed restrictioD is &Ubject to a S Jell' 
sunset clause c:omJDCIX!Ulg upon termiDatioD of tbc 
mineral production activitiel. 
• Replace area ~ by deed mtl:iaicm with •Lot~ 
6 an4 7 ofVuting Tentative Tnu:t Mllp. • 

Freshwater Wetlands Deed • Delete oil production facilities from tbc deed 
Restrictioll rcstricU:d area. 

Wetlands Restoration Ala. • Rep!aee description of wetlauds xesaond:i\m area 
with "a minimllm 28 czc:ra ltUt mann Wftlantb that 
incll«ks appropritiU trtznsitionDlhabitat 1/11'11!1 tu 
~WenDed in tht. 'WetlGntls Rmon:rtion PlGn. • 

nmiDg of Wetlands • Delete requimneDt that freshwater aDd Pbase 1 
Restoration Activities wetla:nds habitat be completed within 18 mouths of 

CDP IPPfOVal dell:. 
• Replace with n:quiremmJl that fn=shwa= ml Pllue 
1 wetJa:rxJs habitat be ~ CODCUrl'alt with aolf 
come clevelopml:d. 

Pmo:ananee Staodatds Pcrfonnauce standanSs should be limited to tbe 
staDdards aDd criteria set fonb iD 1be Co.ocept PIUL 
• Delete subsectioa {2) which anows ua of •any other 
informatioD available• to detcJ:miDc if pafarmua 
stmfards are beiDa mr:t. 
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2.B. 

2.L 

3. 

4.A. 

4.E.(3) 

PAONE CAI1111Jf 

Wetluds Pina,...iaa ad 
Lon& Term Matntenmce 

. 

TJIDiD& of CoDstrucdaD 
Actividll 

VestiiJ& Teidatitc Tllct IAt 
M..-s 
T"11DiJII of Golf Coane 
CODStl'UCtiollllll 
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• COASTAL COMMISSION HEARING APRIL 7,1998 

HELLMAN RANCH 
5-97-367 

UNEDncDPORTIONSOFTRANS~ 
COMMENTS MADE BY: 

L RALPH FAUST, LEGAL COUNSEL 
2. COASTAL COMMISSIONERS 

Ralph Faust: Yes, thank you Mr. Chairman. I'll make some hopefully fairly brief comments now 
· and I want to focus on one particular area and then depending on the public 

hearing, I may address some other issues at the end of the hearing. What I wanted 
to focus on specifically now is the issue of approval of the fill in the wetlands. And ' 
the comments that I am going to make basically assume that this Commission is 
approving or will approve the fill in the wetlands and what I want to talk about is 
the theory under which that might occur. I obviously want to make very clear right 
at the start, that I am not recommending approvals, specifically this Commission 
does have the option to deny the project in which case you don't need to worry 
about the theory for approval of the fill in the wetlands. As the staff report and Mr. 
Damm made clear you are dealing with a severely degraded wetlands, there has 
been a Fish & Game determination, review and determination under Section 
30411(b) in which the Dept of Fish & Game found that there was not a feasible 
boating facility, which is the primary purpose of that review - this is all back in 1982 
-but it forms the historical basis for the project that comes today. The conclusion of 
that study was that the best alternative that was possible for restoration of the 
severely degraded wetlands was a consolidation project. A project that consolidated 
and based on that consolidation restored wetlands, provided a restored wetland area. 
The analysis at that time was based upon a different project. But the underlining 
rationale is still the same today. And I think that your staff and the project 
proponents both agree that a project like this, apart from any disagreements they 
have on details is the best chance to achieve restoration in this area. The problem is 
that in order to achieve restoration along these lines, you have to fill existing 
wetlands. And so on what basis do you allow for that fill to occur? 

My purpose at this time is simply to analyze the pros and cons of several different 
theories tliat I have been suggested. There may other theories that come up in the 
hearing, we may want to address those later. My recommendation is going to be 
simply that if the Commission does approve this project, that you do so based upon 
revised findings. I think that everybody probably agrees that that is a good idea. But 
that you should also indicate if you are going to approve this project. Give us some 
idea of what your theory is going to be for the approval. 

Section 30411 under which the Dept. of Fish & Game did it's study does not form a 
basis for approval in and of itself. What it does is authorize a study to occur by Fish 
& Game, specifically with reference to a possible approval of a boating facility ~d~ 
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Section 30233(a)(3) of the Coastal Act. Section 30233 is the provision that allows this J 
Commission to determine whether or not to approve fill, or dredge of existing 
wetlands. That section, which has to form the buis for your approval says that fill I 
cannot occur unless there are no feuible, less environmentally damaging 
alternatives, unless feui'ble mitigation meuures are put in place to minimize · 
adverse environmental impacts, and unless the fill is for one of eight specified. 
allowable uses that are contained. in Section 30233. 

~t I want to spend the rest of my time doing is discussing several of those. 1he 
Staff report proposes approval under Section (a)(7), calling it· a restoration project. 
The positive upect of this, the pro's if you pleue, are that in real life, and certainly 
in Fish &t Game terms, this is a restoration project. This achieves restoration at the 
site, taken as a whole. And so if you look at it, and I think - Mr. Damm, for 

I 
I 

I 
example - and I have discussed this, when he looks at it he thinks this is a good 
alternative. This is much better than what exits right now. It achieves goals that we I 
want to achieve under the Coastal Act. The negative of this is to say the exact · 
opposite of this. This is not a restoration project, it's not Hke Batiquitos was for 
example, a project the sole purpose and intent of which is to achieve restoration. I 
Which is what traditionally (a)(7) has been thought to mean. Rather, this is a I 
multiple use project and contains residential element, it contains a recreational 
element in a golf course, it contains an industrial element in the continuing use • J 
the oil development portion of this, and it also contains a restoration component 
It's all of those together. But it's not a simple straight-forward restoration project 
Hke Batiquitos for example was. I 
Perhaps, more significantly in that respect, the fill occurs here results not from the 
restoration activities as what might have been the case in Batiquitos, but rather from 1 
the golf course. A second .alternative that's been identified as a possibility for 
approval here, is Section 30233(a)(3). This is the section that provides for approval J 
of a boating facility in a degraded. wetland identified by the Dept. of Fish &t Game. 
The pros of this particular scheme or method of approval are first, that this is 
clearest link to the Fish &t Game study and it is after all the Fish &: Game study that's 4 
providing the driving rationale for this approval. For restoration of these wetlands 1 
in a consolidated manner. It's also consistent with the Coastal CoD'lriUssion's 
adopted Interpretive Guidelines. Those. guidelines which are alluded. to in the l 
Commission Staff Report and probably in other materials you have received 
provide that if a boating facility is not feasible, another use can be approved it if is a 
less environmentally damaging alternative and if it is, among other things, a visitor j 
serving commercial recreational use as is the case here. The guidelines found that t 
in certain circumstances other uses, besides boating facilities, could be approved as if 
they were boating facilities and where restoration could be achieved, pursuant to the J 
recommendation of the Dept. of Fish &: Game. . • 

The negatives of this particular theory approval are first that it is not a boating J 
facility. This is in· no sense a boating facility. Second, that this particular use and the 

2 
Sl ~ 1 



t I • He~ Ranch Raerve 
Chief Legal Counsel and Commissioner Commlllll 
Public Hearing Date: April7, 1998 

~ Public Hearing Place: Long Beach 

I 
I 
I 
.I 
I 
I 

• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

e3 

particular use here is that is being placed on top of the existing wetlands is a golf 
course, and a golf course is not an identified use, either under any of the 8 
provisions of Section 30233 or, the terms of the Fish &t Game study. Further, the 
Guidelines themselves provide no legal basis for approval of the project. They are 
not regulations. We've litigated that issue. They are simply guidelines. They were 
adopted at a particular time in the Commission's history and quite honestly they've 
had less and less relevance as the Commission's history has gone on. They do 
however provide an indication of what this Commission thought in 1981 and they 
do provide an alternative of what this Commission could think today. 

Finally, and perhaps most important, the theory of approval under 30233(a) is not 
consistent with the trial court decision in Bolsa Chica, the most recent judicial ~ 
determination that we have of what this section means, that trial court decision in a 
similar context held that fill under Section 30233 was limited to the 8 specified uses. 
Now in that context we are talking about residential development rather than a golf 
course. And this Commission might choose or not to distinguish between those 
two kinds of uses. 

Finally, the last alternative is the so-called balancing provisions of the Coastal Act. 
Section 30200(b) states that where there is a conflict between the policies of this 
Chapter, that Chapter being Chapter 3, the Chapter 3 policies, under which you 
approved development. Section 30007.5 shall be used to resolve the conflict. 
Section 30007.5 tells the Commission to resolve conflicts in a manner which is on
balance most protective of significant coastal resources. So to approve something 
under the balancing provisions, what you need to do is identify conflicts between 
Chapter 3 policies and then find that, you're resolving those conflicts to approve the 

. project in a manner which is on-balance most protective of significant coastal 
resources. 

The pros of this theory are that where you can identify this conflict between Chapter 
3 policies, you can approve the project in this way. What I want to emphasize here, 
before I go on is, that this does not include economic motives. It does not include 
policies outside Chapter 3. The fact that something may be economically desirable, 
good for the economy, whatever, is not a factor in your using the balancing 
provisions. To balance you must balance between provisions of Chapter 3. You 
must find that there are aspects of Chapter 3 which are maximized in a way, that 
when you balance them with the liabilities, on-balance you can find it's most 
environmentally protective. 

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Faust, this is a Wonderful preseritation, but I've got to ask you to 
summarize it. I've got an hour presentation now by the applicant, and in fairness, 
and I have a hundred people here that need to speak. So please summarize. 

Mr. Faust: Mr. Chairman I will move as quickly as I can. I am almost finished. 
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Mr. Chairman: I don't believe you, but go ahead. 

[Laughter] 

Mr. Faust Thank you· for your confidence. 

Commissioner 

·. • 

Allen?: ActuaUy, Mr. Chairman, rd really appreciate this because I think that 
this gives the project applicant and those people something to speak to with regard 
what our mandate is, as a Commission, and what the legal ramifications of what 
our decision making is, And then I think everybody needs to understand that how 
ever we may feel about the project we are here as a Commission and we have 
certain guidelines and laws that we've got to adhere to and everyone needs to 
understand those ground rules. 

Mr. Chairman: And they are going to have plenty of time to do it. Go ahead Mr. Faust. 
Mr. Faust I will finish quite quickly Mr. Chairman. The second positive of the balancing 

theory is that the restoration based on this consolidation which was recommended 

·t 
~I 
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in the Fish &c Game study may quite legitimately be found as the most protective of 
significant coastal resources. This is one way in which to view just in a different • { 
theoretical context, the recommendation that Mr. Damm and Mr. Douglas are 
making to you today. The negatives of using balancing are that first, the 

l 
t 

Commission has traditionaUy held that Section 30233 and 30260 are what we call, I 
self-balancing and thus they are not properly balanced against other Chapter 3 4 
policies. There is no judicial precedent on that issue. It's based upon the text of 
30233 and 30260 which appear to be self-contained. You could not, for example, 
approve something other than a coastal dependent industrial facility under Section 
30260 merely because it maximized access or something. You would not get there 
under that section. Nonetheless, I don't see that as something that precludes the 
Commission using balancing in this instance, if it chooses to. But it is a concem 
with regard to your precedent. The second thing that I will mention, and I will 
mention it on behalf of Mr. Douglas, is that Mr. Douglas in particular and your 
policy staff in general are wholly opposed to the use of balancing in this particular 
instance. I will stop at this point Mr. OWrman and augment my comments as 
appropriate at the end of the public hearing. The one thing I do want to urge this 
Commission is that you will need to provide guidance from the Commission's 
perspective on revised findings in this matter assuming you do approve this project. 
That concludes my remarb. 

Mr. Otairman: Thank you Mr. Faust. I uh, twice you referred to the policy staff. I think you 

t 

mean the planning staff. We have administrative Staff, a planning staff I believe l 
that we are the ones that control the policy functions, so uh, you stand corrected .• 

Mr. Faust: Mr. Chairman, I certainly didn't want to insert the Commission's ... [inaudible] .•. I j 
was merely distinguishing "you all" from "we lawyers." _ ~ I 
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I Mr. Chairman: Thank you very much. OK, let's go to the applicant. How much time do you 
need Mr. Tone? 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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After the applicant and public 

Peter Douglas: Mr. Chairman as we indicated at the beginning we really did everything 

Chair: 

possible to make sure that this item could come on to the agenda at this hearing. As 
a result of that, the report that you got was less than adequate I thought, in terms of 
it's disposition of the treatment of the various issues and that's why you got the 
long addendum that you got. We understand that in light of the discussions here, 
there are going to have to be substantial revisions made to the findings in order to 
address a number of the issues and concerns that were raised here. Legal counsel 
has some concerns that need to be addressed. So there will certainly be the need for 
substantially revised findings. And depending on your discussion and the questions 
that you have for us, it may well be that this Commission concludes that this matter 
ought to be continued, for as to come back with a report that incorporates all of those 
changes. But that's up to you. I just wanted to explain to you why this report was 
not as complete as it might have otherwise been in its original form. 

Commissioner Wan. 

I Commissioner 
Wan: So I don't preface the motion, I will move for continuance then I will discuss I the reasons why. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

Commissioner 
Naves: Second. 

Chair: Ok, moved by Commissioner Wan for continuance, seconded by 
Commissioner Naves. Now the discussion. 

Commissioner 
Wan: Well, just discussing this part of it. We don't want to get into all the details at 

the project till a little later but it's clear that there are some issues that need to be 
resolved and need to be worked on and I don't think we can do it this evening. It's 
also clear to me that I received an addendum last night that's very ~ong, very · 
complicated changes, every single performance standard that I can see, it changes 
access requirements, it changes remediation requirements, it removes deed 
restrictions from state lands parcels. It does all kinds of things that I certainly 
haven't had a chance to analyze and you can be sure that the public, who did not 
receive it last night, received it this morning, didn't have the opportunity to analyze 
and aside from everything else I'm concerned about due process here not to have 
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these kinds of level of changes without having people had the ability to see it before 
they wa1k into the hearing room is inappropriate. That being said I don't know at 
this point do you want me to go into the issues that concern me about the project 
itself. Perhaps I ought to do that as well. 

Chair: One moment. Now the motion before us has been properly moved and 
seconded is 'to continue. If you can keep your discussion germane to why we should 
continue cause what I'm hearing from the commission is that is that I mean that my 
sense is there's quite a bit of support for this project but there's also a lot of concern 
about the precedence that we're setting here so the wetlands issue, the balandng 
issues and some of the other things. Staff worked very hard to accommodate the 
proponents and the people of Seal Beach to facilitate a meeting as close to possible. I 
don't think that anything we're discussing here should be interpreting the people 
are necessa.rily against the project although you know I can't always count the votes 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

here. I think the issue here is one of due process, balancing, how we go about J 
working with the people of Seal Beach and the applicant. That's what I'm sensing 
now if I'm wrong somebody can say it. 

Commissioner f 
Wan: Okay. I will just stick to the issue of continuance at this point and then aftea f 

if we do continue it I'll give some directions because I do think that the issue hertW t 
to try to work through to find out how we can be, and your correct, how we can 
rework this project or rework the findings so that this project can be consistent with 
the Coastal Act and it doesn't set precedent that's going to come back to haunt all of 
us in the future when we deal with wetland issues. Everything we do sets a 
precedent and will be pointed to in the future regardless of how good this project 
may or may not be we can never lose sight that we are dealing with coastal wetlands 
and what we do to a wetland in the coast if we allow certain mitigation ratios here it 
will be pointed at in the future by another developer if we justify it for a reason here 
it will be used in the future and we need to be very careful about this. 

Commissioner 
Dettloff: Yes I'd like to make a few points because I am very familiar with this 

I 
I 
I 
I 

project having known it probably for as long as anyone in this room for abou~ 35 
years having wa1ked the property, probably drive by the property at least four times a I 
month, if not more. I've read every article that has ever come out and followed the 
history of this property very carefully. I think the people have at times today and 
because of my knowledge of Bolsa Chica have referenced this project to the Bolsa I 
Chica and being like the Bolsa Chica. It's very different from the Bolsa Chica. The 
Bolsa Chica, when we talk about restoration, not only has tidal flushing, when they 
restore additional acreage in Bolsa Chica would increase the tidal flow by an ocean J 
entrance because they know how important it is to provide the flushing action at • 
Bolsa Chica. So I would dare to say that probably the Hellman Ranch property is 
Seal Beaches' s Bolsa Chica on a much smaller scale but they have gone through I 
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many of the problems that we in the Community of Huntington Beach have gone 
through over the years and it certainly been a very long process. 

I am probably am the most familiar Commissioner with this property and I am just 
going to outline very simply how I feel about the property and how I relate to the 
property in relationship to the City of Seal Beach. The property is as we all know 
been determined to be severely degraded. It is. Flushing action occurs through a 
culvert which is very different to a pristine, or the ability to get a pristine wetlands. 
In reality it takes its water from the San Gabriel River which is a flood control 
project, if you look at it very carefully. But having said this, knowing that it's 
degraded, knowing that a culvert feeds it, it's probably one of the most beautiful 
sights in Seal Beach. I know that people have pointed out that it is a dumping 
ground. That it is a place that lacks beauty, but unless I've been there on some very 
good days, I would say it is a beautiful sight. Is it the best restoration project? Is it · 
the best project for the land? No, it's not. It's not perfect. The perfect project for this 
area would be total restoration, or a restoration to the degree that we could do it 
with the flushing action available. Public and private dollars are not available for 
this project. Other projects, because of the mitigation credits being given are viable 
and interesting to the ports. This project in its history has not been. One of the 
things that I was affected by today and something that I have watched through the 
years, I've seen a very divisive community and I think I know the community well 
enough to know that even though people have said this is just a small percentage of 
the community, they don't represent the entire community, I know I can say is that 
these people do represent the community and we've taken a very decisive situation, 
a community that was split apart and they have come together because this is a 
project they believe in. 

We will gain 28.1 areas of salt marsh, 6.8 acres of fresh water and the potential of 
gaining 16.2 acres of wetlands when that area is available for restoration. Now these 
combined with the wetlands at Los Cerritos, the wetlands at the Naval Weapons 
stations, Bolsa Chica, upper Newport Bay will form a very viable system of 
wetlands. No, it's not large enough. I would have liked many more acres of 
wetlands. But having seen the project area, knowing how the fl~g action must 
take place I feel that even those additional acreages being required by staff. And let 
me be very solid on this point. The staff has done an excellent job. They have done 
exactly what any staffer should do that serves on the Coastal Commission, or serves 
for the Coastal Commission. They have done an outstanding job. But I think I 
bring a different perspective to this. I want to and that's right, I am going to vote for 
continuance. I think that we should have again all the legal facts in place before we 
make our final decision because some of the issues I still find troubling. 

Staff points out that there are no guarantees for wetlands restoration success and 
that is a very true statement. I'm not sure that those additional acres will guarantee 
- you cannot guarantee a wetlands restoration project - hopefully it will be as 
successful as the one at Bolsa Chica.

7 

So I see the benefits of this project. We ue ~ 
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Chair: Well said Commissioner Dettloff, Commissioner Tuttle ·and Commissioner J 
Armanasco, Commissioner Allen and Commissioner Wright. • 

Commissioner 11 
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Tuttle: I would like to compliment Commissioner Dettloff on her excellent 
presentation and I very much appreciate her history with the project and her sense 
of perspective on this. I too will support a Motion to Continue and I would like to 
give some direction to staff on where I'm coming from. 

I'm trying to think how to do this do in a logical order. I do not think that the staff 
suggestion to increase the number of acres of salt marsh is technically going to work. 
It would be nice. We would love to have more salt marsh- we would all say that. 
But I think that the constraints on the tidal flushing here through the culvert are 
simply going to constrain the functioning capability of the expanded salt marsh. I 
think we will get a higher quality salt marsh if we keep the water flushing and if we _ 
keep it deeper and moving and bigger doesn't mean better, is what my feeling is 
here. Probably my biggest point though is that as we make findings as to how we 
approve the goH course and this size of salt marsh is that we do not rely on the 
balancing test. There appears to be another way through this that we were looking 
at earlier today that has to do with other alternative means if boating facilities are 

· not found to be feasible. And that language is in the Coastal Interpretative 
Guidelines of '81, and I hope that we can use that rather than the balancing test. 
Because that balancing test, if we slide down that slope that opens up every other 
wetland in the area that I am from - the northern part of the state - and it will be an 
extremely difficult precedent to deal with. So if we can use a different test, I certainly 
would like that 

There was a suggestion made that regarding the monitoring of the success of the salt 
marsh that the period of time was too short, perhaps we should have a revisiting of 
that. I don't know the details on it, but it didn't sound like the length of time for 

I Co-Chair: 

_ monitoring was sufficient And, I am also sympathetic to listening to some 
alternatives on deed restriction approaches rather than the straight lot split. If we 
can have some alternative discussion on that. Thank you. 

Commissioner Armanasco. 

I 
I 
I 

I 

Commissioner 
Armanasco: I too would like to compliment Commissioner Dettloff on her eloquence. I think 

she saved me a lot of time. I am going to support the continuance although I" 
truthfully would have really felt that it would have been good for all of us to be able 
to share all of our thoughts and discussion here with so many people who turned 
out and I hope that the audience understands why it's really important to do this in 
the deepest consideration for your comm~ty. 

I would like to make one clarification because it has been mentioned and it's been in 
the staff report that the United States GoH Association has indeed worked very, very 
closely with the National Audubon Society and in fact if you ever are in far hills 
New Jersey they have one of the most interesting experiments there at the USGA 
headquarters where they also have the USGA museum, where they have extensive 

.9 S't ~ 
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experiments with organic treatment on turf grass, the gravitation with wlldlife and J 
it's something that I think we should all be aware of because the research there is 
tremendous and is of a great resource to all of us in the eastern and especially I 
southeastern part of the United States, in South Carolina and in low country and in 
Florida they have made tremendous advances in having co-habitation with goU 

Staff: 

courses and wetlands that have been terrific success stories and I just want to make I 
sure that we are clear on that. But I will support the continuance. I have one 
question of staff and that is regarding the continuance, my impression is that we 
would then be open to public hearing? · J 

Yes. 

Commissioner I 
Armanasco: So we would be open again, because I want to make sure the audience understands 

that, that this would be open to comment again when we meet on this the next . 
time. · I 

f Chair: Commissioner Allen. 

Commissioner 
Allen: Yes, I would to commend my fellow commissioners for their remarks on tiA I 

issue. It's obviously of great import to the community as it well should be. I~ 
probably is fair to characterize this as the Bolsa Chica of Seal Beach even though it 
looks degraded, it still is a wetland area and in the last 100 years we have lost 90% of 
the wetlands in the State of California which is incredibly troublesome to anyone I 
who is concerned about the habitat in this state. Having said that I will reluctantly 

1 support the continuance. 1 had hoped we could have a full and complete discussion 
among us on the Commission about the issue and all of our concerns and may be 
we get a lot of those on the table so that when staff comes back to us, that we are in a J 
position to get through it without having to have a second continuance and to come 
to some resolution. I would just like to say at this point, some of the concerns that I 
have, although I feel that this is an opportunity not to be lost in terms of having a t 
project where we will get some replacement and restoring of wetlands in this area. 
It's critical that we do that, having sat on the Coastal Conservancy when we looked 
at this project several years ago and coming up with a plan for this wetland, I think 
the developer in this case is to be commended for going forward with that plan. 
There are some things that were raised today that I think we probably do need to 
look at, the idea of not using chemicals on the goU course, I think is one that has 
merit. It was not in our staff report but I think that's something that ought to be 
looked at. I am also terribly concerned about the wetland replacement. I think if we 
allow wetland replacement at less than 2 to 1 mitigation, we are settling ourselves 

I 
f 
I up for some dangerous, dangerous precedent in the future on projects. We've had 

several within the last year where people are coming in and trying to get less ~ 
to 1 replacement. I think that is the very least we can do. I would hope that perha1l" t 
there is some way that we can do credit for perhaps restoring the flushing throu"' I 
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the culvert or something else. But to get it up to that level where there is 2 to 1 
wetland replacement is important to me. Another issues that I would like to see 
addressed is the independent oversight as opposed to just having oversight by the 
developer and perhaps a longer time for reviewing the wetland. The history of 
restoring wetlands is rather spotty and it isn't as clear record as we would like to 
have and I think it's important that we look at this over a long period of time and 
have some independent eyes looking at it to ensure that these wetlands are restored 
and are functioning as wetlands. 

The tribal council I though brought up some good issues with regard to the 
archeological sites on the project. I would certainly hope that there is something in 
the staff addendum that talks about who would be on this oversight committee. I 
would just like to ensure that there would be tribal council representation on the 
review panel and that they would have an opportunity to look at whatever is done 
in an archeological manner on the property. In terms of something that . 

:. 
Commissioner Tuttle brought up; the staff talks about various things with deed 
restrictions. I think it is important that we ensure that there is restoration occurs 
and whether it is at the same time as the housing development or phase somehow, 
I think it is important that we ensure that it does go forward and I also think it's 
important that when the mineral production ceases, there will be restoration of that 
portion of the project and that there is some mechanism in place to ensure that that 
occurs as well. But basically I think we do have a project here that at some point we 
will be able to approve. I hope we can. There are issues that I think we need to 
work out first and I really would appreciate it if we could put most of those on the 
table this evening so that when this project comes back to us we'd be in a position to 
make a decision. 

i 

!I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Chair: Commissioner Wright? 

Commissioner 
Wright: Thank you. Question of staff. In surveying this property with the 

extent of the degraded wetlands determined on the basis of vegetation and if so what 
was the quantity of, what was the acreage, my memory doesn't serve me well? 

Chuck Damm: Commissioner, there is a break down of acreage. It's not just simply 
vegetation though it was also the soil salinity and hydrology or hydro morphology, 
but the applicant in the environmental impact report ... 

I Commissioner 
Wright: What was the total acreage? · 

It was 27 point ... I Chuck Damm: 

, Commissioner 
Wright: 

I 
Twenty-seven or 28 aaes of degraded wetlands? 

ll 
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Chuck Damm: The current work that was done in delineating the wetlands and I apologize J 

Commissioner but it's 27 point something aaes. I 
Commissioner 

Wright: Twenty--seven plus total degraded acres are correct. And the applicant 
is saying they can do 28, then you still got the oil production areas to be converted 
later which would take you on up into 30 some ... acres if I calculate correctly. 

Chuck Damm: I think potentially it goes up into 40 something .•. 

• Commissioner 
Wright: Into 40 some when that all comes in. Ok, my concern here in this 

l 

aspect is that we find the mechanism that ties the ultimate restoration of those ~ 
when the production is completed. To be accomplished at that time, so that we do 
get more than the tWo to one, assured more than the two to one restoration over the 
total project and the project life. I feel that by doing that then we are meeting those 
concerns. So I'd like to find some language in the conditions that requires the 
completion of that restoration upon the cessation of production from those sites as 
they cease. It should be done as soon as they are available, not 10 years later. That's 
what I am trying to accomplish Chuck by that · • { 

It seems to me there is also some credit is, or should be, available for the fresh water 
wetlands because there will be interchange of wildlife between the marsh lands and 
the fresh water areas. Birds and animals move. They don't stay in one habitat, so 
there is a creation of habitat, so it's a little different than the marsh land. It is also a 
valuable habitat and will create an influx of wildlife into the area and sustain it So I 
feel that there is some benefit, shall we say, what the value of that is, I'm open to 
cliscussion. But there is some benefit from creation of those as part of the golf 
course. I realize that they also are essential to golfing because you've got to have 
some hazards to keep those experts from making '1\oles in one." So, there's a trade
off there. You talk about trade and balance. There is trade-off and balance there too. 
The other thing I respectfully request, if it's possible at all, that this come before us 
on Tuesday, so that my Commissioner doesn't have to read all of this stuff and try to 
digest it He can't have heard the testimony and so I would request if at all possible, 
that this be heard on Tuesday. 

J 

t 

Chair Areias: Mr. Wright had made that - felt very strongly about that - so if it's possible to 
accommodate a Tuesday date for this, that .would be preferable. OK Ms. Wan. 

j 

l 
Ms. Wan: Since we are going into our specific concerns and kind of directions to staff, let me 

go through some of my specific concerns on them. The first couple of them are 
probably the most important ones and that is as I struggle with how to find a way ta 
have this meet Section 30233(a)(7). As I look through all this, first of all, the ~ t 
Act unfortunately doesn't distinguish between degraded wetlands and wetlands that 

I 
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aren't degraded. So it is sort of treated all the same way. Somehow we have to find 
a way to really look at this as a restoration project. As it is now currently designed 
and how it has been presented, unfortunately the wetlands restoration is designed 
around the golf course, not the other way around. And everything that the 
applicant has said including in their own letters indicates that this is a golf course 
project, it's not a wetlands restoration. And we need to tum it into a wetlands 
restoration project in order for this to be approvable. I am not sure how we get to 
that and I am not sure how we are able to do that. One of the things that staff has 
pointed out that is very clear and it is important is this 2-1 ratio. You know even a 
2-1 ratio is a concern. Historically this Commission has not dealt on 2-1 ratios. 
They've dealt on 3-1 and 4-1 and we're dropping this down to 2-1 ratio and the 
reason that there are these ratios like this is because no matter what anybody tells 
you, wetlands restoration is not that much of a science. When you finally wind up 
with a restoration, it doesn't necessarily wind up giving you what you think you're 
going to get in terms of fully functioning wetland with full bio-diversity and all the 
rest of that. And so we are not dropping this down to 2·1 and even to get the 2-1, 
we're getting it through acquisition of. land twenty years from now. Normally when 
we get land for, or when we a mitigation, it's at the time of the development. 
Because there's really no guarantees about anything in the future. It's a coastal 

• 
I 

development permit, it can always be amended and changed. Until you actually 
have the restoration, you don't have anything. And the concern that 
Commissioner Tuttle raised about well if we expand the area, we don't expand the 
quality. To expand the area and get the quality simply requires that you increase the 
size of the culvert so that you can have more water there. And that is not, I mean 
they want credit for tidal flushing, then it's not impossible to increase the size of a 
culvert. Another question that I have is the size of the buffers. This is a specific 
question. Am I right in the [tape ends] ... the five foot high berms. !I 

!a 
II 
I 

Chuck Damm: Commissioner they aJ"e incorporated within the buffer or edge treatment. 

Vice Chair 

There is a berm and it's 5 feet high. But that buffer area or edge treatment is much 
wider than 5 feet 

Wan: OK, that's what I am asking. Is what is the buffer area. What is the width of 
the buffer? 

1 I Chuck Damm: In it's variable. Okay, I am being told 40-65 feet. It is not, staff raised the 
question - we had concems with that - it is not the full 100 feet. 

I Vice Chair 

I , 
Wan: Yeah, generally we talk about a full hundred feet and that's sort of- we are 

talking about the buffers I noticed that, and this is an issue of concern to me and it 
leads me into the issue of the state land's parcel, that property, where we're 
approving 10,000 square feet of development without knowing what that 
development really is. All we're getting and all we're conditioning there is the 
amount of parking. But I noticed that in a case of the state land's property which is 

,. 
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adjacent to the wetlands we are only requiring a 50 foot buffer. Is that correct? 
That's what it says in the staff report , is that there is only a 50 foot buffer and we 
don't even know at this point where on the site, do we, the 10,000 sq. ft. building is J 
going to be designed to be. Because we don't even know what that 10,000 sq. ft. is 
going to be located. We are approving development on the state land's parcel, as I 
can see it, without even lcnowing what it's going to be. I am very concerned about I 
approving development, not knowing what it is, or without any more specificity. 

Chuck Damm: OK, well I don't know if you want us to respond or not. We'll just .•.. 

Vice Chair 
Wan: No, you can take notes on all of the things that are of concem to me. I am 

J 

I very concerned always about allowing a gated community that close to the coast. It's 
not something that this Commission does very often and I am concerned that the 
combination of a gated community, limits on the trails, so that you can only get in. J 
from one particular access point basically is going to say that we are approving a 
development with a nice park that's going to be cut off to the general public. It may J 
be available for some of the homeowners in the area, but we are going to create an t 
exclusive enclave here and that is of great concern to me. And the Coastal Act,· one 
of our primary mandates now is to open up the coast for the general public. And 
the combination of a gated community without the ability for the public .to park • f 
without a full trail linkage, so that the whole system of trails is linked is going to 
create just an unacceptable situation. Let's see •... the other thing that concerns me 
is that part of this wetlands mitigation package is a modification for (c) and (d). We 
are talking about, it's sort of confusing to me, when we are talking about the part of 
the way we are dealing with wetlands is to require that golfers have to be educated 
before they walk onto the golf course so they know how to deal with the wetland 
issues. I Wander how long that's going to last past opening day and what kind of a 
meaningful part of the mitigation and monitoring that's really going to play. 
Somehow again the golf course has to be designed in such a way that that kind of 
thing is really not necessary because frankly it's not enforceable and I don't really 
know what kind of a result we are going to have in the long run. 

Just as a final closing, I am going to again say that I am, whatever we do in ~ way 

t 

l 
l 

in which we write these findings, it is extremely important that we do this in a way l 
that it doesn't set a precedent for other types of wetland fill up and down this coast 
and that's why I am so concerned about what the findings are and how we justify 
this under the Coastal Act. That's why I am so concerned about the- even the 2-1 J 
mitigation ratio -which is extremely low because I guarantee, if it drops to 2-1 folks, ~ 
from here on in, it's 2-1 on every wetland project. It's not going to be- you're not 
going back up ever again to 3-1 -that's what's going to happeri. Every other J 
developer is going to point to this. We drop down to 1-1, that's what going to • 
happen in the future. And then most serious is this business about trying to use 
this "'balancing act", balancing provision. The balancing provision in the Coastal J 
Act is to balance the various policies within the Coastal Act. It's not to look at the 1 
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benefits of the project on-balance. We start that, that is a slippery slope that is going 
to undermine not only our wetlands policies but every other policy in the Coastal 
Act. And it will all depend then totally on discretion of the Commission that sits 
here and if you want that discretion to be based on every decision to be based on 
whether the Commission thinks that on-balance it's a good project , you just think 
about what this Commission was about a year and a half ago and think about 
whether or not you want that as the precedent set 

Chair Areias: Next speaker. 

Vice Chair 
Wan: 

Commissioner. 

Commissioner Potter. 

Potter: Thank you vice-chairman. This is not a filibuster. I think we are going 

• 
I 

to bring this to a closure fairly soon here. But just let me get my comments on the 
record. I noted earlier that I visited the site this morning; done something I really 
don't like to do very well and that's get out of bed early. But I did want to get out 
and have an actual look at the site. And what I found was frankly a site with very 
minimal public access. It was strewn with debris, which although the owner has 
made a good conscientious effort to clean it up there is still a large amount of waste 
around. I saw soil is so foul, that nothing was growing on it, waterways filled with 
trash, uncontrolled urban run-off from the existing development up in the Crest 
View Avenue area, and frankly it was a topography that was created by truckers 
disposing of dredge spoils - not by nature. There were birds nesting in light fixtures 
instead of ~· I saw a herring standing in a puddle surrounded by styrofoam cups. 
Frankly, this is a site that's so divorced from my concept of a wetlands, it looks like a 
former dumpsite to me. For that reason I support the application that's before us 
but I want to air some areas of concern that I have. I think enough has been said 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

· about the precedent setting nature of this and that we need to find ourselves on 
good stable legal ground when we do make a motion to approve and that it is crafted 
accordingly. We have good counsel, I trust direction has been given appropriately. 
There were the comments made regarding the archeological issues and the cultural 
resources there. I hope that that dialogue continues. That these people are not 
excluded from the process and that you continue the outreach, continue the site 
surveys, that there are areas on-site that speak to, or go ahead and do appropriate 
interpretation of what is there and what was there historically. I would like to see 
the submittal of a program that details the chemicals to be used in the maintenance 
of the course that verifies this commitment that's being made. that this be an 
environmentally sensitive course and that it not become a damaging course that has 
negative impacts to the wetlands that are being created. This issue of merging the 
golf property with the oil production areas - I don't support that - I'd rather see the 
two of them separated. I think you'd find a commingling of revenues. I think that 
the ownership issues of who is going to own the golf course, who owns the oil 
production. I think there's probably mixed ownership in there. And I would _ j!,... 
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Vice Chair 
Wan: 

. lit I 
suspect that it might the financing of the course difficult with it also attaeh.ecl to oil 
p~duction areas. The trail through Gum Grove Park, is there the necessary nexus 
there legally that puts us on firm legal ground to go ahead and require that? I am I 
concerned about that. How is that trail going to be laid out At the moment it's 
nothing more than a pencil line on paper. What type of a trail is it, and what are the 
impacts to the habitat and the park itself? And while it's a good concept, do we do J 
more damage by putting it in there from environmental standpoint. I think 
Commissioner Tuttle certainly spoke well about the increase in the salt marsh. I 
think I would have the concern about the viability of it. Bigger is better only if it's I 
successful and I frankly doubt the potential for success. The sunset, or the 
mandatory expiration date, or ending of production, I don't support that.· I 1ee no 
legal basis for it. It almost feels punitive to me. I'd let the owner determine the ( 
time that he's going to cease production and I suspect that will be forthcoming, 
when it makes no more economic sense, I think it will go out of production. And 
then we can move to this mitigation banking issue. I have a concern about how are J 
we going to do that clean-up. Who's doing it, what kind of commitment, what kind 
of basic commitment or mandate do we have that that will happen? I want to 1ee 

that in place. It's a great intent but I want to make sure that it's cast in stone, that's f 
it's going to happen. In summation, I'd simply say I believe we have a sincere 
applicant here who is proposing the best project he can produce as an individual. 

1 But I still carry the same concern that my fellow commissioners do regarding the. 
precedent setting nature of this from the filling of wetlands. Historical memory b 
commissioners is rather short. Staff changes and very quickly, yesterday's well
founded decision but not well documented and not legally tested then becomes the 
precedent that are for other bad decisions. So I think it's been a long day, we still 
have three items I believe to go. But the process has been gpod and I appreciate the 
public's patience and their input. 

Any other comments? Do you want to call for the question? Call the role? 

[Vote was unanimous in support of continuance.] 
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SUBJECT: Bioi()Jical Success of the Hellman Ranch Wetlands Restoration Propam 

Upon reviewing the May 26, 1991 Coastal Commission Staff Report. related to biolOJical ad 
restoration aspects of the proposed project I am providin& the followina comments. Specifically, 
my eomments are intended to address 1) the increase in habitat values that is expected followillg 
successful implementation of the restoration project. 2) a few of the sevenll inconsistencies notec:l 
in the staff report. 

BIOLOGICAL V ALU£5 OF THE PROPOSED RESTORATION WETLANDS 

Biological surveys conducted on the site, bcginnln& in 1982 and eontinuing to the preseat, all 
indicate tha! the existina wetlands are desraded to severely deji'Ided with only about three IICl'U 

subject to regular tidal influence. The determination that the wetlands are dearaded to severely 
degraded was f:as) lqely bued upon the lack of tidal influence fOr most of the wetlands on the 
site but also included a DUmber of other factors IS follows: 

• substantial fia&mentation of the wetlands on the lite; 

• · hi&h percentase ofnoa-aative plant species withiD the wedands.; 

• low species diversity (floral and faunal) within a larJe portion of the onsite ~· 

1 many of the area desipated IS alkali flats are iD reality areu of dredae spon that poDd water 
for short periods durin& the rainy MUOD. 1bcse areas suppon essemially no veaeumon a 
althouah potentially viewed. a mud or tidal flats by the apncies. support no benthic 
invertebrates and provide little (if my) habitat value. Other areas of1he lite clesipated a 
llltmarsh consist of near monocuhurea of saltpass (DI_sttdrlts splcllltz) and provide for very little 
habitat wlue. 

•• 

• 
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• inadequate hydrology to support the wetlands for the loq-term. 2 

_ The project as proposed would provide for approximately 28 acres of saltmarsh that would bave 
a restored tidal connection and would provide for the foUowina: · 

• consolidation ofthe wetlands in one location nearest the source of tidal flow; 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• elimination of the non-native pest plants which have invaded portions of the CU1'I'el1t J 
wetlands; 

• substantial increase in biodiversity as related to benthic invertebrates; 

• substantial increase in biodiversty for resident and non-resident fishes; 

• increase in biodiversity for plant species; 
. 

• substantial increase in biodiversity for resident and migratory avifauna; 

• establishment of hydrological regime that will support wetlands for the lona-tenn. 

In order to quantitatively evaluate the expected increase in wetland functions on the site 
following implementation of the miti&ation proarem, a functional assessment of the site was 
conducted using the Army Co1p5 of Engineers (Corps) Hydrogeomorphic (HGM) approach. The 
analysis was undertaken at the behest of the Corps who provided materials (in a draft form) upon 
which to base the HOM asscssment.3 The HOM assessment. conducted in Febnaary of 1998. 
compared the existing conditions within the dearacfed wetlands with the conditions expected in 
abe restoration area. The HOM assessment concluded that successfUl implementation of the 
restoration program would result in an increase in wetland function by a &ctor of approximately 
3.6:1. Although the Corps has DOt reviewed the assessmem. it was conductecl in a very 

2 All wetland areas except for the tidal channel receive hydrological input from direct 
precipitation or localized nmoft' derived from direct precipitation. While this can support many 
of the upper marsh species such as Samphire (Silltcornla subtermlnalls) and saltgrass for 
sometime (probably decades) before convertina to more upland veaetation. establishment of 
lower marsh species would be precluded until a more meaningful tidal ccmnection is restored. 

"The draft material were provided by Mr. Spencer MacNeil of the Los Anaelcs District of the 
Corps following an onsite meetiDg. • 
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conservative manner. and it is expectecl that tbe Corps will substantially concur with dae 
assessmeDt. 

APPARENT INCONSISTENCIES IN THE STAFF REPORT 

The staff report. on pap 26, last parapaph, DOled tbll ...U ratio of wetland tm to wetlands 
creation is actually less than 1:1 because up to 2 to 5 acres of the proposed 28.1 acres ofwedaads 
is non·wetland buffer area". This statement is further clarified on paae 24 where the staff report 
states that this 2 to 5 acres is "u.planddtnwitionlbmn a:n:as not periodically covorec:l by water 
through tidal action and thus not actual wetlands". The restoration Pl'OJJ'8m clearly indicate~ tbat 
the upper margins of the 28.1 acres will be vegetated by wetland veptaticm and would meet the 
CCC definition of wetlands and should be counted. If. 11 stated ill the staff repon. only tbolc 
areas that experience tidal action can be considered to be wetlands. It should also be considered 
tbat the 20+ acres of wetlands on the site. that are not subject to tidal influence, are DOt wetlands 
either and therefon; not subject to the limitations ofSecdon 30233. 

The staff rcpon, on paae 27. rll'lt paragraph noted that the proposed project cunot be considcrec! 

• 

restoration because other projects have not achieved I OOOAt JUCCell. While it is 1rUC that • 
ratoration of coastal salt marsh can be difficult, it lbould be noted that many coataJ wetland 
restoration projects have been tuCCeSsful and in this cue. the re:IIOted. tidal irlflucnce is expected 
to ensure successfUl establishment of the wetlands. At various places in the Dff repon, (e.a. 
paae 27 fourth parapaph). n=ference is made to temporallosa of habitat; however, a noted above. 
lipific:ant portions of the '\w:tlands" on the lite (clue to the above-mentioned reasons) 
essentially provide no wetland f'UIIction. especially. with nprd. to wOdlife. The loa of these 
..-eas durin& construction of the project would have no ad,.. .impacts to wildlife because they 
provide no wildlife habitat. lmpacu to the few indiviclual birds that occasiOD&lly fonae Oil the 
site could not be considered 11 sipifiCIDt or adverse under ID)' tbrcahold of sipificiDce. 

It should also be noted that any type of wetlaDd I'II'IOiation proposed for the site, would require 
impactS to tbe existing wetlands since a lipificant portion of the exiltiD& ~ azc either on 
top of fill or have fill placed iD them. As such t'b.cft would be a temporal lou of wetlaDdl UDder 
any restoration proaram that is implemented Oil the lite (aJtbouah, it lhould be noted that because 
of the low habitat value associated wilb the site under its depeded CODdition. the temporal loa of 
·habitat would be considered to be minimal). 

The stiff report on Pap 44 usens that the presence oftbe ~ burrowiDa owl (oblcrwd 
clurin& December 1996 and Janual)' 1997) on the site means that the ... is an EDvbonmeataUy 
Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) pursuant to Section 30107.5 of the COIIItal Act. As noted ill the 
most recent DEIR for the project, the lite tau been eubject to numerous bioloaiCil iriveatipticms 
with the most recent occurriD& m sprina of J 997. None of the previous investiptions iadiceted 

• 
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habitat conditions consiste:nt \\lith designation as ESHA. In particular, the western burrowiq 
owl has not been observed oDSite du:rinJ prcvios surveys or in the most recent surveys conducted 
in spring of 1997. Consultation with biologists know1ecJaeable regarding the behavior ancl 
habitat requirements of the western burrowina owl indicate that a few individuals of' this species 
miarate trom northern California to southern California between late October and'February. 
Such individuals do not remain in the area during the breeding season. Since the sinale 
burrowing owl identified on the site was only observed between December and January, aDd WIS 

oot present on the site during the foUowins brrcding season it is very likely that the individual 
observed was a transitory bird and that the site does not represent suitable breedina habitat for 
this species . 
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Attachment F: Hydraulic and Hydrology Factors in Support of 
the Hellman Wetlands Restoration Program 

Memorandum from Moffatt & Nichol Engineers regarding the 
potential success of the project based on important technical 

factors. 

,. 
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MEMO TO: JERRY TONE AND DAVE BARTLETT 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJ: 

MOFFATT & NICHOL ENGINEERS 

JUNE 1,1998 

HELLMAN RANCH WETLAND RESTORATION 

The HeUman Ranch wetland was designed for the maximum probable success. The 
team of planners, engineers and biologists worked together to develop the cuStom 
restoration design described below. A thorough review of the previous restoration plan 
for the site ( 1989) was also conducted. The objective of that review was to incorporate 
the benefits of the 1989 plan into the current 1998 plan, and to discard less beneficial 
components. For example, the revetment features and arterial highway on the1989 
plan were eliminated to achieve habitat consolidation and improve habitat quality. 

The wetland design objective is to create a marsh with significantly higher habitat value 
than the existing marsh. The project team considered the constraint imposed by the 
existing culvert, and designed the optimum wetland to meet the constraint This will be 
accomplished by providing adequate tidal exchange using the existing culvert, creating 
appropriate habitat areas for the site, physically isolating the salt marsh from urban land 
uses and substantially buffering the wetland from surrounding uses. 

The wetland is proposed to be nearest the tidal source, the culvert to the San Gabriel 
River, to promote tidal flushing. The planform of the tida.l basin is simplified to promote 
efficient hydraulics, and to avoid formation of stagnant pools or long narrow channels. 
The three.dimensional geometry of the marsh was determined to provide the required 
habitat areas. tidal elevations and tidal ranges for successful colonization by sensitive 
plants and animals. A shallow. flat •bench" is proposed on the opposite side of the 
wetlands from the golf course to provide Belding's Savannah Sparrow habitat. A deep 
channel area was designed along the portion of the marsh nearest the golf course to 
limit any potential disturbance from errant golf balls to subtidal habitat for fish rather 
than to bird habitat. 

The plan is to replace the existing severely degraded habitat area with a fully 
functioning, consolidated wetlands ecosystem. Creating and restoring a wetl.and of 
similar size to the existing wetland is possible using the existing culvert. The existing 
culvert, once permanently restored, will provide a sufficient tide range for a wetland of 
this size. 

Creating a larger wetland would require installing a larger culvert or an additional one. __ !1\r 
Due to the length of the culvert, a full tidal range may not be achieved at the site without r 



·l 

~~~~..~~· ·I 
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complete reconstruction of the connection. Modifying the culvert requires a lengthy 
approval process that may not succeed,as the culvert is located off of the Hellman 
property. In addition, connecting to the Haynes Cooling Channel was considered. It 
became apparent from interviews with the manager of the Haynes Generating Station 
that the Hellman Properties could be held responsible for any changes to the existing 
cooling system, whether or not they are project-related (Jose Nolasco, Station Manager, 
Haynes Generating Station, 1996). 

The plan is for a 28-acre salt marsh with a 1.5 foot tidal range (like Inner Bolsa Bay), a . 
tidal residence time (flushing frequency) of less than 2 days and a full range of habitats. 
The wetland area under direct tidal influence will increase from 2 to 3 acres presently, to 
23.1 acres proposed, for a 770 percent increase in area. The two-day residence time at 
the Hellman site will provide more frequent tidal flushing than existing conditions to 
maximize water quality. 

The marsh is to be physically separated from golf course drainage by a "drainage 
divide." and includes a debris grate on the culvert to intercept flotsam and a closing gate 
on the culvert in case of adverse river conditions. Additionally, the 6.8-acre freshwater 
marsh habitat augments the salt marsh area to be used by birds common to both areas. 

Increasing the wetland area from 28 to 36 acres will mute the initial wetland tide range 
tp approximately 1 foot. The tidal range in any subsequent phases will further decrease 
due to the constraint imposed by the culvert. According to project biologists, further 
reduction of the tide range will adversely affect habitat, or preclude formation of habitat 
with the desired diversity (Rick Ware, Coastal Resources Management, 1997). In this 
case, further muting of the tidal range corresponds to potential disturbance to habitat 
colonized in initial phases. and degradation of water quality from reduced tidal flushing. 
A reduced tide range signifies poorer tidal flushing and potentially degraded water 
quality. 

The 28.7-acre salt marsh and 6.8-acre freshwater marsh has been custom-designed for 
the site and should succeed as proposed. Monitoring and maintenance will be required 
to maximize the possibility that design objectives will be met. 
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AHachment G: Economic Feasibility of the Golf Course 
Further expands on the discussion that a small golf course, as 

proposed by staff, is economically infeasible. 
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American Golf Corporatio~ 

May22, 1998 

Members of the California Coastal Commission 
Attention: Mr. Charles Damrn, Deputy Director 
200 Oceangate 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach CA 90802-4302 

Re: CDP 5-97-367 
Feasibility of the Hellman Ranch Reserve Golf Course 

Dear Mr. Damm and Members of the Coastal Commission: 

, 

This letter will address the economic feasibility of the HeJJman Ranch Reserve golf course project 
and the comment made by Mr. Chuck Damm at the Coastal Commission meeting on April 7, 
1998. The comment had to do with the feasibility of the golf course and our letter that was 
provided to the Commission dated April2, 1998 regarding this matter. 

The comment made by Mr. Damm was as follows: 

"With regards to the economic feasibility there is in the handout 
the applicant provided you a two-page memorandum from a Mr. 
Tom Frost who also spoke to you today. That memorandum is 
the extent of the information that we have regarding economic 
feasibility. So again from the staffs perspective we are not convinced 
at this time that by increasing the size of the salt marsh restoration 
area that makes the golf course infeasible." 

As we mentioned in our testimony and in our previous Jetter, American Golf Corporation {AGC) 
is the largest operator of golf courses in the world. We own and manage 266 golf courses at~~ 
time. 

We want to make it very clear that we understand the golf course business, especially the market 
in this area very, very well. We are in a much better position than the Coastal Commission staff 
to make statements regarding economic feasibility. To reiterate a portion of our-previous letter 
on this issue we stated, in part: 

"If the Reserve golf course acreage is reduced any fUrther, the 
course's length will have to be significantly shortened, resulting 

• 

• 

• 
1' ~ 

Regional OffiCe • 5001 Oeukmejian Drive, i.on; Beach, Celifomie ~ • Telephone (512l 494·0044 Fax (562) .t88-43i3 
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California Coastal Commission 
Re: Hellman Ranch Reserve Golf Course 
CDP 5-97-367 Financial Feasibility 
May 22, 1998 
Page2 

in a course that in our opinion would likely be economically 
infeasible. In terms of the dynamic of the local market, the 
expected construction costs, and due to the proximity of at 
least 6 other short courses in the immediate market area 
(some of which we operate so we are well aware of the 
operational economics), we would not recommend to the 
landowner that a non-regulation length course be built. 11 

We also want to emphasize that most golf courses are built on land that is between 130-180 acres. 
And although it is possible to build a golf course on 100 acres (Ocean Trails), the Hellman Ranch 
Reserve site has many physical constraints that make it significantly different than Ocean Trails, 
including the fact that Ocean Trails is located on a bluff overlooking the Pacific Ocean, with 
proposed green fees likely in the neighborhood of $1 SO per round. In our opinion, the Reserve 
project located on 1 I 0 acres. represents the minimum amount of acreage feasible to build an IS
bole regulation length golf course in this location. 

To give the Commission an example of financial feasibility, an 18-hole regulation length public 
golf course in this immediate market area generates an average green fee - cart fee of 
approximately $3 7. A short course in this market area generates an average green fee - cart fee of 
$23 and in this case results in an annual net operating income difference of$1.5 million. With the 
anticipated construction costs of the Hellman Ranch Reserve golf course and wetlands of over 

. $15 million dollars an average green fee- cart fee of$23 .iLnQl.economically viable. 

Based on construction costs and a reasonable rate of return on investment, the average revenue 
per round for the Reserve golf course in today's dollars would be approximaieiy $50. This 
represents a mid-priced facility for this market area. A shorter course would not be able to obtain 
financing for construction and would not achieve the average revenue per round necessary for an 
investor to make this project an investment risk worth taking. 

We hope this clears up the issue regarding the Hellman Ranch Reserve golf course economic 
feasibility. 

~"+---
TomFrost 
Regional Vice President 
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Attachment H: Issues Regarding Residential Development 
Letter from John Laing Homes discussing the "real world" 

safety and security concerns of trail as proposed by Staff, the 
proposed private streets and community and the timing of 
residential development related to wetlands restoration. 
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June 2, 1998 

Mr. Rusty Areias, Chairman 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Ocean Gate, 1 Otb Floor 

H 0 M E S 
JOHN WNG IUII.T HIS FIIST HOME 

111 ... 

Long Beach, California 90802-4416 

RE: Hellman Ranch Specific Plan -Residential 
Planning Area 5 

Dear Mr. Areias: 

We have been selected by the Hellman family to develop and build the neighborhood of 
70 homes. Being selected, we consider it an honor to be able to be part of such a special 
piece of property. As a result, we have become involved with all of the issues and 
requirements for the residential neighborhood. We have reviewed the staff report along 
with the revisions to the special conditions and have some concerns/comments regarding 
the residential neighborhood. 

1. The proposed "public trail" from Seal Beach Boulevard through Gum Grove 
Park and on to Pacific Coast Highway. 

The trail could threaten the safety and security of the existing residences and to our 
proposed residential neighborhood if public access is allowed from Seal Beach 
Boulevard. Because there is no possible vehicular access from Seal Beach 
Boulevard, the City police department would have difficulty patrolling the trail. 
Consideration should be given to the existing homeowners located directly south of 
Gum Grove Park. Privacy and safety become an issue for them if public access from 
Seal Beach Boulevard is allowed. We would like for the trail to stay as proposed 
with the existing parking lot adjacent to Gum Grove Park and with the meandering 
trail through the park. 

19600 FAIRCHILD SUITE 150 

IRVINE, CA 92612 
T!l.: 714o416-9090 
FAX: 714-476-9898 



Mr. Rusty Areias 
June2, 1998 

Page2of2 

2. The residential streets must remain privately owned and controUed. 

We conducted a workshop with several potential buyers of the homes to be built in 
the neighborhood. One of our discussion points was a gated versus non-gated 
neighborhood. The overwhelming response was to be gated. Some of the reasons 
they gave us were: a) proximity to Seal Beach Boulevard; b) families with young 
children; e) estimated value of what homes will sell for; and, d) neighborhood entry 
identity. In order to achieve this, we would be required by the City of Seal Beach to 
have the streets be private, Jiving the homeowners the ownership and maintenance 
responsibilities of the street improvements. This is appropriate since the streets are 
designed to provide access to the residential tract only and not to any public 
recreation or viewing areas. · 

3. Timing of Residential Development. 

The requirement of not allowing the residential neighborhood to begin construction 
until the wetlands are completed has no validity to it. The proposed residential 
neighborhood is 2,500 feet from the proposed salt marsh restoration area. Also, it 
will not impact the existing delineated wetlands. We would like for this requirement 
to be deleted. 

We believe that this plan is a win/win situation for all parties involved, providing a 
balance to this coastal area with restored wetlands, golf course and .housing. Thank you 
for your consideration of the above issues. We believe when this entire project is 
completed, all of us will have been part of a special place. 

~~:L 
TimMeSunas 
Project Manager 

TM:kh 

Ce: Jerry Tone I Hellman Ranch 
Dave Bartlett I Hellman Ranch 
Lmy Webb I John Laing Homes 
L. J. Edgcomb I John Laing Homes 

/)elk~ 
Debra Pember 
Project Manager 
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Attachment 1: The Commission Can Legally Approve the 
Hellman Project 

Letter from the City of Seal Beach legal counsel confirming the 
Commission's legal basis for approval. 
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CALIFORNIA 
87296-01039 

COASTAL COMMlSSION 
Hon. Chairman Rusty Areias and Members 
California Coastal Commission 
1400 N Street Suite 9 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Re: Hellman Properties/Seal Beach/Application No. 5-
97-367 

Honorable Chairman Areias and Members: 

We serve as the City Attorney for the City of Seal • 
. Beach. We have received the revised report issued by the 
Commission staff dated May 26, 1998 and wish to register our 
vehement protest to the eleventh hour change in position 
recommended by the staff. As you know, staff had originally 
recommended approval of the project, as proposed. Now, the staff 
is recommending that only the residential component be approved, 
and that the golf course be deleted. In our opinion, deletion of 
the golf course would have·the effect of scuttling the entire 
project, leaving the property vacant and eliminating any 
restorationof the severely degraded wetlands. 

The revised staff report: 

1. States, incorrectly, that there is no legal basis 
for approval of the project; 

2. Forms conclusions without any evidentiary support; 
and 

3. Relies, inappropriately, on a non-precedential 
trial court opinion -- Bolsa Cbica Land T.rust v. CCC -~ that can 
e.asily be distinguished, while ignoring controlling appellate 
authority. See, e.g., Sierra Club v. California Coastal 
Commission, 19 Cal.App.4th 547, 561-562 {4th District, 1993) 
(Dredging of Batiquitos Lagoon consistent with Coastal Act) . • 

t• ~ 
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Page 2 

Perhaps most troubling about staff's change of heart is 
its position that approval of the project is somehow inconsistent 
with the Coastal Act. Your Chief Counsel has already provided 
the opinion that the Commission clearly has the discretion to 
approve this project. At the April hearing, he outlined three 
different legal theories upon which your decision can be 
based.11 Now, staff seeks to superimpose its view upon the 
Commission; in effect instructing the Commission that the 
Commission cannot exercise the discretion entrusted to it by the 
Coastal Act. 

There is absolutely no evidence to support the cursory 
discussion provided by staff to bolster its recently adopted 
opinion that the three legal theories outlined by the Chief 
Counsel are "inapplicable here." For example, without any 
evidentiary support, and taking a position inconsistent with the 
comments made by Chief Counsel, staff now concludes that "the 
proposed golf course is not less intrusive than a boating 
facility. "l1 

Further, staff relies heavily upon a non-binding, non-
precedential trial court opinion in Balsa Chica Land Trust v. CCC 
(Appeal pending) as support for its current opinion (contrary to 
Chief Counsel's statements at the hearing) that Section 30233 
cannot be used as a basis for approval of this project. Trial 
court decisions are not precedent. Only published appellate 
decisions are precedential. Controlling law on this issue is 
Sierra Club v. California Coastal Commission, 19 Cal.App.4th 547, 
561-562 (4th District, 1993) where the appellate court rejected 
the limited reading of Section 30233 now proposed by staff. 
Equally significant, however, is that there are little, if any 
similarities between Bolsa Chica and the Hellman Ranch. Bolsa 
Chica has over 200 acres of functioning wetlands connected to the 
ocean by an inlet and harbor; by contrast, the Hellman Ranch has 
27 acres of scattered, degraded wetlands, with no direct tidal 
connection beyond a 4-foot drainage culvert. As shown in more 
detail by Applicant's submittal, there are many other significant 
differences. · · 

~/ Under separate cover, the applicant, Hellman Properties LLC, 
has submitted a letter which amplifies each of the three legal 
bases outlined by the Chief Counsel. We concur in the 
applicant's analysis . 

Zl The applicant's submittal expands on Chief Counsel's opinion 
that this project can be approved under Coastal Act Section 
30233 (a) • 
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Such remarkable differences are important, inter alia, 
because: a trial court decision in Bolsa Chica should have no 
applicability to the Hellman Ranch; and, in the event you may be 
concerned about •stepping onto the precedential slippery slope" 
if you follow "staff's prior recommendation,• each property is 
unique. I have been advising governmental boards for close to 
twenty years, as a member of a firm specializing in governmental 
representation for over 45 years. Without exception, we have 
consistently advised our clients that their land use decisions 
affecting a particular piece of property will have no 
precedential impact upon other properties. Each property is 
unique, with different circumstances involved as to each 
property. Here, based upon the totally different circumstances 
affecting Bolsa Chica, it is not even a close call. 

• 

In the final analysis, it is important to emphasize, 
once again, that the subject property in its current state is ~ 
a significant coastal resource, and is not providing any benefit 
to the public. The property is a huge fenced field, undeveloped 
except for oil production equipment. Technically there are 
historical wetlands on the property, but those wetlands are 
degraded and severely degraded almost to the point of non
existence. As your staff had correctly pointed-out, •no project" 
or non-development of the property, leaving the wetlands • 
unrestored, is not a preferred alternative. The major challenge 
with this site has always been to find an economically productive 
use that restores and preserves wetlands on-site and that is not 
overly dense or intensive. The project as approved by the City 
(significant open space, over 40 acres of restored and 
reconstructed wetlands, very low density residential development, 
and visitor serving recreational opportunities) meets that 
challenge. · 

The current project is the most positive and 
environmentally productive proposal for development on this 
problem-laden site proposed in over twenty years. The current 
proposal is far superior to the much more intensive projects that 
have previously been approved for the subject property ... compared 
to past aRProved proposals for 1,000 homes, and then 329 homes, 
the latter having also been approved by the Coastal Commission, 
the current project, that will only go forward if the golf course 
is not deleted, is a tremendous opportunity for the City and for 
all those members of the p~lic who use and enjoy our beautiful 
coastal resources. 

The process of creating the.current proposal has 
involved a delicate balancing of the needs of the public and the 
City, the protection and restoration of coastal resources, and 
the landowners' right to develop their property in an 
economically viable manner. Deletion of the golf course would • 

~ 
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upset this carefully crafted balance. Bluntly stated, the City 
fears that the public and the City would lose the significant 
public benefits to be derived from this project, including: 

* 28 acres of restored, dedicated and maintained coastal 
wetlands, currently degraded or severely degraded, with 
no expenditure of public funds; 

* The vast majority of the property, one of the last 
vacant parcels in Seal Beach, will be maintained as 
open apace; 

* A high-quality public golf course, providing an 
important visitor-serving recreational opportunity; 

* The dedication of Gum Grove Park to the City for • 
public park in perpetuity; 

* The dedication of public trails near the restored 
wetlands; and 

* Residential development that ia 20' of the density 
previously approved by this Commission and the City . 

Along with this letter, the Commission will receive 
more detailed comments from the applicant, Hellman Properties 
LLC. The City fully supports and joins in that submission. 

In summary, the City of Seal Beach respectfully urges 
the Commission to approve the project ~ the golf course. 
We urge the Commission to approve the project in its proposed 
form to ensure that this incredible opportunity to restore 
coastal wetlands and enhance coastal recreation opportunities 
through limited density residential development will not be lost~ 

QMB:qmb 
0680652 

Very truly yours, 

•l/! . ( 7 h ' /"\ ~ 
t.-1'""-. tl 'f!l, ~ 

Qul.nn M. Barrow 
City Attorney 
City of Seal Beach 
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Revisions to Special Conditions 

Hellman Ranch Reserve 
CDP No. 5-97·367 

~ ~!~~!!@ 
CALIFORNIA • 

COASTAL CO~"V,ISSION 
n. STANDARD CQNIJTIONS. 

1. Noti;.e of R.egjpt and Ackmwledpu:mt. The pemit is not valii and development shal not 
COllli11mce until a copy of the pemit, signed by the pemittee or authorized agert, 
acknow ledgilg receipt of the pemit and acceptance of the tenm and conditions, is renmed to 
the Comnission offa:e. 

2. &piration. If thedevdopment has notco1Illmlced, thepemit will expire two yem from the 
date this pemit is repcrted to the Comnission. Development shaD be pursued in a diligent 
manrer and competed in a reasonable peri:>d of time. Appication for extension of the pemit 
must be made priCI' to the expi'ation date. 

3. COII)Iiiance. All development must occm in st:ra compiance with the prop:>sal as set forth in 
the app1ication for pemit, subject to any sped.al conditions set forth below. Any deviation 
from the approved plam must be reviewed and approved by the staff and may require 
Conmission approval. 

4. Into;pretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved by 
the Executive Director or the Conmission. 

5. 

6. 

1. 

lnsp:ctions. The Conmission staff shaD be allowed to inspect the site and the pro)ct dumg 
its development, subpct to 24-hour advmce noti:e. 

Assi&Jlment The pemit may be assigned to any quaifJ.ed person, provided assignee files 
with the Comnission an affdavit accepting all tenm and conditions of the pemit. 

Tenm and Conditions Run with the Land These tenm and conditions shaD be perpetual, and 
it is the intention of the Conmission and the pemittee to bind all future owners and 

• 
possessors of the subject property to the terrm and conditions. 

7 ~-i&ils¥ ..c~nl..-?iJ' u Vf &?' (,.... m. SPEOAL CONilJlQNS. 

1. WEll.ANDS RES1PRAUQN ARENCONSERVATIQN. .,~ 

The wetlands resiJration area shaD consist of a mininum j9 Sl acres of wetlands (inchdin& 
iJBUDpriate transitional hablat zonc:s to the extent thattbey will SJ.UliPil Wetland ve&etaUon or wetJand 
characteristics eKe:Htii:Bg lnlffers) compised of: 1) a minimum tlHfty sHi (l6l twer&y:ej&l1 (28l acre 
salt marsh wetland (Pha.e 1 of the ovemll salt marsh wetland a:eation) to be creed initially, loca:ed 
adja:ent to the Hayres Cooing Chamel and connected to the San Gabriel River by a culvert (as 
generally d.epkted on Page 1 of Exhbit B), and surrounded by a lmfil: transitionS hablat area 
ee&sisieftt with the tfanSMieR ll8H'fleRs~· .. tegetatefl OetBfi (mifliRH!m H'le feet high ee•Je the 
aSjaeeRt gelfee~HSe pade~lllfl &PeiiS desaibed in the conceptual wetlands rescration plan (the 16 
aere figure sh&l 8ftly iRe:Hfle shale•» aueaflal, eeea;i~ apa;efl sabt:iflal, le·N• iRtfftiflal, u.pp• 
iftteFBSal, BREi S'lif'e' t!I!W he&ts aad sh&lltiR iReilfle tfaflsftieR &Pei!S), 2) a minimum 6. 8 acres of 
freshwater marsh wetlands consisting of five (5) interconnected ponds integrated within the golf 
cowse, and 3) reservation of a mininum 16.2 acres of all mineral prod.lction area for future Phase 2 
and Phase 3 creation of salt marsh wetlands. The wetlands shaD be creaed, preserved, and • 
mailtained as desaibed in the folbwing conditions: 

A "fh•e 1" Initial ~alt Marsh Wot]and Resttration Area. PRieR TO TIIE 
ISSUANCEOF1HECOASTAL MENTPBRMlT, theappkant shal exea1te andreead 
a docmnent in a form and conent acceptable to the Exemtive Director, irrevocably offering to dedi:ate 
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to a pubic agen:;y, private asscxiation, or non-profit ass~iation approved by the Exerutive Director 
an open space and conservatioo easement, as prop:>sed by the appJicant and required by Parks, 
Recreation and Open Space Mitigation Measure R-3 as approved by City of Seal Beach City Council 
Resdution No. 4562, for the puqx>se of creaing and maimaining a mininum t:Rirty sa (l6) twenty
eislt (28) acre salt marsh wetbnd, indulin& ap.propriate tramitional habtat zones as desaibed in the 
Wetlands Rest>ration Plan (Phase 1 of the overall salt marsh wetland crea:ion). s\if19\mded &y a 
.,uffer area oousisteat with the tf&Bsiaoa mae Elensely '<'egetateeeerm; (miaimum five feet higft aeow 
t:Re .tj~EeBt golf emuse graEie)lupiEEI m:ea; desaieed iB t:Re eoa~tual wetimds resi3ralioa plaB (the 
36 aeFe figm:e shaB only iBetiEie shaBo•N subfiEial, ~i9Bally eKpE6ed sueadal, lower iBtef't:idal, 

. upper iBter&dal, aad super aEial hablats aad shaB. B2t iBeiHie trBBSiaol'lhuf~laad area:; desaieed 
iD the ooueeptual wetla:Bds resmalioa plan). Such easement shaD be over the area of the site locaed 
adja::ent to the Haynes CooJing Channel and connected to the San Gabriel River by a culvert. 
inctiEiing area:; in the general viciRit:y of t:Re gFeE!l for t:Re 12t:R hole aBEl t:Re tee for the 13th hole aBEl iB 
the general viciRity of t:Re gfeefl for Sth hole and the tee fer the 6th aole, as generally dep~ Oft Page 
1 of EMmit 8 of the stal" repat for this pemi:t Alternatively. if the ap.plicant provides assurance of 
its abjjty to maintain the salt marsh wetland . ..th,m subj!ct to the ap.proval of the Exewtive Director. 
the BnPlicant shaD recocd a deed restriction containin& the same provisions as set forth above. The 
easement shaD: 

(1) Pemit the appJicant, its agents, and.br the accq>ting agen;y or non-profit 
organizatioo to enter the property, creme and maiJ:iain habtat, revegetate portions of 
the area, and fenre the newly creaedlrevegetalKI area in order to pro~t such habitats. 

(2) Restrict all development, vegetation clea-ance, fuel modificatioo and grading 
within the easement except that necessary to esttblishlrmintain the habitat. 

(3) Pemit staff of the Coastal Comnission and other resoorces agen;ies (e.g., 
CalifomiaDepatment of Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, etc.) to 
enter and ins}rCt for purp:>ses of determining compliance with coastal development 
pemit 5-97-367 and other ageo:;y approvals. 

(4) No development, as defmed in Section 30I<Xi of the Coastal Act shaD occur 
in wetland creaion areas and 'Netimd buffer area; except for the creaion and 
maiii.enance of hablat and fencing of the creaed hablat in order to pro~ such 
hablats. 

The easement area sha11 be desaibed in metes and bounds.. The rec<rded document shaD inchde legal 
desaiptions of both the applicant's entre parrel and the easement area The recaded document shaD 
also retl!ct that development in the easement area is restricted as set forfl in this pemit condition. The 
offer shaD be recaded free of pri<.r liem which the Exerutive Director determines may affect the 
interest being conveyed. The offer shall run with the land in fav<.r of the Peope of the St.R of 
Callomia, binding all sucressors and assigns. and shaD be irrevocable for a perbd of 21 yem, such 
perhd running from the date of reccrding. 

B. Reservation of Qil Mineral Prod1ction Area for Phase 2 and Phase 3 Wetimd 
Cre.Um. PRICR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEV:ELOPMENT PERMT, the 
pernittee shaD exerute and rec<rd a deed restriction, in a form and con~nt accq>table to the Exewtive 
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Dirt'ctor, whidl shaD provide that the allowable uses and allowable devdopment on both the entre 7. 5 
acre area of ell mineral-production faclities immediately to the soutleast of the Haynes Cooing 
Channel (Lot 7 of Vesting Tenfative Tract Map 15381) and the 8. 7 westmmost acres of ell mintral
prodlction facilities immediately to the soutleast of the Haynes Cooing Channel (Lot 6 of Vesting 
Tenfative Tract Map 15381) shaD, eH8ef at the time the on-site eil-mimDl prodlction ceases eF-e& 
April IS, 2018, whime"<'tr eeews earier), be restricted to: 1) the removal of the existing ell mineral
production facilities, 2) removal of con1aminants and remediation of the sin\ and 3) wetland hablat 
crea:ionlrestoration and conservalim/open space. These reservations will be sUbject to a five-year 
"sunset clause" which would beain upon tennination of the mineral extraction activities. The deed 
restriction shaD be recaded over the FeJlised loti ~ of Vesting Tentative Tract Map 15381 whidl 
con1ains t:Re •.vetlands, gelf eemse, ad ell minqal production faciities, and shaD run with the land. 
binding all successors and assigns, and shaD be recaded free of pria liens that the Exerutive Di:rector 
determines may affect the enfcn:eability of the restriction. This deed restriction shaD not be removed 
or changed witOOut a Coastal Conmission-approved amendment to this coastal devdopment pemit 
unless the Exerutive Director determines that no amendment is required. · · 

C. Freshwater Marsh Deed Restriction. PRICR TO THE ISSUANCE OF mE 
COASI' AL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the pemittee shaD exerute and recad a deed restriction, in a 
form and conEnt 8Ceq)table to the Exerutive Di:rector, whidl shaD provide that No devdopment, as 
defmed in Section 301<X5 of the Coastal Act, shaD OCC1.D' in the freshwater marsh wetlands consisting 
of five interconnecting ponds within the golf comse as shown on Exhbit C, excq>t devdopment • 
necessary forpurp:>ses of enhatcementandrestoralionofthe wetlands. The deed restriction shaD be 
recaded over t:Re re\·ised lot ~ "<'lAim eeRaifts t:Re 'Netlaftds, gelf eemse, ad oil preEiletioa faeil*ies, 
.of Vesting Tentative Tract Map 15381 and shaD run with the land. binding all successors and assigns, 
and shaD be recaded free of pria liens that the Exerutive Director determines may affect the 
enfocceability of the restriction. This deed restriction shaD not be removed or changed witrout a 

· Coastal Comrrission-approved amendment to this coastal devdopment pemit unless the Exerutive 
Director determines that no amendment is required. 

2. FINAL WETLAND BESIDRATION PROORAM. 

PRICR TO THE ISSUANCE OF mE COASI'AL DEVB...OPMENT PERMIT, the appicant shaD 
subnit, for the revew and approval of the Exerutive Director, a fmri wetland rest>ralion program for 
the prop.>sed proj'.ct. The program shan be devdoped in consultalim with the Comnission, 
CalifomiaDepm1mentof Fish and Ganx; and U.S. Fish and Wdc:Dife Service and at a minmum shaD 
incbde: · 

A. A detailed fmri site plan of the existing degmded and severely degmded wetlands· and 
a deuiled fmri site plan of the wet1and creaion resbred sites that substantiaDy conform with the plam 
con1ained in the Ad.dendum to Cong;pt Wetlands Restmltion Plan for the HeUman Ranch 
(" Addendum'1 datfd February 1998 prqmed by Moffatt & Niemi Engileers in association with 
Coastal Rescurces Management (M&:N File 3693) and the Conc:;cpt Wetlands Rest>ration Plan for 
the Hellman Ranch ("Cmcept Plan") revised November 1997 preptred by Moffatt & Nichol 
Engileers in associalion with Coastal Rescurces management, as revised as folbws: 

(1) The prop.>sed initial "Phase 1" SaltMarsh Wetland shaD be a mininum tBifty- • 
sa (36) twenty-eiaht <28} acre salt marsh wet1and (Phase 1 of the overall salt marsh wetland crea:ion) 

W'l!ll-1323/ H36SUOOI/ 14'725.1 
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wbid:t inci1des an appro.priate t:rarlitional habitat zone as desaibed in the Wetlands Respration Plan. 
saf'l9QBaeEl by a baf:fer aFea eeasisteat •.vith the transitie& iSO&elde&sely vegetated. bef'Im (m:i:nimam 
five feet high aeeJJe the adja:~e&t geJfGeafSe grade)laplma area; desEribeEl iR the GOAcepmal wetimas 
Fe&matiea plaa (the 36 BGre figare shall aBly iRelilae shalle•.,.· sabtiaal, eeeaiieaal:ly e*peieEl 
salMklal, lewer mtertiaal, apper iBtertiaal, S:BEI saper tiEial haelats BREI shall am iReiiEle 
tfansitieRhu.ffeJNpiBREI area; ElesaibeEl in the eenc:eptoal wetlaaEls Fe&eratien pia&). 

(2) R:e1lfie f.igares Al, M S:BEI A7 ef the l\dEiEflaam te refleGt that iRe Phase 1 
SaltMarsa Wetmia hasbee&8*f>mdeEl, tea mini=mml 36 BG£es, iR the general vieinity efthegfeett fer 
f:he 12f:hheleaaEitheteeferthe I 3d\ hale aaEI iR the general vieinity ef the gfeetl fer Sf:h hale BREI f:he 
tee fer f:he 6th hale; as generally aepi:teEl en Page 1 ef exhi>it B te d\e stal' repcrt fer ee&slsl 
de'f•elopme&t pemit appiGatien 5 97 367. 

(3) Desaibe the fmal acreage (minimum 6. 8 acres) and loca:ions of the freshwater 
marsh wetland areas. 

(4) The fmal acreage of the freshwater marshes and all phases of the salt marsh. 
shall net iflelt:lae the aereage ef TransitieAAlaffer area; (i.e., the saltwater marsh area; whilii are ReYer 
sabjeet te d\e infile&ee ef tiEles, ana the freshwater marsh area; net eevtRICI by v;ater) . 

B. The baseline ecobgical assessment of the existing degraded and severely degraded 
wetland area subnitted with the coastal devdopment pernit application 

C. A fmal overlay map (if a large seal! map is produced, a redu:ed 8 1/2" x 11" or 11" x 
17" copy shal be inchded in the program) w hid:t superimposes the folbwing: 

(1) The twerty-five (25) acres of degrnded wetland as mapped by the California 
Depf!1mentofFishandGamein its January 13, 1982Detqminati>n of the Status of Wetlands Within 
the City of Seal Beadl. Immediately Sou1h and East of the San Gabriel River Charmel (Ponderosa 
SealBeadl Wetlands); 

(2) The cunent 1996 wetlands demeation (27 acres) of the propa site preptred 
by Coastal Resrurces Management & Charrbers Group as shown on Figure 4-7, Page No. 4-13 of 
the application for coastal devdopment pernit 5-97-367; 

(3) The prop:>sed areas of wetland fill resulting from the golf couiSe ·and resulting 
fromcreaion of new wetlands; and 

( 4) The prop:>sed freshwater marsh and Phase 1 (inlial crea:ion) salt marsh areas. 

D. Monl.oring and Remo::liation 

(1) An independentbiobgist to monl.or the esttblishment and sucmss of the salt 
marsh sbal be selected by the applicant and approved. b,y the Executive Director, and funding for the 
monl.or biobgist shal be provided by the app1icant for a peri>d of ten ( 1 0) yeaiS . 

(2) Reference sites must be accessible to the independent montor and shall 
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con1ain habbt of interest and shaD be characteri21:d by a muted tida regime similar to the prop>sed salt 
marsh. Hablat areiB within the referenced sites to be used as stanclards qailst which the rest>ration 
areas will be compu-ed. will be selc:cted using rancbm sampina techniq.ues in order to most accurately 
khatacteriz the tar&et wetland babfat. 

(3) Success Criaia 

The monloring of the salt marsh shaD be in compiance with the standards and criteria con1ained in the 
Concept Plan, except that:: 1) exotic, invasive and non-native spedes shaD be excilded from any 
assessment of performance starrlards, and (2) the prop>sed performance starrlards shaD be modified 
as folbws for the vari>us prop>sed babbt zones (the performance standards and success cri~ria shaD 
be met within the first five yem after completion of constructioo. of the Phase 1 salt marsh): 

a. Transition Zones 

The management plan for the proposed berm ringing the salt marsh whim serves as transitionA>uffer 
area shaD be appled to all native spedes, notjustsensitive spedes. 

b. High SaltMarsh 

Vegetation in the High Salt Marsh shaD con1ain at least as many of the same native spedes (bofl in • 
quartity and type) as the least specious reference site. The average tota (all species coml:Uled) percent 
cover shaD be at least eiglty peramt (80%) of the referenced wetland Hiah Salt Marsh area The 
average plari. height for each spedes shaD be at least seventy-five peramt (75%) of that of the same 
species at the reference si~ except that picldeweed shaD be no less than twenty centimeters (20 em) in 
average height 

c. Low Salt Marsh 

The average perrent cover of picldeweed shaD be at least eiglty peramt (80%) of the referenced 
wet}and Low SaltMarsh area. and the average height should be eitb!r seventy-five pe~nt (75%) of 
pickleweed height at reference sites or twenty centimeters (20 em), whidtever is gmier. 

d. MudFlat 

Infama shaD be monlored and docmnented at both the pro)ct and reference sites. Avifauna at the 
proposed salt marsh shaD be similar in type and number to the species and foraging use of the habbt 
at reference sites. The ftetl mettods for monloring and flat shal be approved by the Exewtive 
Din'£tor. 

e. Subtidal basil and chamels 

There shaD be a similar nu~ and type of species and individuals as at the reference sites. Demersal 
fJSh and water colmnn fish shal be evahated sepa-ately. Adul and juvenile fJSh shaD be coutted 
sepa-ately and performance standards appied to aduls. 

E. The fmal design and constructicn methxis that will be used to ensure the mitigation 

OU791-JlU/H36563~01/147J5.1 
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site aclreves the defmed goals, objectives and perfonnance stardards, and fma conso:uctim plans. 

F. Preliminary remedial measures and provisions which require the fmal remedial 
measures to be determined in consultatim with the Coastal Conmission ("CCX::"), California 
DepatmentofFishandGame ("CIFG") and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ("USFWS"). The 
determinati:m that the wetlands have esttblished and are functioning at a level where they no longer 
require remediation shal be made by the CCC, CDFG and USFWS. 

G. Provisions for subnittal, within thirty (30) days of competion of initial rest>ration 
work, of "as built" plans demmstratilg that the freshwater and Phase 1 saltwater marsh wetlands 
have been conSb:Ucted in accadance with the approved design and conSb:Uctim methods. 

H. A written fmal detailed plan for fmmcing the actual cost of conso:ucting, esttblishing 
and maintaining in perpetuity all approved wetlands. The plan shal provide that the applicant 
landowBer, pro)!&ty ma:Bager &BEl golf eowse owBerloperaor are ak:imately is resp:msible in 
peqD11ity for wetland maintenance, as proposed in Sections 5.5.1 and 6.5.1 of the "Con::ept 
Wetlands Rest>ration Plan for the Helhnan Ranch" revsed November 1997 preprred by Moffatt & 
Nicool Engileers in association with Coastal Reswrces Management. This iBeiJEles Fe estaelisf:liBg 
the weQmds if they are lost or impEted dae to BalHfa:l disa;teFs. The plan shal indi:ate, at a 
minimum: 1) the sources of funding, which may incilde devi:es such as le~Ers of credit. 2) proj!cted 
cos1s of conso:ucting, esttblishing and maintaining in perpetuity all approved wetlands, as proposed in 
Sections 5.5.1 and 6.5.1 of the "Con::ept Wetlands Rest>ration Plan for the Helhnan Ranch" revic;ed 
November 1997 prepll'ed by Moffatt & Nicool Engineers in association with Coastal Resrurces 
Management. and 3) reqaire that eosts of OBgEiRg maintM&Bee of the wetlaAds, iBelading mOBitoriBg 
b;' the indEpeBdeBt eiobgist, slial 8e paid oat of the golf GOHfSe revl!fl:Hes befEre any othl!" eosts 
incurred hy the golfeoaiSe, la.Bdowner aad its ownerlopeffier. 

I. Periodic cleming and maintenance of the culvert connecting the salt marsh to the San 
Gabriel River. 

J. Periodic removal of invasive, non-native plants shal be removed perildically from 
both the saltwater and freshwater marsh wetland areas in perpetuity to ens\D'e maintenance of wetland 
habtat values. 

K. IB\'ifiPle, N:ode, BOB BatP.•e plaris shal not he asedanyVJhet=e iB th:e golf GOHfSe, with 
the eKeeptioB ef grass for fakway, giMl aad tee twi: Native plant species shall be used to the 
maxinum extent possible thrwpout the &01f coume. No invasive exo1ic species Jistd b.y the 
California Exotic Pest Plant Couu;U as unw aned sp:.d.es will be used in the eolf COU!Se. In addition. 
the fmal eolf coume plant palette Will be suQj:ct to revi:;w and uroval b.y the Exewtiye Director. 

L. CoBstruet:ioo aetivit:ies for all de¥elopBBH, iBeiidiBg the wetlanEls, shall Bot oeeur 
El\umg the BestiBg seasoBs ef seasit:ive species. Constructim activities will be implmlented so as to 
not disturb breedin& behavior or activities of sensitive ayim activities. Sinre it is not know whether 
sensitive species wouk:l be nestin& on or near the site a.~ Gum Grove Park). the site (indudin& Gum 
Grove Park) will be surveyed to detmnine the presence of nestin.& sensitive species. If no nestin& 
sensitive §pedes are idertified on the site. there would be no restrictions plaaxi on constructim.__lf 
nesting sensitive species are identified. a 200{oot buffer will be delllii"Cated arO\Ild the nesting area 
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and no work will be pemitted in tbc20().{oot zone, Weeklymonloringvisls will be CQnWcted by a 
qualfied ornl:hologist to determine wheJber the 20().{oot buffer is adeQlate to prevent dismption of 
essential breeding activities. Detominatim that constructim activities is causing disruptions in 
essential breqiing behavior or activities will result in adimtrnent of the 2QO{oot buffer. 

M. PriCI' to coiT~IIEDcemett of constructial of the golf cowse, the proposed wetland areas 
(sal marsh, butters and freshwater marsh), shal be staked and signed in a manner which cle2ly 
demmstrates to constructim crews that the wetland areas are not to be entered for any reason. 

The pemittee sha11 undertake development in acccrdance with the fma wetland mitigation program 
approved by the Exea1tive DiRctor. Any proposed changes to the approved fma program shall be 
repa1ed to the Exea1tive Director. No changes to the approved fmal plans shal occur without a 
Coastal Comnission-approved amendment to this coastal development pemit unless the Exea1tive 
Director detf.rmines that no amerdment is required. 

3. REVISED VES11NG TENTATIVE lRAct MAP NQ 15381. 

• 

PRI<R TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall 
subnit, for the rev~w and approval of the Exea.~tive Dircaor, two copa of a fmal reviled vesting 
tentative map for Traa No. 15381. The fmal revised map sllal merge prepesee Lets 4, €i aaE17 (i. a, 
die propesed lets fer iRe gelf eeuiSe aaEl twa eil pmElaetieR &Fe&S) iftte a siflgle legal let The • 
applicant shall recad the revised map approved by the Exea1tive Dircaor. 

4. GOLF COURSE OPERATIONS AND GOLFER WEilAND EDUCATION PROGRAM 

A Timil& ef Oel{Cevme Ceest'Netiw. Pria- te Ge~~JH~meemeli ef eeestNetiEB ef die 
gelf 99Uf5e, die prepesee arehaeelegEal test pmwam (iREiaemg all retJ:'BifeEI eJteavMiee aaEl 
de";elepmeet ef reaseeaele RliUgati98 m.easares) sllal a ave t.R eempleteEl. 

B. Timing of Golf Coume Q}eljng. The golf cowse shal not be operted for use until 
both the freshwater and Phase 1 saltwater marsh wetlands have been constructed in accqdance with 
theWetimds Resmation Plan approved 1zy the Exeg:ttive Director theW~· 

C. Golf ball retrieval. PRI<R TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVB.OPMENT PERMIT, the pemittee shall subnit, for the rev~w and approval of the Exemtive 
Director, a written plan which desaibes in deuil the proposed met.bJd for retrieving golf balk from 
wetland die fFeSh•.vater IB8f'Shes and Mshwater ft'HtfSB hl:lffer areas. The plan sha11 incl1de the 
folbwing pFBBihitiem 9ft gelf hall retrieval: 1) a con1r0lled program for golf ball retrieval, in 
conjlnction with on-going maimenance and monloring of wetland areas, gelf hal6 sllal Bet ee 
febie.yeEl fFem aay saltwater IB8I'Sh ·: .. etimEl &fefti, and 2) golf balk shal not be retrieved by golfers 
them;elves under any cira.unstanc:es. The golf couiSe operat<r shal coropy with the plan approved 
by the Exea1tive Director. 

D. Oolfer education on wetlands. PRI<R TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVB.OPMENTPERMIT, the pernittee shall subnit, for the rev~w and approval of the Exemtive 
DiRctor, a detri.led written plan which desaibes the metblds by which users. of the golf cowse will be • 
infmned of the wetland areas (e.g., signage, brochures, ins1nlctions priited on score carm, etc., 
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which instruct golfers not to enter wetland or wetland buffer areas). 

E. Golf Course Deed Restiction PRICR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the pemittee shaD execute and recocd a deed res1riction, in a form and 
conent accq>tableto the Executive Director, which shaD provide that 

( 1) The applicant, aBEl golf course owner/opemtor andbr wetlands 
roanager/owl)3', shaD impement and comply with the fmal wetland mitigation 
program approved by the Executive Director. 

(2) Development and management of the golf coume shaD be in coill);iiance with 
the documeit An Environmen1al J\wroach to Golf Coume DevelQpment & 
Management prepared for Hellman ProJerties U.C by Siena Co~ge-Audubon 
International Institute dated December 1996 as prop>sed by the applicant 

(3 Inva9i:'t'e, e*otic, BOB aative plant:s s&al aot ee used aayvAuwe iB t&e golf 
course, ... , .. it& t&e e*eepiioa of gHSS fer fai:t\'t•ay, gree9 aBEl tee mrf. Constructioo. 
activities will be implemented so as to not dis1Urb breed.ine behavior or activities of 
sensitive avim activities. Sinre it is not lcnow whether sensitive species woukl be 
nesting on or near the site a.~ Gum Grove Park.). the site (induding Gum Grove 
Parkl will be surveyed to determine the presence of n~tin& sensitive species._lf_nQ 
nesting sensitive species are idettified on the site. there woukl be no restrictions 
placed on constructioo.. If nestins sensitive speci~ are idertified. a 200-foot butter 
will be dema-cated arol.D1d tbe nesting area and no work will be permitted in tbe 200-
footzone. Weekly monkoringvisls will be conducted by a qualified omlhologist to 
determine whether the 200{oot puffer is adeQUate to prevent disn.wtion of essential 
breedine activities. Determinati:m that constructioo. activities is causing dismptions in 
essential breeding behavior or activities will result in aQjustment of the 200-foot 
buffer. 

( 4) The applicant and golf coume owner/operaor shaD implement and comply 
with the fmal golf ball retrieval plan approved by the Executive Director. 

(5) The golf course shaD not be lighted nor shaD it be open for niglt play. 

( 6) The golfer education program approved by the Executive Director shaD be 
coill);iied with and impbnented. 

(7) Both saltwater and freshwater marsh wetland areas shaD be designated as 
lateral haz:ard out of eoums areas which golfers shaD not enter. 

(8) The golf course shaD be open to the general public (aotjust resiieats ef t&e 
City of Seal Bead:l) durilg all hours of opemtion, except durilg offeial club 
tournaments, tournaments for charity and other tournaments of t&e PFOfessieaal Gelf 
l\ssooiatioa or Ltldes Protessioali Golf.<\ssooiati.OR held at the golf course . 

OJZ791-13Z3/ID6.56U01/147l.S.I 
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(9) The golf COUlSe shal not be converted to a private membmhip coUJ.Se. 

(10) Signs shall be ins1alled whim arecle~dy visble to the general pubic whidt 
infam the general pubic that the golf COUJ.Se is open for play to the pubic. 

(11) Pubic parking for the golf course shal bp in accc:rdance with City of Sea} 
Bead1 parkin& standards. pre'li4ed at aJJ 8mes eased ea eight spaees fer eaeh hale; plas eae spaee fer 
eaeh emp~ee. 

The deed restriction shaD be .reccrded over the w;isee lot! eeaf&iRiBg tile gelf eearse, 'Netilaads &Rd 
eil prodaeaea faeili&es of Ves1ing Tentative Tract Map 15381 and shaD run with the land, binding all 
successors and assigns, and shaD be reca:ded free of pria:' liem that the Exeo.ttive Director determines 
may affect the enfaceabiity of the restriction. This deed resriction shaD not be removed or changed 
witlx>ut a Coastal Conmission-approved amet'kiment to this coastal development pemit unless the 
Exeo.ttive Director determines that no amet'kiment is required. 

F. Final Golf Course Plan Desps. PRICR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEV.B.DPMENT PERMIT, the appicant shaD subnit, for the rev~w and approval of the Exeo.ttive 
Dira:tor, fmal design andconstructim plans fortheprop>sed golf course. The fmal plans shaD be in 

• 

substantial compiance with the final wetland restoration plan approved by the Exeo.ttive Director and • 
the" An Envronmen1al Approach to Golf Course Development & Management" prepared for H~Uman 
Properties U..Cby Siena Colqe-Audubon International Institute dated December 1996. 

G. Final Plam for the Golf Ch@ouse. PRICR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE 
COASTAL DEV.B.DPMENT PERMIT, the appicant shaD subnit, for the rev~w and approval of the 
Exeo.ttive Director, fmal plans for the golf clutbouse. Pubic access shaD be maiJtajned to all 
comm:m areas of the pubic golf clutbouse. 

5. PUBUC ACCESS PRQYRAM 

A DedQtion of Pubic Trails. PRICR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVB..OPMENTPERMIT, theappicant shal subnit, for the re~w and approval of the Exeo.ttive 
Director, an irrevocable offer-to-dc:dicate tweaty fi'le (2S) twenty (20} foot wide pubic access 
easements as: 1) prop>sed by the appicant, 2) required by Parks, Recreation and Open Sp~ 
Mitigation Measure R-3 as approved by City of Seal BeadJ. City Couo;;il Resolution No. 4562, ~ 
· ge&eFaJJy dep&.ed ea iaE:h:IJit L ef tile stat' repmt fer this p~ to a pubic agency or non-profit 
asscciation accq>table to the Exeo.ttive Dira:tor has been executed. The easement area shaD be 
desaibed in metes and boWKls and shaD resrict development within the easement area to l8l.bk 
utiities. oil and &as pipelines. ememency access and constructim and mai:rtenance of the trais. The 
offer shaD be reccrded free of prier liem whim the Exeo.ttive Director determines may affect the 
interest being conveyed, and shall provide the pubic the riglt to use the dedated roue for pubic trail 
purposes and viewing of the prop>sed salt marsh wetland. The document shaD provide that the offer 
of dedation shaD not be used or construed to allow anyme, prier to accq>tance of the offer, to 
interfere with any rights of pubic access acquired throogb use whim may exist on the property. The 
offer shaD run with the land in faver of the Peope of the S~ of Callornia, binding all successors 
and assigns, and shaD be irrevocable for a perixl of 21 years, such perixl running from the date of 
rear ding. 
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B. Public Trails Peed Restriction PRICR TO THE ISSUANCE OF TiiE COASTAL 
DE"VaOPMENT PERMIT, the pemittee shaD exerute and recad a deed restriction, in a fonn and 
con~nt acceptable to the Exerutive Director, whim shaD provide that 

( 1) The pro.posed trails shaD be improved and open to the public and maintained 
by the golf couJ.Se operator pri<r to the acceptance of the easements. 

(2) The desjgn of anY new the trails and access to the ~ trails shaD meet the 
requirements of the Americans with Dis~ilities Act. 

(3) The trails shaD be a minimum of ten ( 1 0) feet wide. 

(4) The trails shaD not be lighted in order to mininize impa;t to the wetlands. 

(5) The trails shaD be open to the public from dawn to dusk. Any changes to the 
hours of operation of the trails shaD require an ameooment to this pemit unless the 
Exerutive Director determines that no ameooment is required. 

( 6) The proposed view overlooks at the ends of the trails shaD con1ain 
handicap accessible seating . 

(7) The trails shall be, as necessary, partially or fully encbsed with see-through 
structures, such as cages or arc~ fen~, whim pro~t trail users fromemnt golf 
balls. 

The deed restriction shaD be recaded over the public access trail easements and shaD run with the 
land, binding all successors and assjgns, and shaD be recaded free of pri<r liens that the Exerutive 
Director determines may affect the enfaceability of the restriction This deed restriction shaD not be 
removed or changed without a Coastal Comnission-approved ameooment to this coastal development 
pemit unless the Exerutive Director determines that no ameJXiment is required. 

C. Trail LiflJ.ang Gum Grove Park with the State l:xmds P~l BBa Seal BeeS! 
Boue¥ard. PRICR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DBVILOPM.BNT PERMIT, the 
appieant shaD eKeaite ana reeml a deed res~ofl; in a form &Be eoaeat BGee~Jmble to the &ea:1t:ive 
Dift£tor, whief:l shaD provide that 

( 1) A tv.' tHy five (25) foot '>Vide s&;3 of laBS, at the l:Jase of the l:Jl'Yif l:Jelew; Surf 
PI~ BBS Catali:Ra AYeltie, waief:l eoaaeets the pro~sed pubie tfail emaaal:iBg from 
the State l..aBds pm=Eel ana RiBS part of the way along the souf:lerly edge of the 
pro~sed salt maFSh resa3ratioa area shaD l:Je exehsi-vely reserYed for a pu'blie tfail 
eoaaeetiag Gum Gro'Je Park with the State Lands pareel, as generally depi?ted on 
Bxhilit L of the staft" FepEI1 for this pemti. 

(2) St:nEtures sue& as partial arefted feaee eaetisures or retiiaiBg walfi aeeessary 
to proeet trail USefS fromernlit golf'f:lalls anapolalt:iall:Jl'Yif faihre SaaJll:Je aile-Ned ifl this 8fea 
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and Seal Bead! Besleva.fd, as geAerally depiated 8ft IW:leit L ef the staff rep81t fer 
this pemit Said tfai shal be aeeessmle fP91R tke prepesed resiieHal devaepmeat as 
well as frem Seal Beam Beu:Jevard. 

The deed res&ieBeft shal be eea=ded ever the tHi as geaenlJ¥ depieted 8ft ~it L ef the std 
Fep81t fer tms pemit and shal NR with tke land, hiRcing all saeesseFS Md assigRs, aad shal he 
FeeEI'dec:l fFee ef priEI' JieR; that tM &eaftive Dfteter detamiRes HHlY affeet the ~'Y ef tM 
Fesiieties. This deed restrietieR shal Ret ee Femeved er ehaaged ·writEat a Ceaslal Cemflissi$R 
app1~wec:l &l'fl8fdRleRt te this eeaslal dewJepmeRt pemit aRlss the :8xeaHi-ve Direeter detenHiRes that 
Re ameadmeRt is~· 

6. STAlE LANil> PARW ,, 

A Deed and I&ase Restriction. PRICR TO 1HE ISSUANCE OF 1HE COASI'AL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the owner of property cormmnly known as the California S~ Lands 
Comnission parrel, situated nordleasterly of Pacific Coast Highway at its intersectioo with First 
Street in the City of Seal Beadl, which provides that 

( 1) This coastal development pemit approves only the constructioo of: a) an • 
interpretive cen~r consisting of a raised, handicap-aa::essible pla1form with 
infmnation panels con1aining phot>graphs, maps, exhbits, etc., overlooking the 
prop:>sed salt marsh, b) the pl~ment only of the Krenwink.le House on the site (no 
uses are esttblished), c) the constructioo of parking spaces, and d) constructioo of a 
structure or structures con1aining a maximum of 10,000 squa-e feet of vislor-setving 

. uses on the S~ Lands parrel, provided that adequate parking is suppied. 

(2) Any modificatioos to the development desaibed in this conctition shal 
require an amemment to the pemit from the Coastal Comnission. 

(3) An approved coastal development pemit from the Coastal Comnission shaD 
be obtaned prier to the esttblishment of uses to be con1ained in the Krenwink.le House after it is 
locaed on the StaE Lands parrel. 

(4) Only pubic access, pubic recreation, pubic education and visiOr-serving 
collliiet'Cial facilities, which are consistent with the requiremen$ of the Coastal Act 
and with the requiremen$ esttblished by the Calfomia S~ Lands Comnission for 
use of pubic lands, shal be pemitted on the StaE Lands parrel. 

{5) All off~:e uses are prolnbited on the StaE Lands parrel (exrepting offt::es 
which are necessary fortheadmilistrati.on of, andareadjmct to, the pubic access and 
vislor-service uses allowed). 

(6) Parking for the vislor-serving uses on the S~ Lands parrel shaD :t&Jn 
acccrdance with City of Seal Beach parking stmlards. pre'Jidec:l ease& 8ft the fel:SwiRg staJ.1t:lards: 1) • 
resta1:H'aat ases eRe parlEiRg sp~a fer e·.·ery fifty (SOj sqa~e feet ef paeie serviee area (&Fell whee 
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the publie ean diRe er wait k> diRe), 2) Fetal uses oRe park:iAg spas! fer e¥ety 225 SCJUR feet ef 
pess floEI' &Fea; aad 3) a minimum ef teR (10) park:iAg spaees shal ee restl"VM for the eHl:lsi=ve use 
ef tfai uss. A minimum of sixty t\vo (fi2) parking spaa!s, as depEteci eR Figure S 4, Page S 21 of 
die eeastal ele\·eJopmeRt :pemit appiea&oR; shal be preYided and makiaifted OR site. 

(7) As required by Mitigation Measure R-i ~ of Seal Beach City Council 
Resolution No. 4562, the pemittee or ~ shan ins1all a bic)'Cle rack near the entnmce to the 
proposed pedestrian trail for the saltwater wetland. The bicycle rack shan: 1) be public, 2) be 
maidained by the pemittee, and 3) acccmmodate a minimum of twerty (20) bic)'Cles. 

The document shan run with the land, binding all sucmssors and assigns, and shan be recaded free 
of prier liens that the Exerutive Director determines may affect the enfaceability of the restriction 
This deed and lease restriction shan not be removed or changed without a Coastal Comnission
approved a:rneRiment to this coastal development pemit unless the Exerutive Director determines that 
no amendment is required. 

B. final Plans. PRICR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVB..OPMENT 
PERMIT, the applicant shan subnit, fortherev~w and approval of the Exerutive Director, plans for 
the proiDsed inta-pretive cener and vis lor-serving co~rcial buikiing whim are consistent with the 
requirements of this pemit The applicant shan comply with the plans approved by the Exerutive 
Dinrtor . 

7. GUMGROYEPARK. 

A Dedbtion of Gum Grove Park PRICR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVB..OPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shan subnit, for the rev~w and approval of the Exerutive 
Director, writen evidence that an irrevocableoffa: to dedi::ate Gum Grove Nature Park to the City of 
Seal Beadl, as proiDsed by the applicant and required by Parks, Recreation and Open Space 
Mitigation Measure R-1 as approved by City of Seal Beadl City Council Resolution No. 4562, has 
been exeruted over the lot containing Gum Grove Park (Lot 3 of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
15381 as proposed). Thedediaated areasaal be aeseribed in metes aaa bounds. The offa' saal be 
reeEI'aeEI free of priEI' liens waidl the &ewt:i·;e Difeater dettmlines may affeet the iRterest being 
eeR~yea. The offa: shan run with the land in fava of the Peope of the S~ of California, binding 
all sucmssors and assigns, and shan be irrevocable for a peri>d of 21 years, such peri>d running from 
tbe date of recmting. 

B. Gum Grove Park Deed Restriction PRICR TO THE ISSUANCE OF 1HE 
COASTAL DEVH..OPMENT PERMIT, the pernittee shan exerute and recad a deed restriction, in a 
form and conent acceptable to the Exerutive Director, whim shal provide that 

(i) The park shan be preserved in perpetuity as a nature park open to the public in 
whim active recreational activities or co~ial faciities are prohibited. 

(ii) Necessary parking faciities whim are the minimum necessary to serve the 
park and whim meets Americans with Disd:>ilitics Act requirements shan be provided . 

(iii) ~ tram within the dedi::ated park area (i.e., Lot 3 of Vesting Tentative Tract 
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Map No. 15381 as proposed), iReiiEimg a 1fail ·.viHEil eeiHB6t& Seal Be&E8 Beu:Bt.•are 
with t:rails tliat eeBeeet te die Stale Laad Pareel, wiHdt abJJ1. meet Americans with 
Dis&:>ilities Act requiremen1S slialee rwewted. 

(iv) Smal scae interpretive signage whidl desaibes the Mona-ch Butrtfly may be 
pemitted if approved by an amendment to this pemit 

(v) Clumges iR heum ef eperatieB &f Gum Gre'At Park er the insfllla8EB &f gates 
te prehieit autemeeile aeeess te the park sltal aBly ee flllei.ved for dee1:11MBted, 
eeBiiide pueie safa:y reaseBs Md shal ~ 8ft amendmeftt te this peRBt uRiess 
the &ea:Hi·.•e Difeeter detfl:miBes that 8ft ameAf:lm.eRt is Bet reEJ:uifed. Gates whidi 
prehiBit er eeseet pedes1riBfl aeeess te the park slial Bathe iRsfllled. 

(vi) Signage shaD be conspicuously posEd whidl indicates that the park is open to 
the general public. 

(vii) 1B efd.- te allow fer pueie aeeess te the tfa:il eetuteeting Gum Greve Park 
with Seal Beam Beulward, as desmed iR SpeEial CeBditieB Ne. 4 aeew, the Seal 
Beaeh Beulevard eeufldary ef the let fer Gum Gre•te Park shal Bet ee eesested ey 
feBres er walfi. 

The deed res1riction shaD be recocded over the lot containing Gum Grove Park (U>t 3 of Vesting 
Ten1ative Tract Map No. 15381 as proposed) and shaD run with the land, binding all successors and 
assjgns, and shaD be recaded free of pria liens that the Executive Director determines may affect the 
enfaceability of the res1riction. This deed res1riction shaD not be removed or changed without a 
Coastal Conurission-approved ametX:lment to this coastal development pemit unless the Executive 
Diuctor determines that no arnen:lment is required. 

8. PUBUC AC<ES SIGNAGE. 

A SiPUC Plans. PRieR TO ISSUANCE OF 1HE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the pemittee shaD subnit, for the re\~Ew and approval of the Executive 
Director, a detailed signage plan. whidl provides for the ins1allaticn of signs clea-ly visble from 
Pacific Coast Highway and Seal Beach Boulevard and at key locaions witli.n the development whidl 
invle and encrurage the pubic to use the pubic access and reaeat:ion oppatunita proposed at the 

. ·· golf course and golf clulilouse, Gum Grove Park. and the Sl* Lands p~l incbding the proposed 
pubic access trails around the salt marsh. Key loations incbde but are not limled to; 1) the entmnce 
to the S~ Lands parmi (intnect:Dn of First Street and Paclic Coast Highway, 2) the proposed 
interpretive cen~r, 3) the main entmnce to the golf coume, 4) the Adolfo Lopez Drive entmnce to the 
proposed golf coume, 5) the lobby of the golf clulilouse, and 6) Gum Grove Park The plans shaD 
also provide for signage wbidl desjgnates ten ( 1 0) of the parking sp~ at the S~ Lands parcel for 
the excbsive use of trail usexs and which clea'ly indicates that the bike racks on the S~. Lands p~l 
are for the general pubic. The plans shaD indicate the loation, mattrials, dimensions, colas, and text 
of the signs. The pemittee sbal ins1all the signs in accadance with the signage plans approved· by 
the Executive Di.rt'dor. 

• 

• 

B. Si&n MaiJ:1enance. PRICR TO 1HE ISSUANCE OF 111E COASTAL • 
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DEVILOPMENT PERMIT, the pemittee shaD exea.tte and recad a deed restriction, in a fonn and 
con~nt accq:>tableto the Executive Director, whim shaD provide that the golf course owner/openior 
shaD; I) imp1ement and conqiy with the signage plans approved by the Exea.ttive Dirc:tor, and 2) 
maittain the signs ins1alled consistent with the signage plans approved by the Exea.ttive Director. The 
deed restriction shaD be reeadeS ever the FeJiised let eeBia:iniftg the golf eeurse, •.vetlaftEls, BREl ail 
pro<tietie& faeilities BREl shaD NB with the IBREl; hiAdiBg all suec:essers &Bd assigns, BREl shaD he 
reea=EleEl free of pri<r liens that the Exea.ttive Director determines may affc:t the enfaceabilty of the 
restriction This deed restriction shaD not be removed or changed witlx>ut a Coastal Comnission
approved ameBiment to this coastal development pemit unless the Exea.ttive Dirc:tor determines that 

. no amendment is required. 

9. ARCHAEQL()QY 

A Final.t\fehaeolq&ioal Research Design l Peer Revje:.v. PRICR TO THE ISSU.'\NGB 
OF mE CQL\STAL DEVB:.OPMENT PERMIT, the appiea&t shaD subfiit; for the re· .. ~v aad 
appmval ef Prier to the COil1Ireilcemert of site prepration grading and constructioo activities for the · 
· resiiential development by this pemit all of the folhwing measures shaD be irnp1emented.__A 
synq?sis repro suiiliilUizing all work performed in compliance with subsections B. and C. hall be 
subnitted to the Executive Director, l) a fmal•.vrile& arebaeelegEal resea:eh design whim shaD ae in 
sua&~aBtial oe&fonnaaee with the propeseEl the S~ Offr;e of Hist>ric Preservatioo and the Native 
American Conuri.ssion within six weeks of the condusion of fieii work. 
B. Archaeologita} Investigafuns. The perrritee shaD undertake the proposed archaeologi;al 
investigafun desqibed in the archaeologi;al research design entitled A Research Pesi&n for the 
Evai.lation of Archaeologi;al Sites within the Hel)nan Ranch Specific Plan Area dated November 
1997 prepu-ed by KEA Environmental, Inc. for the City of Seal Beach. and 2) a miniFaum ef thFee 
wrilteR peer rev~·ts of the prepesed researeh design, the reoemme&Elatie&s ef whidl shaD ha¥e hee& 
inea=peratal inte the fmal researeh design suhmtted te die ~ea~tive Direeter. The peer revi!wers 
shaD he selaed &y the City ef Seal Beam BRd appmved: &y hath Prier to undertaking the 
arcbaeologi::a1 investi&afuns. a co,py of the archaeo1ogi;al research desi&n shal be provided to the 
S~ Offite of Hist>ric Preservatioo and Native America1 Heliage Comnission for their reyCw and 
COilliJ'ent. Thepem:ittee shaD u&Elertake theprepesed arebaeelegEal iB¥estig&OO& iB eempliaaee with 
the fmal arehaeelegEal researeh design appiG'+'eS hy the ~ea~tP.re J:>ineter. .'\& amet=lElm.eBt te this 
pemit shaD be reqaifeEl for aay ohae.ges te the research design FeCJtilred ay the reoemme&datieas ef 
the peer re•tiw.•s whidl the EKea~ti•;e Direeter determines are &et Ele miBi:Bis iA aature and seepe. 

B-. C.. Post-Investigatioo Mitigation Measures. Upon completion of ·the 
archaeologital investigafun, and PRICR TO 1HE COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUcriCN OF 
1HE GOLF COURSE AND WEllA.~DS RESIDENTIAL DEVILOPMENT the applcant shaD 
subnit, for the revcw and approval of the Executive Director, a written repa.t reg•ding the 
folhwing: 1) a SUIIliiBI'Y of the fmdings of the archaeologi;al investigafun, and 2) a fmal written 
mitigation plan which shaD, at a miBiFaum; a) prolfJiEle fer the identify reccmmended mitigation 
measures. incbding: capping of archaeologica sites, ~ proWle for the QiWl recovery and curaion of 
sigaifioaBt imp<rtant archaeologi;al mattrial5, e) Semi~ resrurces as defned by CEQA and detijled 
addl:ional mitigation measures whim need to be imp1emented. BREl El) iBetiEle a sigB!EI oe&net for~ 
AilPicant shall subnit for revcw and Ailprova} of the Executive Dirc:toL a signed contract with a City
selected archaeologi::al consultant that provides for the archaeologi;al salvage that folhws current 
accepted professional pradice, The writtea repa:t and plan shaD oemply r.\'ith arebaeelegEal impEl 
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s~ estfillished ey if addliona1 arcbaeolo&i:al data recovezy measures are determined 
amnopriate. The re.pa1 and 8ddtiona1*ati0Jl measures shaD be subnitted to the Staa: Offt:e of 
Hist>ric Preservatioo, aRd tBe lepER aRd addl:ioBal HlitigatieR Hl88SQfeS shall ee rtwiewed aRd 
&ppm\1ed ey tlte Stae Offee ef Hi5terie Preservatiea and the appropriate Native American 
person/group designated or ~ acaptable by the Native American Heriage Comnjssion for 
review and colllilJ3lt. If the Exewtive Director determines ·that the repat recanmends changes to 
other mitigation measures or changes to the development approved by this pemit that are not de 
minmis in nature and scope, then the appicant shaD subnit an appication seeking to ameu:l the 
pernit to incaporate the recanmended changes. 

G.ll. Monlorin& of Construct:kn Activities. All site prqmation, grading and 
constructioo activities for the proposed resi1ential development shaD be monlored on-site by a 
f!Yait"ied City-sele&'Xf archaeologEt and Native American monlor. The archaeologst and Native 
American monlor shaJI have the express authority to temporarily halt or re-direct all work should 
significant cultural reswrces be discovered. The Native American monlor aRd arebaeelegist shaD be 

·selected in comJiiancewith the~ts eftlteSta11 Offa efHismrie Preservatim ("OHP") aRd 
tBe Caliemia Guidelines for Monlors/Cmsultmts of Native American Cul1ura1. ReJ&ious . .Aml 
Burial Sites issued by the Native American Heriage Comrrission ("NAHC"). The Nati1,re Ameriean 
&AS aFGI=taeelegist may ee tlte same perr.eB pre¥ieee sAle meets tlte FeEIHireffteftts ef OHP &Ad Nl\HG 

• 

This requirement shaD be incaporatcd into the constructioo doannents which will be used by • 
constructim workers durilg the coutse of thei' work. 

9:-E._ Pismvezy of Cultural Resrurces I HuJllill Remains Duril& Pos£ 
· Arcl»eolosiral Testin& Constructioo Activities. 

( 1) If &A area ef eurW eul&Pal depasits i5 ac:ldQonal or unexpected 
archaeolo&RJ feamres are dismvered dumg site prqmation, grading,· and constructioo. activities for· 
approved development other than the archaeologi:al investigamn, all work shaD be halEd or re
directed wh~ the pernittee compies with the folbwing: 

A suppe&leBtfl'y arebaeelegy lepER shall ee p~ tltat addresses 
tBe Rewly diseflv'ereSo depasits. The SupplemeRtfl'y lepa't shall Be SHMtteS 
The arcbaeoiQpt shan sample. idedify and evabate the. artfacts as 
@l?lliQpriate and shaD rqqt such findin&s to the aicant the City and the 
Coa:qJ Comnission. If the arcbaeolo&iral resrurces are foua;J. to be 
siroificant the archaeolopt shaD determine gropriate act;pns. ·and shan 
subnit those recmunendalions in writin& to the Q1icant and City. ~ 
archaeolq&ist shall submit the reco1llJ'IleJldations for the review and approval 
of the Executive Director and shall be prepared in accordance with the 
provisions outlined in Special Condition 9.B above. If the Executive 
Director determines that the report recommends changes to the proposed 
development or changes to the mitigation measures that are de minbriis in 
nature and scope, then construction can be recommenced and the permittee 
shall comply with all recommendations and mitigation measures contained 
in the supplementary recommendations and mitigation measures contained 
in the supplementary report. If the Executive Director determines that the • 
changes are not de minimis, then the applicant shall submit an application 

1327ti-J323/ID6563<00 I /84?15 .l 
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seeking to amend the permit if slhe wishes to continue construction and no 
further construction shall be allowed until the Commission has acted on the 
amendment application. 

(2) Should human remains be discovered on-site during the course of site 
preparation, grading, and construction activities, the permittee shall &etify 
comply with the requirements of Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources 
Code· If not already on site. the City-selected archaeoloiist and the Native 
American Heritage Commissioa of suoh diseovery within 24 hours of sueh 
diseovery. monitor will immediately be contacted and tbey will then 
immediately notify the City of Seal Beach. Director . of Development 
Services who will implement the measures set forth in Section 5097.98 of 
tbe Public Resources Code. 

E. Aa-ehaeology Deed Restrietion. PRIOR TO THE ISSU/ .... '1\JCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PBR}.fiT, the applicaat shall suemit, for the revi&\v and approval of the 
Exee:utive Dii"eetor, a deed restrietion which provides that: 

(1) The permittee shall comply with all requiremeats of Special CoaditioR No.9 of this permit. 

~ ~ The permittee shall comply .Eth Mitigation Measures CR-1 through CR-12 as approved by 
City of Seal Beach City Council Resolution 4562, which are incorporated by reference as 
conditions of approval of this coastal development permit. 

atQ..,. Special Condition No. 9 of coastal development permit 5-97-367 shall be 
incorporated in its entirety into the construction documents which will be used by construction 
workers during the course of their work. 
(4) P{ior to the commeaeeme&t of site preparatiOR, grading, and eORStruetiOB aetivities for t:he golf 
course, golf cluehouse, homes, and 'l,ietlanEis appFO'leG ey iliis permit, the following shall have 
eeen implemented and completed: 1) the BJ)pro:ved arehaeological in'+'estigatiOB, and 2) all measures 
MCessary to mitigate impacts to eWtural resources diseo .. •ered during the S:Fohaeological 
ift•,.estigatiOR. 

This deed restrietiOB shall ee FeElOf"Ged over the eRtire site and shall run with the land, eiftdiag all 
successors and assigns, and shall ee recorded fFee of prior liens lllat the Executive Director 

. determines may affect the enfefeeahility of die restrict:iOR. This deed restriet:ion shall not ee 
removed or changed without 8 Coastal Commission BJ)J*01+'eG amendment te dlis coastal 
&e .. 'elopmeat permit UBless the Executive D~tor determines that Be amendmeat is required. 

10. &ESIDENUALDEVfLOPMENT 

A Resije&t:ial CoiBIWRity Strtets. PRI(.R TO THE ISSUANCB OF THE 
COA8I'AL DEveLOPMENT PIYUdlT, the pen.Dttee shal exemte aad reeeni 8 deed restriction, ift a 
formandeonent ~taBle to tile Exeatti-ve Dirteter, whim shal pro·Ade lllat; 1) tile streets sho\VR 
Vesling Tenat:ive Tr&£t Map No. 13402 shal ee pwie and pro'ride puek on street parking, 2) 
preferential parkiftg shal not ee estti»lished iR tile swah•ision, 3) pueie parkiftg shal not ee 
proleited via "red cureiflg" or adler means, and 4) tile widii Md numbers of Slife cuts seal ee 

032191-13231Hl6S63.001/1472U 
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!RiBitHe&. 'llle deed resrietien shal he FeE&ded 'e'let' Street A; Stret B, and Stret C ef Vestiftg 
Tellm&we l'raet Map Ne. lS4Qa and shal ntH •.vith the kmd; '&illdillg all saeeessefS and assigRs, and 
shall '&e ~ed free ef pric:t lieBs that the&eaHi¥e Difeeter detEnlliBes may affeet the enfa=eea8iity 
ef the Fe&triet:iea 'lllis deed RHiet:ieB shal · net he MIBe\red er ehanged wil:heat a Get&&~ 
CemftissieA appt=e•;ed ameldmeAt te this eeastial w:elepmeAt perM.t ullless the BJEemti'le DiHeter 
detmnines t:hat&e ameRimeBt is.~ 

B. Funre Coastal Development Pemit for Deydo_pment of the Resiiential 
Comnunity. This coastal development pemit does not approve development on the lots Cl'elled by 
Ves1ing Ten1ative Tracl Map No. 15402. A future coastal development pemit(s) is required for 
development. such as site prqmation, constructim of streets, COJDIII)n walls and landscaping. and 
constructim of the actual homes, etc. on the site. 

impm¥!mm andhea!:!f:!!:~R!::*U: ::=\l:=g ~== 
1 sak Hl8l'SR wetlands and t:he fre&IP.\·ater marsh welimds &Fe eeBsb'eeted; l) the trais have seeR 
epeHed te t:he pu'&lie, ed 3) Gum Grew Park has beea dedi\lated.te t:he City ef Seal Bead~. 

D. DraiJuc;. All runcif generated by the prop>sed resiiential comnunity ihi1L 

• 

comply with the provisions of City of Seal Beach mitigation measures WQ-1 thrm&h WQ-10. '&e • 
difeet:ed away frem the lewJands and alamatel;t illte appmved Se'N&ge tfea.:ment faeilities ral:her than 
iBte stetm ElraiRs whidi lead te t:he eeeat er Se Gabdel Riwir. 

11. WATER QUAlm 

PRICR TO 1HE ISSUANCE OF 1HE COASTAL DEVB..OPMENT PERMIT, the appicant sbal 
subnit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, ·a Natbnal ·Poliltant Discharge: 
Elinination Sysem pernit ("NPDES"), Stoun Watt!t Poliltion Prevention Plan, and St:nx;tural and 
Non..structural BestManagementPradices fortheprop>sed pro)ct, in compiance with the standards 
and requiremen~ of the California Regi>nal We Quaity Control Boanl. The applicant shaD 
implement and comply with the we quaity measures approved by the Executive Director. 

12. HAZARDS 

Mitigation Measures WQ-1, WQ-2, WQ-3, WQ-4, GB0-1, GE0-2, GE0-3, GE04, .GE0-5, GEO-
, · 6, GE0-7. and GE0-8 as shown on Exbbit B of the City of Seal Beach City Council Resdution 

4562 certifying the Hellman Randl SpecifiC Plan Envronmen1al lmpa:t Rep<rt on Septmber 22, 
1997 are hereby inccrpormd by reference as sped.al condtions of this coastal development pemit 

13. LEQALJNTFR'RST 

PRICR TO 1HE ISSUANCE OF 1HE COASTAL ~MENT PERMIT, the applicant shaD 
subnit, for the review and approval of the Executive J:>ira::tor, wrilen documentatbn demmstratilg 
that it bas the legal ability to cany out all conditions of approval of this pemit 

OS7'1ta..J3l3/H36563.01/MTZS.I 
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P. 0. aox 570 • LONG aEACH, CA eoaOI•0570 • TELEPHONE !Sa) 417·0041 • P'AX CS8ltl 437·32.11 

July 23,_199~ . 

Mr. Keith Till 
City of Seal Beach 
211 8th Street 
Seal Beac~ CA 90740 

Subject Wetland Restoration at Hellman Properties 

Dear Mr. Till: 

1"·. r? (('J rc n\ ~~n ~ \f\\ 
\ L' ~ u;; \.\;J \b ~ \IJ U, \ill 
\ 1 JUL 2 'l 1998 

CAl\fORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Last month you and the landowner of the Hellman Ranch property invited the Port of Long 
Beach to determine whether a wetlands restoration project that would provide port mitigation 
credit would be feasible on the subject property. As I explained in our June 25 meeting, the 
Port needs to know what a restoration would cost and bow much mitigation credit we would 
receive in order to determine whether the project would be feasible. 

We accepted your invitation and retained Moffatt & Nichol to evaluate various alternatives. 
On July 10 the Port met with the various resource and regulatory agencies involved with port 
mitigation to choose restoration concepts for detailed analysis. Moffatt & Nichol was directed 
to proceed with two alternatives: a full-tidal scheme that would have about 32 acres of subtidal 
and intertidal habitat (Option A) and a muted tidal scheme that would have about SO acres of 
subtidal and intertidal habitat (Option B). 

On July 20 the same entities met to determine the mitigation potential of those two alternatives. 
Both schemes are technically feasible: it is possible to construct a fully tidal, 1 00-acre wetland 
on the Hellman Ranch site. The costs of the two alternatives evaluated by Moffatt & Nichol 
are similar. Option A would cost $23 - 24 million and Option B would cost $26 - 28 million, 
depending upon the configuration of the water inlet/outlet structures. Those costs do not 
include land acquisition or a long-term endowment fund for maintenance, but do include a 35% 
contingency. The costs are based upon disposal of the excavated dirt in a Port landfill, as on
site disposal could not be assumed. Both schemes involve the excavation of about 1 million 
cubic yards of dirt, and disposal of that material accounts for roughly half of the cost; on-site 
disposal would reduce project costs to about $13 million. 

As to the credits, the agencies agreed that fish habitat quality in the restoration may be 
adversely affected by poor water quality and potentially unfavorable hydraulics of the San 
Gabriel River. The river is much warmer than the nearby ocean (S-,0 C), which could pose a 
barrier to fish movement in and out of the wetland. In addition, its flow may mask the tide, 
meaning that it may only run in one direction and may not have a significant water level 
fluctuation. All of these factors would pose problems for a restoration. Lacking data on any of 
these questions, FWS and NMFS felt obligated to take a conservative view of habitat quality, 
and stated that the mitigation ratio would be no more than 80% of the ratio used for the recent 
restoration by Port of Los Angeles at Batiquitos Lagoon. Since that ratio was 1.14:1, the 
Hellman ratio would be 0.9: 1, which would give the Port no more than 45 credits. 

Neither of the two options studied by Moffatt & Nichol is acceptable to the Port of Long Beach
their costs per credit far exceed the guidelines for a feasible project. To make the project feasible 
we need to reduce the costs and increase the credits. That could only occur if Option B were 
modified in several major ways: 

' 
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1. The land owner epees to on-site disposal (there may or may not be land available; on 
the two previous Port mitiption projects excavated soil bad to be kept on site in order 
to make the projects economically feasible and to protect the neighboring communities 
from the thousands of tmck trips that would be needed to haul dirt offsite) 

2. The land owner dedicates, rather than sells,· the land 
3. The endowment fund is as small as possible consistent with adequate long-term 

maintenance, and . 
41:-Field studiei in ·dwiSan Gabriel River, WhlCii Would tab appn)xiiDately six W.b to 

complete, justify raising the mitiption ratio to at least 1.0:1 instead of 0.9: 1. 

HABITAT MODEL 

option A 
OptionB 
Modified Option B 

EIJGIBLE MAXIMUM 
ACRES CREDITS 

32 27 
so 45 
so so 

COST 
S23it 
$27M 
$13M 

COST/CREDIT 
SBS:Z:OOO 
$600,000 
$260,000 

If all these factors occur, project costs could be reduced to about $260,000 per credit. That amount, 
although nearly twice the cost of the recent Bolsa Chica deal, would make the project feasible for 
the Port. 

The Port of Long Beach appreciates the opportunity to evaluate a possible Hellman Ranch 
project and thanks the City of Seal Beach, Jerry Tone, and Dave Bartlett for their cooperation. 
I would like, too, to acknowledge the dedication and cooperation of the Coastal Commission, 
the Corps of Engineers, National Marine Fisheries Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 
Department ofFish and Game throughout this accelerated process. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

~~~H 
Director of Planning 

c:c D. Bartlett (Hellman), J. Tone (Hellman), P. Douglas (CCC), T. Henry (CCC), J. 
Fancher (USFWS), It Hoffman (NMFS), A. Allen (USACE), M. Fluharty (CDFG) 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Background 

In 1988 and 1989, Moffatt & Nichol (M&N) conducted studies, on behalf of the Port of Long 
Beach (POLB) and Mota Development Corporation, to detennine the feasibility of 
undertaking a wetlands restoration project on the Hellman Ranch Property in Seal Beach, 
California. The results of those studies indicated that although it would be feasible to restore 
tidal wetlands from an engineering standpoint, restoration would be expensive on a cost per 
credit basis due to the following reasons. 

• Limited availability of disposal sites for excavation material 
• Relatively large volume of excavation material 
• High construction costs due to excavation and disposal 
• Resource agency target habitat distribution requirements 

Since completion of these studies changes in resource agency objectives, construction 
methods, wetlands restoration demand, mitigation needs, and disposal options may have 
changed the feasibility of constructing a cost-effective, wetlands restoration project. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the engineering and economic feasibility of 
implementing a wetland restoration project on the Hellman Ranch Property. 

Scope of Work 

The following scope of work was developed to fulfill the study pw:pose described above. 

1. Review the 1988 and 1989 studies to extract specific information regarding site 
constraints and opportunities. 

2. Prepare three conceptual restoration alternatives including plans, sections, storage curves, 
and habitat areas. .. 

3. Attend a meeting with resource and regulatory agency staff to obtain input on the three 
restoration concepts. The purpose of this meeting will be to reach a consensus on one 
concept to be carried forward for preliminary planning analyses. 

4. Revise grading plans and sections for the consensus concept based on input received 
during the agency coordination meeting. 

S. Conduct tidal hydraulic modeling of the consensus concept to determine the connection 
structure (e.g., culvert) required to meet the desired hydrology. 

6. Estimate the habitat area for wetlands tidal response of consensus concept. 
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7. Calculate quantity estimates for construction of the consensus concept. 

8. Prepare construction cost estimates for the consensus concept. 

9. Prepare a summary letter report with the following sections: introduction, site 
opportunities and constraints, concept development, hydraulic analysis, construction 
methods, cost estimates, summary, and references. 

10. Attend a meeting with resource and regulatory agency staff to present the results of the 
consensus concept analysis. 
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2.0 SITE OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS 

Site Descriptio• 

The Hellman Ranch Property is situated in the City of Seal Beach next to the Haynes Cooling 
Channel. The property is bounded by residential development to the south, by the flood 
control retention basin to the north, by Seal Beach Boulevard to the east, and by the Haynes 
Cooling Channel and Pacific Coast Highway to the west. Until the 1900's, this site formed 
the ocean tenninus of the San Gabriel River and consisted of coastal salt marsh habitat. 
Since the tum of the century, the site has experienced extensive disturbance by human 
activities. These activities include the construction of the Pacific Coast Highway (PCH); oil 
exploration, extraction, and production operations; dredged material disposal; and municipal 
Jandfilling. In addition, the Hellman Ranch Wetlands have been virtually isolated from tidal 
exchange due to the construction of the San Gabriel River Channel and Haynes Cooling 
Channel levees. 

The Hellman Ranch Property encompasses an area of approximately 194 acres. The property 
consists of three oil production areas (28.2 acres), Gum Grove Nature Park (11.1 acres), 
public facilities and Lopez drive (1.4 acres), and a relatively high mesa area along Seal 
Beach Boulevard (28.8 acres). In addition, there are two areas (18.0 acres) that are restricted 
by the oil production areas due to wetland restoration grading limitations. The remaining 
land area, I 06.5 acres, is available for wetland restoration as shown in Figure 1. 

An existing 51 0-foot long drainage culvert, routes through the open area between Haynes 
Cooling Channel and PCB, connecting the proposed wetland to the San Gabriel River as 
shown in Figure 2. The culvert lies 7 feet above the circulating water tunnel owned by the 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power. The culvert has a 48-inch diameter at the 
outlet into the San Gabriel River and transitions to a 42-inch culvert at the Hellman Ranch 
Property inlet The culvert has an invert elevation of -1.0 foot MSL (1.77 feet MLLW) as 
shown in Figure 3. The tide range ofthe existing wetland is reduced from the full ocean 
range of 5.5 feet to 0.9 feet due to muting caused by the culvert. 

Site Opportuaities 

Due to the project site's proximity to the San Gabriel River, which receives tidal exchange 
with the Pacific Ocean, there is a greater potential for increasing the tidal exchange. 
CUrrently, the project site is undeveloped with the exception of relic oil production 
equipment At 8 miles, the potential restoration site is fairly close to the POLB, which would 
allow mitigation relatively close to the impacted habitat. In addition, since a majority of the 
sediment overlying the site comes from dredged material from the San Gabriel River and 
Haynes Cooling Channel, it should be suitable for coastal salt marsh restoration. 

Site CoastraiDts 

One of the site constraints, is that the average ground elevation is approximately +6. 7 feet 
MSL. This is approximately 12 feet higher than the top elevation for subtidal habitat in a full 
ocean tide range. Therefore, a substantial volume of sediment would need to be excavated in 
Older to achieve coastal salt marsh and su.btidal habitat elevatioas. 
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Although the site is only 500 feet from the San Gabriel River, the presence of existing 
infrastructure (e.g., Haynes Cooling Channel and PCH) limits potential hydraulic connection 
options. This constraint could limit the tide range within the restored wetlands to some level 
of muting relative to the full ocean tide range. Water from the San Gabriel River, which is 
affected by the upstream discharge of heated cooling water from the Haynes Power Plant and 
Alamitos Generating Station that reduces the tide range and increases the ambient water 
temperature, may limit the type of marine biota desired for the restored wetlands . 
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3.0 CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT 

Four conceptual restoration alternatives were prepared for the site as shown in Table 1. A 
grading plan, typical section, stage-area curve, and habitat area table were developed for each 
of the four alternatives as shown in Figures 4 through 15. The stage-area curve, which 
relates area of inundation to the water depth, was derived from the grading plan for each 
alternative. Habitat areas were defined according to tidal elevations. The classification of 
habitat areas and typical side slopes used for the alternatives are shown in Table 2. 

Table 1 -Conceptual Restoration Alternatives 
Alt. No. Deserlptioa Tidal System 

1 Hellman Ranch Conc~t J'ull 
2 HellmaD Ranch t Muted 
3 Batiquitos Laaoou Muted 
4 Anaheim Bay Concept Muted (hmer Bolsa Bay) 

Table 2 -Habitat Area Definitions and Slopes 

Habitat Area Definition Typical 
Slope 

Subtidal - 3' Mean Lower Low Water (MLL W) to Extreme Low Water (EL W) 1:5 
Intertidal ELW to Mean High Water (MHW) 1:7 
Low Marsh MHW to Mean Higher High Water (MHHW) 1:50 
High Marsh MHHW to Extreme High Water (EHW) 1:15 
Transition Areas AboveEHW 1:20 

AJtematiye 1 

Alternative 1 was developed to examine the feasibility of providing a full tidal system with 
the habitat distribution of the Hellman Ranch Property wetlands restoration project presented 
in the EIRIEIS dated November 1997. The target habitat distribution for the proposed 
wetland restoration is shown in Table 3. 

Table 3 - Alternative 1 Taraet Habitat Distribution 

Habitat Area Elevation Area 
(feet,MSL) (feet,~\\')_ (aens) . (pereentaae) 

Subtidal -5.80 to -5.39 -3.00 to -2.59 18.6 17,6 
Intertidal -5.39 to + 1.97 -2.59 to +4.77 14.9 13.9 
Low Marsh +1.97 to +2.72 +4. 77 to +5.52 21.6 20.2 
High Marsh +2.72 to +5.16 +5.52 to +7.96 27.8 26.1 
Transition Areas Above+S.l6 Above+7.96 23.6 22.2 
TOTAL ~>'A: t<f;;-~r~~ i!C!:''" 106.5 100 

Alteraatiye 2 

Alternative 2 was developed to examine the feasibility of providing a muted tidal system 
with the habitat distribution of the Hellman Ranch Property wetlands restoration presented in 
the EIRIEIS dated November 1997. The target habitat distribution for the proposed wetland 
restoration is shown in Table 4. 
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Table 4 -Alternative 2 Target Habitat Distribution 

Habitat Area 
Elevation Area 

(feet,MSL) (feet, MLLW) (acres) (percentaae) 
Subtidal -5.8 to +0.1 -3.0 to +2.9 18.7 17.6 
Intertidal +0.1 to+1.3 +2.9to+4.1 15.1 14.2 
Low Marsh +1.3 to+1.9 +4.1 to+4.7 22.3 20.9 
High Marsh +1.9 to+2.4 +4.7 to+S.2 27.3 25.6 
Transition Areas Above+2.4 Above+S.2 21.7 21.7 
TOTAL .mli;; ·"·iS ;:;";:;>li!-.!i\ ~.··•'·: 106.5 100 

Alternative 3 

Alternative 3 was developed to examine the feasibility of providing a muted tidal system 
with the habitat distribution ofBatiquitos Lagoon as presented in the Final EIRIEIS, Volume 
1 dated June 1990. The target habitat distribution for the proposed wetland restoration is 
shown in Table 5. 

Table 5 - Alternative 3 Muted Tide Range Target Habitat Distribution 
Habitat Elevation Area 

(feet,MSL) (feet, MLLW) (acres) (perc::entaae) 
Subtidal -5.80 to -2.90 -3.00 to -0.10 26.8 25.1 
Intertidal -2.90 to +0.60 -0.10 to +3.40 24.3 22.8 
Low Marsh +0.60 to +2.10 +3.40 to +4.90 17.5 16.4 
High Marsh +2.10 to+3.70 +4.90 to +6.50 14.3 13.4 
Transition Areas Above+3.70 Above+6.50 23.6 22.1 
TOTAL ~~;,:'' ' • . .c,'•' 3 ·. ' .. ··.• 106.5 100 

Alternative 4 

Alternative 4 was developed to examine the feasibility of providing a muted tidal system 
with the habitat distribution of the Anaheim Bay Mitigation Project as presented in the Final 
Report dated March 2, 1987. The target habitat distribution for the proposed wetland 
restoration is shown in Table 6. 

Table 6 - Alternative 4 Target Habitat Distri.,ution 
Habitat Elevation Area 

(feet,MSL) (feet, MLLW) (acres) (perc::entaae) 
Subtidal -5.80 to -1.4 . -3.00 to + 1.4 40.0 37.6 
Intertidal -1.4 to+0.4 +1.4to+3.2 28.0 26.3 
Low Marsh +0.4to+0.6 +3.2 to+3.4 4.0 3.8 
High Marsh +0.6to +1.1 +3.4to+3.9 4.0 3.8 
Transition Areas Above+l.l Above+3.9 30.5 28.6 
TOTAL 7-:.'!;i;ilt ,\,,-·v~.::,.J.C:::1 i :\ "'.c>o~ri::i'::·'· ...• :' ·• _ 106.5 100 

Hydraulic Connection Options 

To achieve the target habitat distributions for the various restoration alternatives, several 
hydraulic connection options were analyzed by numerical tidal hydrodynamic modeling. 
Open channels, culverts, and a combination of both were investigated as shown in Table 7. 
In addition, a conceptual analysis was conducted to investigate the feasibility of drawing 
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water from the Haynes Cooling Channel into the wetlands and out to the ocean through the 
San Gabriel River. 

AJfematlye 3 -Full Tide B•na 

A variation of Alternative 3 was developed to analyze the feasibility of providing a full tidal 
system with the habitat distribution of Batiquitos Lagoon as presented in the Final EIRIEIS, 
Volume 1 dated June 1990. The proposed grading plan, typical section and stage-area curve 
for the full tidal version of Alternative 3 are shown in Figures 16 through 18. 

Table 7-BydrauUe Counectlon Optloas 
Desigaatlon Bydranllc Coanection 

Alt.l-1 Open Clwmel- Full Tidal System 
All 1-2 Culvert- Full Tidal System 
Alt.1-3 Hybrid -Full Tidal System 
Alt. 3-1 Culverts- Muted Tidal System 
Alt. 3-2 Culverts-Full Tidal System 

The targets for the proposed wetland restoration are shown in Table 8. In comparing Tables 
S and 8 it can be seen that the only difference in the stage-area curves is that the target 
elevations for a given habitat type vary with the target tide range. 

Table 8 - Alteraative 3 FaD Tide Range Target Habitat Distribution 

Habitat Type Elevation Area 
(feet,MSL) (feet. MLLW) (acres) (percentaae) 

Subtidal -5.80 to -5.39 -3.00 to -2.59 26.8 25.1 
Intertidal -5.39 to +1.97 -2.59 to +4.77 24.3 22.8 
Low Marsh +1.97 to +2.72 +4.77 to +5.52 17.5 16.4 
High Marsh +2.72 to +5.16 +5.52 to +7.96 14.3 13.4 
Transition Areas Above+5.16 Above+7.96 23.6 22.1 
TOTAL J ' ~y : >; ~~';,~.J,;';~'t '~~,; <>/,<,. :<~~~i4 106.5 100 
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4.0 HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS 

Numerical hydrodynaminc modeling was performed to determine the conceptual hydraulic 
connections needed for achieving the target tide ranges of Alternatives 1 and 3. Tidal 
fluctuations within the wetland were computed using a previously developed numerical 
hydrodynamic circulation model (HCM). It is of the lumped-parameter (link-node) type, in 
which the waterway system is represented as a series of basins (nodes) interconnected by 
channels (links). Equations of motion and continuity are solved at successive time steps to 
give the water elevations at the nodes and the velocities in the links. The system was driven 
by a tidal elevation time series applied at the downstream interface, which was the San 
Gabriel River mouth. The model included an explicit scheme to model flow through 
culverts, as well as open channels. Link-node diagrams of the model system representing the 
proposed wetland alternatives are shown in Figures 19 and 20. 

Under no river flow conditions, the tides in the river are closely approximated by the ocean 
tides measured at the Los Angeles Outer Harbor water level gage, as shown in Table 9. To 
compute the long-term tidal hydraulic response of each alternative an artificial two-week 
tidal sequence having the same long-term statistical mix of tide heights as the Los Angeles 
Outer Harbor gage was used as the model driving tide. The target tide ranges for each 
restoration alternative are also shown in Table 9. Note that the extreme water level targets 
(i.e., EHW and EL W) for Alternative 3 with a muted tide range correspond to the spring 
higher high water and spring lower low water, respectively. 

Table 9- Tidal Elevations 
Los Angeles Gage Hellman Ranch Batiquitos Batiquitos 

Tidal Fnn Tide Range Fun Tide Target Muted Tide Target Fun Tide Target 
Datum (feet, (feet, (feet, (feet, (feet, (feet, (feet, (feet, 

MSL) 1\U..,LW) MSL) 1\U..,LW) MSL) 1\U..,LW) MSL) 1\U..,LW) 
EHW +5.16 +7.96 +5.16 +7.96 +3.70 +6.50 +5.16 +7.96 
MHHW +2.72 +5.52 +2.72 +5.52 +1.69 +4.49 +2.72 +5.52 
MLHW +1.97 +4.77 +1.97 +4.77 . - +1.97 +4.77 
MSL 0.00 +2.86 0.00 +2.86 0.00 +2.80 0.00 +2.86 
NGVD -0.03 +2.77 -0.03 +2.77 -0.30 +2.50 -0.03 +2.77 
MHLW -1.82 +0.95 -1.82 +0.95 - ·- -1.82 +0.95 
MLLW -2.80 0.00 -2.80 0.00 -2.80 0.00 -2.80 0.00 
ELW -5.39 -2.59 -5.39 -2.59 -2.90 -0.10 -5.39 -2.59 

Alternative 1 

Option 1 - Qpen Channel Connection 

Numerical simulations were conducted with a 900-foot long rectangular channel between the 
restored wetlands and the San Gabriel River. A channel depth of -6 feet MSL (-3.2 feet 
MLL W) was selected to minimize hydraulic depth constrictions. The channel width was 
varied to achieve the 5.5-foot full ocean tidal range in the wetland. Based on the numerical 
simulations, a 20-foot wide channel would be adequate to achieve the target full tidal system 
as shown in Figure 21. The channel cross section is shown in Figure 22. The alignment of 
the channel would be parallel to the existing cooling water intake and cross under the Pacific 
Coast Highway (PCH) in order to take in tidal flow from the San Gabriel River. 
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Option 2- Culvert Connection 

To achieve the 5.5-foot tidal range in the wetland, two 8-foot diameter culverts with invert 
elevations •t -6 feet MSL (-3.2 feet MLL W) would be needed as shown in Figure 22. The 
alignment of the new culverts would be parallel to the existing cooling water intake box 
culvert with a total length of 900 feet. Figure 23 shows a plot of the number of culverts 
simulated and the corresponding maximum and minimum water levels reached in the 
wetland. 

Option 3 -Hybrid Connection (Open Channel and Culvert&) 

The hybrid connection consisted of two 450-foot long, 8-foot diameter culverts and a 450- · 
foot long, 20-foot wide rectangular open channel connecting the San Gabriel River and the 
restored wetlands. The invert elevations would be -6 feet MSL (-3.2 feet MLLW). The 
alignment of the channel and culverts would be parallel to the existing cooling water intake 
box culvert and must cross under the Pacific Coast Highway to the San Gabriel River. A plot 
of the number of culverts versus tide range is shown in Figure 24. 

Alternative 3 

Option 1 -Muted Tidal System 

The targeted muted tidal range in the proposed wetland was 75% of the full ocean tide range. 
Two 8-foot diameter culverts with invert elevations at -6.0 feet MSL (-3.2 feet MLLW) 
would be placed next to the existing 4-foot diameter culvert. The alignment of the new 
culverts would be parallel to the existing cooling channel intake box culvert with a total 
length of 700 feet. Figure 25 shows the number of culverts versus water elevation in the 
wetland. 

Option 2- Full Tidal System 

To achieve the 5.5-foot full tidal range in the wetland, four 8-foot diameter culverts with 
invert elevations at -6.0 feet MSL (-3.2 feet MLL W) would be placed next to the existing 4-
foot diameter culvert. The alignment of the new culvert would be parallel to the existing 
cooling channel intake box culvert with a total length of 700 feet. Figure 26 shows the 
number of culverts versus water elevation in the wetland. 

Connection to Haynes CooUng Channel 

The concept of drawing ocean water from the Haynes Cooling Channel and discharging it to 
the San Gabriel River was investigated as an alternative to achieving tidal exchange solely 
via the San Gabriel River. The hydraulic connection would feature culverts fitted with tide . 
gates or flex valves to keep backflow from the restored wetlands from getting into the 
Haynes Cooling Channel. A manual sliding gate would be attached to the system to cut off 
flow in the event of tide gate or flex valve malfunction and for maintenance access. 
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Alternatively, tidal exchange could be accomplished by means of pumping from the channel. 
The use of pumps would also satisfy the requirement to prevent backflow into the Haynes 
Cooling Channel. Figure 27 shows a schematic of the hydraulic connection from the Haynes 
Cooling Channel to the restored wetlands. 

The hydraulic connection would be designed to accommodate normal tidal ebb flows; the 
storm drain connection would act as an emergency spillway when runoff from surrounding 
areas causes water levels in the wetlands to exceed the desired high water level. In the event 
sustained high water in the San Gabriel River prevents discharge to the river, stormwater 
retention on site might result in flooding, therefore, pumping would be required. The 
wetlands tidal reference planes and prism are presented in Table 10. 

Table 10- Marsh Tidal Reference Planes and Prism 

Tide Range 

Muted 
Full 

Area 
(acres) 

33.8 
48.8 

MBHW 
(feet,MSL) 

+1.3 
+2.7 

Note: Area includes subtidal and intertidal zone 

MLLW 
(feet,MSL) 

+0.3 
-2.8 

Tidal Prism 
(fti 

1,150,000 
6,900,000 

The Haynes Cooling Channel inlet connection and San Gabriel River outlet connection 
analysis was based on typical Haynes Cooling Channel flows of about 200 cfs in the winter 
and 1800 cfs in the summer. The tidal stage in the channel at the proposed wetlands inlet 
connection was estimated by adjusting the Alamitos Bay stage for the head losses associated 
with the intake structure and the box culvert that conveys the flow beneath the San Gabriel 
River and PCH. This adjustment would amount to about -1.5 feet for the summer flow 
condition and would negligible for the winter flow condition. The tidal reference planes at 
the San Gabriel River outlet and wetlands inlet are summarized in Table 11. During the 
winter, the tidal stage in the channel would provide the required flood flows by gravity for 
either a muted or full tide range. During the summer, the tidal stage in the channel would 
provide the required flood flows for either alternative. Pumping at the inlet would be 
required, with considerably more pumping needed for a full tidal option. 

Table 11- Tidal Reference Planes (feet, MSL) 

Location MHHW MLLW 

San Gabriel River +2.72 -2.80 
Haynes- Winter +2.65 -2.90 
Haynes- Summer +L25 -4.30 
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5.0 CONSTRUCTION METHODS 

the average elevation of the existing ground is approximately +6.7 feet MSL (+9.5 feet 
MLL W). the volume of excavation for each alternative was calculated from the grading 
plans. Excavation and grading would cost approximately $3 per cubic yard. 

the disposal method for the excavated material would be the major cost consideration. 
Disposal costs depend on the haul distance and potential tipping fees for landfill sites. If the 
Port of Long Beach can use the material excavated from the wetland restoration project then 
an average cost of$12.00 per cubic yard would be reasonable for the 8-mile hauling distance. 
In addition to location, disposal site availability and material acceptability would be 
important issues. If the material had to be hauled to the Orange County Landfill at Coyote 
Canyon, 24 miles away, it would cost approximately $16.25 per cubic yard. 

the excavated material, although originally from the San Gabriel River, would be considered 
upland material as opposed to dredged material from a regulatory standpoint. Therefore, the 
material would not be deemed suitable for unconfmed aquatic disposal at an EPA-approved 
ocean dredged material disposal site (i.e., LA-2 or LA-3). Ifit were to qualify for open · 
ocean disposal, then it would cost between about $30 and $35 per cubic yard. Beach 
nourishment and nearshore disposal have been approved as beneficial uses of dredged 
material; however, based on a cursory review of available geotechnical site information, 
beach and nearshore disposal does not appear feasible at this time. 
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' 6.0 COST ESTIMATES 

A cost estimate was prepared for each of the options of Alternatives 1 and 3, with disposal 
off-site at POLB and disposal on-site. Spreadsheets with cost breakdowns are included in 
Appendix A. To avoid impacts to Pacific Coast Highway associated with a straight tidal 
connection, an alternate alignment was investigated that is aligned similar to the existing 4-
foot diameter culvert. Costs for both disposal off-site and on-site were estimated for the 
alternate alignment of the tidal connection to the San Gabriel River and are presented in 
Appendix A. 

The total cost includes an allowance of 35 percent for engineering, administration and 
contingencies. Costs for fence construction, land acquisition, utility relocation, drainage, 
and operations and maintenance are not included. A summary of the total cost for each 
option of Alternatives 1 and 3 is presented in Table 12 . 
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TaiJie U - Comparlsoa of Alterallt(ve Optloas 

Hydra•lle Coalledloa- Tide 
TotaiCost(S) 

Alternative Oft'-slte Disposal Oa-slte Disposal Oft'-slte Disposal Oa-slte Disposal 
Ra•l• (UaderPCH) (UaderPCH) (Alt. Allpmeat) (Alt. Allpmeat) 

1 Open Channel- Full Tidal System 25,204,635 10,725,885 23,201,910 8,723,160 

1 Culverts- Full Tidal System 24,897,915 10,419,165 22,795,965 8,317,215 

1 Hybrid -Full Tidal System 25,424,010 10,945,260 23,263,605 8,784,855 

3 Culverts- Muted Tidal System 27,105,165 10,770,165 25,327,215 8,992,215 

3 Culverts -Near Full Tidal System 31,276,665 12,714,165 29,417,715 10,855,215 
·-- ···-·--·---· 

-00 
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7.0 SUMMARY 

Four conceptual wetlands restoration alternatives with a variety of target habitat distributions 
and tide ranges, were developed for the Hellman Ranch Property in Seal Beach, California. 
After screening by the regulatory and resource agencies, two alternatives were selected for 
feasibility-level analyses with both muted and full target tide ranges. Analyses involved tidal 
hydraulics, quantity calculation, and cost estimate preparation. 

The first selected alternative (Alternative 1) was based on a habitat distribution similar to the 
Hellman Property proposal as presented in the Draft EIRIEIS dated November 1997. The 
other alternative (Alternative 3) was based on a habitat distribution similar to the Batiquitos 
Lagoon Enhancement Project presented in the Final EIRIEIS dated June 1990 (Alternative 
3). The combined area of subtidal and intertidal habitat for Alternatives 1 and 3 was 33.5 
acres and 51.1 acres, respectively. 

The results of the hydraulics analysis indicated that it would be possible to achieve the full 
tide range of the San Gabriel River with an open channel, culverts, or a combination. 
Construction of culverts or an open channel was found to be feasible from an engineering 
and economic standpoint within the site constraints. Based on this assessment, it would be 
possible to achieve the target habitat distributions for the two alternatives evaluated with 
either a full or muted tide range. In addition, it appears feasible from an engineering 
standpoint to draw water from the Haynes Cooling Channel into the wetlands and then to 
discharge the water into the San Gabriel River. 

Construction of Alternatives 1 and 3 would require excavation and disposal of approximately 
1.0 million and 1.25 million cubic yards, respectively. The material would most likely be 
excavated using land-based construction equipment (e.g., scrapers and front-end loaders) and 
would be done by dewatering the site as needed. The excavated material could be disposed 
of on-site or off-site. On-site disposal would involve placing the material outside the 
restored wetlands in areas with relatively high elevations (i.e., + 10 feet MSL and above). 
Off-site disposal would involve trucking to the POLB as part of a harbor fill project or 
trucking to a municipal landfill. 

The construction costs to implement Alternatives 1 and 3 vary sighificantly depending on the 
disposal location and hydraulic connection. For either alternative, over 50 percent ofthe 
construction cost would be directly associated with the excavation and disposal of sediment. 
Therefore, the reduction of earthwork costs through on-site versus off-site disposal of 
excavated material would reduce overall project costs substantially. Another factor that 
influences the costs would be the type of hydraulic connection. Although the cost 
differential between culverts and an open channel is relatively small, routing the connection 
under PCH would increase the costs by as much as $2 million over an alternate alignment 
that involved a direct connection to the San Gabriel River. Construction costs for Alternative 
1 with direct connection to the San Gabriel River range from $9.5 million to $24.0 million 
for on-site and off-site disposal, respectively. Construction costs for Alternative 3 with direct 
connection to the San Gabriel River range from $10.2 million to $28.7 million for on-site and 
off-site disposal, respectively. 
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• PORT OF LONG BEACH WETLANDS RESTORAnON 
HELLMAN RANCH CONCEPT· MUTED nDAL SYSTEM 

FIGURE 9 ·ALTERNATIVE 2: HELLMAN PROPERTY CONCEPT· 
MUTED TIDAL SYSTEM 
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PORT OF LONG BEACH WETLANDS RESTORAOON 
BATIQUITOS LAGOON CONCEPT· MUTED nDAL SYSTEM 

FIGURE 12 • ALTERNATIVE 3: BA TIQUITOS LAGOON CONCEPT • 
MUTED TIDAL SYSTEM 
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PORT OF LONG BEACH WETLANDS RESTORATION 
AL TERNAnYE 4 ·ANAHEIM BAY CONCEPT ·IBB MUTED nDAL SYSTEM 

FIGURE 15 ·ALTERNATIVE 4: ANAHEIM BAY CONCEPT· 
MUTED TIDAL SYSTEM 
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PORT OF LONG BEACH WETLANDS RESTORAnoN 
BAnQUITOS LAGOON CONCEPT· FULL nDAL SYSTEM 

FIGURE 18 ·ALTERNATIVE 3: BATIQUITOS LAGOON CONCEPT • 
FULL TIDAL SYSTEM 
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ALTERNATIVE 1 ·OPEN CHANNEL CONNECTION 

SIMULATED 800" OPEN CHANNEL 
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TYPICAL CHANNEL SECTION 
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I· 20' ·I 
TYPICAL CULVERT SECTION 
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ALTI!RNA11VE 1 ·HYBRID CONNECTION 
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ALTERNATIVE 3 ·MUTED TIDAL SYSTEM 
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HAYNES 
CANAL 

EL. -18.0' 

IIIII ··-
2 X 18" STEEL PIPES 
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II 

I· 200· .. 1 
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SCHEMA TIC PROFILE 
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II 

MQIE.;_All ELEVATIONS ARE IN 
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APPENDIX A 

COST ESTIMATES 

Cost Estimate for Alternative 1 - Option 1 (Off-Site Disposal) 
Cost Estimate for Alternative 1 -Option 2 (Off-Site Disposal) 
Cost Estimate for Alternative 1 -Option 3 (Off-Site Disposal) 
Cost Estimate for Alternative 3 -Option 1 (Off-Site Disposal) 
Cost Estimate for Alternative 3 -Option 2 (Off-Site Disposal) 
Cost Estimate for Alternative 1 -Option 1 (On-Site Disposal) 
Cost Estimate for Alternative 1 -Option 2 (On-Site Disposal) 
Cost Estimate for Alternative 1 -Option 3 (On-Site Disposal) 
Cost Estimate for Alternative 3 - Option 1 (On-Site Disposal) 
Cost Estimate for Alternative 3 -Option 2 (On-Site Disposal) 
Cost Estimate for Alternative 1 - Option 1 (Off-Site Disposal, 
Alternate Alignment) 
Cost Estimate for Alternative 1 - Option 2 (Off-Site Disposal, 
Alternate Alignment) 
Cost Estimate for Alternative 1 -Option 3 (Off-Site Disposal, 
Alternate Alignment) 
Cost Estimate for Alternative 3 - Option 1 (Off-Site Disposal, 
Alternate Alignment) 
Cost Estimate for Alternative 3 -Option 2 (Off-Site Disposal, 
Alternate Alignment) 
Cost Estimate for Alternative 1 -Option 1 (On-Site Disposal, 
Alternate Alignment) 
Cost Estimate for Alternative 1 - Option 2 (On-Site Disposal, 
Alternate Alignment) 
Cost Estimate for Alternative 1 - Option 3 (On-Site Disposal, 
Alternate Alignment) 
Cost Estimate for Alternative 3 -Option 1 (On-Site Disposal, 
Alternate Alignment) 
Cost Estimate for Alternative 3 -Option 2 (On-Site Disposal, 
Alternate Alignment) 

16 

• 

• 

• 



• .. 
• • • • • 
I 
I 

"' I 

• 
I 
I 

• 
I 

:-
1 

Cost Estimates with Ofi-site Disposal 

TABLEA-1-COSTESTIMATE FORALTERNATIVE I-OPTION 1 (OFF.SITEDISPOSAL) 

!Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost (S) Cost($) 

!Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 SO,OOC 
!Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,000 
[Excavation 975,000 CY 3.00 2,925,000 
Pff-site Disposal 975,000 CY 12.00 11,700,000 
Pike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,000 
Pike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,500 
:Sox Culvert Under PCH 200 LF 3,185.00 637,000 
Putlet Channel 180 CY 400.00 72,()()( 
Open Channel 900 LF 2,066.00 1,859,40( 
PCHDetour I LS 300,000.00 300,()()( 
!Inlet Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,20( 
!Inlet - Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,00C 
!Dewatering 120 Days 1,500.00 180,000 
!Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

SUBTOTAL 18,670,10( 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 6,534,535 

TOTAL 25,%04,63! 

17 
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TABLE A·2- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE I· OmON 2 (OFF..SITE DISPOSAL) • Deserlption Quantity Unit UnltCost(S) Cost($) 

Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 50,000 
Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,00() 
Excavation 915,000 CY 3.00 2,925 .()()fJ 
Off-site Disposal 915,000 CY 12.00 11,700,000 
Dike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,000 
Dike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,500 
Box Culvert Under PCH 200 LF 3,185.00 637,()()fJ 
Outlet Backfill 3,000 CY 25.00 75,000 
()utlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,29(l 
RCP Culvert (2 - 8' diameter) 1,800 LF 600.00 1,080,000 
Culvert Excavation 1 LS 30,000.00 30,000 
Culvert Baekftll 1 LS 15,000.00 15,000 
Culvert Shoring 1 LS 260,000.00 260,~ 

PCHDetour 1 LS 300,000.00 300.00(] 
Inlet Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
Inlet - Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,000 
Dewatering 90 Days 1,500.00 135,000 
Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 150.000 

SUBTOTAL 18,442,900 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 6,455.015 • TOTAL 24,897,91! 

• 
18 
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TABLE A-3- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 1 -OPTION 3 (OFF-SITE DISPOSAL) 

Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost ($) Cost($) 

Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 50,000 

Pemolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,000 

~xcavation 975,000 CY 3.00 2,925,000 

bff-site Disposal 975,000 CY 12.00 11,700,00(} 

Dike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,000 

Dike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,50(} 

Box Culvert Under PCH 200 LF 3,185.00 637,000 

~_Channel 450 LF 2,066.00 929,700 

[outlet Backfill 3,000 CY 25.00 75,000 

[outlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,200 

~CP Culvert (2 - 8' diameter) 900 LF 600.00 540,000 

~lvert Excavation 1 LS 30,000.00 30,000 

~lvert Backfill 1 LS 15,000.00 15,000 

~lvert Shoring 1 LS 0 260,000.00 260,000 

!PCHDetour 1 LS 300,000.00 300,000 

!InietStructure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 

!Iniet - Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,000 

iDe watering 90 Days 1,500.00 135,000 

!Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

SUBTOTAL 18,832,600 

Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 6,591,410 

TOTAL 25,424,010 
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TABLE A-4- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATJVlt 3 • omON 1 (OFF .SITE DISPOSAL) • Description Quantity Unit Unit Colt($) Cost($) 

Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 50,000 
Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,000 
Excavation 1,100,000 CY 3.00 3,300,000 
Off .site Disposal 1,100,000 CY 12.00 13,200,0()(1 
Dike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,000 
Dike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,S()() 
Box Culvert Under PCB 200 LF 3,185.00 637,000 
Outlet Backfill 3,000 CY 25.00 75,000 
Ql!_det Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,200 
RCP Culvert (2 • 8' diameter) 1,400 LF 600.00 840,000 
Culvert Excavation 1 LS 30,000.00 30,000 
eulvert Backfill 1 LS 15,000.00 15,000 
Culvert Shoring 1 LS 260,000.00 260,000 
PCHDetour 1 LS 300.000.00 300,000 
Inlet Stnlcture 1 LS 39,200.00 39,20C 
Inlet - Sboring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,000 
Dewatering 90 Days 1,500.00 135,()()() 
Planting 300,000 EA 2.SO 750,()Q(l 

SUBTOTAL 20,077,900 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 7,027,265 • TOTAL %7,105,165 

• 
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TABLE A-S- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 3 .. OPTION l (OFF-SITE DISPOSAL) 

:Oeseription Quantity Unit Unit Cost (S) Cost(S) 

~obilization!Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 50,000 
!Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,000 
Excavation 1,250,000 CY 3.00 3,750,000 
Pff-site Disposal 1,250,000 CY 12.00 15,000,000 
Dike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,000 
Dike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,500 
Box Culvert Under PCH 200 LF 3,185.00 637,000 
Outlet Backfill 3,000 CY 25.00 75,000 
Outlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,200 
RCP Culvert (4 • 8' diameter} 2,800 LF 600.00 1,680,000 
Culvert Excavation 1 LS 30,000.00 30,000 
!Qllvert Backfill 1 LS 15,000.00 15,000 
!Culvert Shoring 1 LS 260,000.00 260,000 
iPCHDetour 1 LS 300,000.00 300,000 
~nlet Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
~let - Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,000 
!Dewatering 90 Days 1,500.00 135,000 
!Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

SUBTOTAL 23,167,900 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 8,108,765 

TOTAL 31,176,665 
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CtSt Estimates with On-site Diaposal • TABLE A-'- COST ES1'1MATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 1· OPTION 1 (On-site Disposal) 

Deseriptlon QuanUty Unit Unit Cost (S) Cost($) 

~obilization/Demobilizatioo 1 LS 50,000.00 50,000 
Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,000 
Excavation/On-site Disposal 975,000 CY 4.00 3,900,000 
Dike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,000 
Dike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,500 
Box Culvert Under PCH 200 LF 3,185.00 637,00Cl 
Putlet Channel 180 CY 400.00 72,00Cl 
pPeo Channel 900 LF 2,066.00 1,859,400 
~Detour 1 LS 300,000.00 300,000 
iJ:ntet Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
~et- Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,()9(.1 
~watering 120 Days 1,500.00 180,000 
!Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

SUBTOTAL 7,945,100 
Engineering, Administtation and Contingencies (35%) 2,780,785 

TOTAL 10,725,88!! 

TABLE A-7- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 1- OPTION l (On-site Disposal) • 
~eription Quantity Unit Unit Cost($) Cost($) 

~obilization/Demobilizatioo 1 LS 50,000.00 50,000 
Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,000 
~xcavation/On-site Disposal 975,000 CY 4.00 . 3,900,000 
puce Removal - Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 IOO,OOCl 
~eRemoval 3,500 LF 25.00 87,500 
[Box Culvert Under PCH 200 LF 3,185.00 637,000 
~etBackfiU 3,000 CY 25.00 75,000 
IOuttet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,200 
~CP Culvert (2 - 8' diameter) 1,800 LF 600.00 1,080~000 

Culvert Excavation 1 LS 30,000.00 30,00CJ 
Culvert Backfill I LS 15,000.00 15,000 
Culvert Shoring 1 LS 260,000.00 260,00Cl 

PCHDetour 1 LS 300,000.00 300,000 
lolet Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
lolet - Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,00CJ 
~tering 90 Days 1,500.00 135,000 

----. 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

• SUBTOTAL 7,717,900 
Ensineering. Administtation and Contioaencies {35%) 2,701,26~ 

TOTAL 10,419,16! 
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TABLE A-8- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 1- OPTION 3 (On-slte Disposal) 

!Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost (S) Cost(S) 

~obilizationJDemobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 50,00( 

!Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,00C 
!Excavation/On-site Disposal 975,000 CY 4.00 3,900,000 
!Dike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 lOO,OOC 
!Dike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,5()( 

!Box Culvert Under PCH 200 LF 3,185.00 637,000 
pPen Channel 450 LF 2,066.00 929,700 
Putlet Backfill 3,000 CY 25.00 75,00() 
Outlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,200 
RCP Culvert (2 - 8' diameter) 900 LF 600.00 540,000 
Culvert Excavation 1 LS 30,000.00 30,00() 
Culvert Backfill 1 LS 15,000.00 15,00~ 

Culvert Shoring 1 LS 260,000.00 260,000 
PCHDetour 1 LS 300,000.00 300,000 
Inlet Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
Inlet - Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,000 
Dewatering 90 Days 1,500.00 135,000 
Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

SUBTOTAL 8,107,600 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 2,837,~ 

TOTAL 10,945,260 
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TABLE A-9- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 3 ·OPTION 1 (On-site Disposal) 

~eseripdon Quantity Unit Unit Cost($) Cost($) 

Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 50,000 
Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,000 
Excavation/On-site Disposal 1,100,000 CY 4.00 4,400,000 
Dike Removal -Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,000 
Dike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,500 
Box Culvert Under PCH 200 LF 3,185.00 637,000 
Outlet Backfill 3,000 CY 25.00 7S,OOO 
Outlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,2()() 
RCP Culvert (2 • 8' diameter) 1,400 LF 600.00 840,000 
Culvert Excavation 1 LS 30,000.00 30,000 
Culvert Backfill 1 LS 15,000.00 15,000 
Culvert Shoring 1 LS 260,000.00 260,000 
PCB Detour 1 LS 300,000.00 300,000 
Inlet. Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
Inlet-Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,000 
Dewatering 90 Days 1,500.00 135,000 
Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

SUBTOTAL 7,977,900 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 2,792,265 

TOTAL 10,770,165 
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TABLE A-10- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 3- OPTION 2 (On-sfte Disposal) 

!Deserlptfon Quantity Unit Unit Cost{$) Cost($) 

!Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 50,000 
!Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,00() 
!Excavation/On-site Disposal 1,250,000 CY 4.00 5,000,000 
!Dike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,000 
!Dike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,500 
~ox Culvert Under PCB 200 LF 3,185.00 637,000 
PutletBack.fill 3,000 CY 25.00 75,000 
Putlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,200 
RCP Culvert (4- 8' diameter) 2,800 LF 600.00 1,680,000 
Culvert Excavation 1 LS 30,000.00 30,000 ... 

Culvert Backfill 1 LS 15,000.00 15,000 
Culvert Shoring 1 LS 260,000.00 260,000 
PCHDetour 1 LS 300,000.00 300,000 
Inlet Stnlcture 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
Inlet-Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,000 
Dewatering 90 Days 1,500.00 135,000 
!Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

SUBTOTAL 9,417,900 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 3,296,265 

TOTAL 12,714,165 
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Cost Estimates with Otr-site Disposal (Alternate Alignmeat) • 
, A•.U • t.:U:SI ~· IMATJ!; J4UK ALTJ!;Kl'iA.llYI!t I • Ul" IIU!'II \UD·:Site 1.J11PJ AIL 

Allgnmeat) 

Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost (S) Cost{$) 

~obilizationiDemobilization 1 LS so,ooo.oo SO,()()( 
Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,000 
""'- . pAW~VaUon 975,000 CY 3.00 2,925,000 
Off-site Disposal 975,000 CY 12.00 11,700,000 
Dike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,000 
!Dike Removal 3,500 LF 2S.OO 87,500 
Puf:let Channel 180 CY 400.00 72,000 
!OPen Channel 650 LF 2,066.00 1,342,900 

!Iniet • Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
!Iniet - Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,000 
Pewatering 100 Days 1,500.00 150,000 
!Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

SUBTOTAL 17,186,600 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 6,015,310 

TOTAL 23,201,9Ul • 
TABLE A-12- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 1- OPTION 2 (ALT. ALIGNMENT) 

Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost (S) Cost($) 

~obilUatio~bilD3tion 1 LS 50,000.00 50,000 

!Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,000 

1£xcavation 975,000 CY 3.00 2,925,000 
Pff-site Disposal 975,000 CY 12.00 11,700,00CJ 
IDike Removal· Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 lOO,OOCJ 
~eRemoval 3,500 LF 25.00 87,5()( 

Putlet Backfill 3,000 CY 25.00 75-:oo«: 
!Outlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,20C 
IRCP Culvert (2 - 8' diameter) 1,300 LF 600.00 780,0()( 

ilnJet Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,20C 
~-Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,00C 

lf>ewaterin& 80 Days 1,500.00 120,00C 
Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 7SO-:oo«: 

SUBTOTAL 16,885,90C 
Ensineering, Administration and Continsencies (35%) 5,910,065 

TOTAL 22,7~96! • 
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TABLE A-13- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE l -OPTION 3 (ALT. ALIGNMENT) 

Pescripdon Quantity Unit Unit Cost ($) Cost($) 

Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 50,00() 
Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,000 
Excavation 975,000 CY 3.00 2,925,000 
Off-site Disposal 975,000 CY 12.00 11,700,()()(] 
Dike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,000 
Dike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,500 
RCP Culvert (2-8' diameter) 500 LF 600.00 300,000 
Open Channel 400 LF 2,066.00 826,400 
Outlet Backfill 3,000 CY 25.00 75,000 
Putlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,200 
~et • PCC Sttucture 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
!fnlet - Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,000 
!Dewatering 80 Days 1.SOO.OO 120,000 
~Ianting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

SUBTOTAL 17,232,300 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 6,031,305 

TOTAL 13,163,605 

TABLE A-14- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 3- OPTION 1 (ALT. ALIGN) 

Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost ($) Cost($) 

Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 50,000 
Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,0()() 
Excavation 1,100,000 CY 3.00 3,300,00() 
Oft'-site Disposal 1,100,000 CY 12.00 13,200,00() 
Dike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,00() 
Dike Removal 3.SOO LF 25.00 87,50() 
Outlet Backfill 3,000 CY 25.00 75,000 
Outlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,20() 
RCP Culvert (2 - 8' diameter) 1,300 LF 600.00 780,000 
[nJet- PCC Sttucture 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
Inlet - Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,000 
Dewatering 80 Days 1,500.00 120,000 
Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

SUBTOTAL 18,760,90() 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 6,566,315 

TOTAL 15,327,21! 
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TABI.EA-15-cc:m'ESI1MA1EFOtALTERNA11VE3-0Pllc::N2(ALT. AI.JGNMEN'I) • .... 
QJanflty Uuit Uuit Cast (S) Cost(S) -~ 

Mo'bilizationiDemJbilizati 1 l.S 50,000.00 so,(J()(J 
Psmlition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,o00 
1- • 1,250,000 cr 3.00 3,750,00(] ~·-Cil 

Pfr-site Disposal 1,250,000 cr 1200 15,000,000 
~ Ramval- Cofferdam 1,000 I.F 100.00 100,00(] 

~Ramval 3,500 I.F 25.00 87,50( 

Prtlet Backfill 3,000 cr 25.00 7S,CXX 
~et Excavation 98 cr 400.00 39,2tX 
~ Ollvert (4- 8' diameter) 2,000 I.F 000.00 1,560,o00 

rmtet -POC Structure 1 l.S 39,200.00 39,200 

rmtet- Sboring 1 l.S 20,000.00 20,ooc 
"' . 80 1l1ys 1,500.00 120,00C 
lftt . 300,000 EA 250 7SO,CXX , ........ '6 

stBI'OfAl 21,790,90C 
E'.ngineerin& Administration and Contingalcies (3SO/O) 7,626,81~ 

'IOI'Al 29,417,71! • 

• 
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Cost Estimates with On-site Disposal (Alternate Alb:nment) 

TABLEA-16- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 1-0PTION 1 (ALT. ALIGN) 

!Description Quantity Ullit Unit Cost($} Cost($} 

~obilization!Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 50,000 

~olition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,000 
!Excavation/On-site Disposal 975,000 CY 4.00 3,900,000 
Pike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,000 
pnce Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,500 
Putlet Channel 180 CY 400.00 72,000 
pPea Channel 650 LF 2,066.00 1,342,900 

ilalet • Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
~et- Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,000 
Dewatering 100 Days 1,500.00 150,000 
Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

SUBTOTAL 6,461,600 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 2,261,560 

TOTAL 8,723,160 

TABLE A-17- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 1- OPTION 2 (ALT. ALIGNMENT) 

Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost ($) Cost(S) 

Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 50,000 
Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,000 
Excavation/On-site Disposal 975,000 CY 4.00 3,900,000 
Dike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,000 
Dike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,500 
Outlet Backfill 3,000 CY . 25.00 75,000 
Outlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,200 
RCP Culvert (2 - 8' diameter) 1,300 LF 600.00 780,()()() 
Inlet- PCC Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
Inlet - Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,000 
Dewatering 80 Days 1,500.00 120,000 
PlaDtiDg 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

SUBTOTAL 6,160,900 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 2,156,315 

TOTAL 8,317,215 
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TABLE A-18 -COST ESTIMATE JI'OR ALTERNATIVE t • OPTION 3 (ALT. ALIGNMENT) 

Descrlpdon Quanaty Unit Unit Cost ($) Cost(S) 

Mobilization/Dcmobilizatioa 1 LS so,ooo.oo SO,OOCl 
Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,()()(] 
Excavation!On-site Disposal 975,000 CY 4.00 3,900,00Cl 
Dike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,000 
Dike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,500 
RCP Culvert (2-8' diameter) soo LF 600.00 300,00Cl 
OpeaCiwmel 400 LF 2,066.00 826,40(1 
Outlet Backfill 3,000 CY 25.00 75,00Cl 
Putlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,200 
!Jnlet Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,2Q<l 
~et - Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,000 
Pewatering 80 Days 1,500.00 120,0CKl 
Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,0CKl 

SUBTOTAL 6,507,300 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies {35%) 2,277,555 

TOTAL 8,'784,855 

TABLEA-19-COSTESTIMATE JI'ORALTERNATIVE3-0PTION 1 (ALT. ALIGNMENT) 

Pescrlptlon Quantity Unit Unit Cost ($) Cost($) 

Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 50,00() 
pemolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,00() 
~cavation/On-site Disposal 1,100,000 CY 4.00 4,400,000 
Pike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,000 
Pike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,500 
Putlet Backfill 3,000 CY 25.00 75,00() 
Putlet Excavation 98 CY . 400.00 39,200 
~CP Culvert (2 • 8' diameter) 1,300 LF 600.00 780,00Cl 
IJnlet • PCC Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
Inlet - Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,000 ... . 80 Days l,SOO.OO 120,00() ... 
Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

SUBTOTAL 6,660,900 
~. · g. Administration and Contingencies (35%) 2,331,315 

TOTAL .8,992,%15 
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TABLE A-10- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 3- OPTION l (ALT. ALIGNMENT) 

Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost ($) Cost($) 

Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 50,000 
Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,000 
Excavation/On-site Disposal 1,250,000 CY 4.00 5,000,000 
Dike Removal - Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,000 
Dike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,500 
Outlet Backfill 3,000 CY 25.00 75,000 
Outlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,200 
RCP Culvert ( 4 - 8' diameter) 2,600 LF 600.00 1,560,000 
IInlet S1ructure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
!Inlet - Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,000 
!Dewatering 80 Days 1,500.00 120,000 
!Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

SUBTOTAL 8,040,900 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 2,814,315 

TOTAL 10,85S,ll! 
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• Stote.of Cclifor,tio 
.. • 

. . . 
•. I'A e'.m o r a n d u m 

• Michael Fischer, Executive Director 
California Coastal Cor.mission 
631 Ho\·lard Street, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94105 
• 

OCJttt I January 13, 1982 

from , Deportinenl of Fish ond Game • 

• 

•• 

Determination of the Status of Wetlands Hithin the .City of Seat Beach, 
Immediately South and East of the San GaPriel River Channel (Ponderosa 
Seal Beach Hetlands) 

In response to your request of December 22, 1981, attached is the Oe~artm~nt's 
wetlands determination for the so-called Ponderosa Seal Beach Wetland area 
pursuant to Section 30411 of the Coastal Ac~. 

As the report indicates, the Depart~ent finds· that there are acmroxir.Jately 
25 acres of \'letlands in the subject area of "'hich 23 acres are severely 
degraded. He have also found that r.:ajor. restnration r--ay not be required; 
and further, restoration appears to be feasible throu9h consolidation ~nd 
other measures in conjunction \'lith a developlllent project. As indicated 
in the report, \'se believe the restoration of these l'!etlands· could pretvice 
a significant and integral component to the effort for restorinq the los 
Cerritos Wetlands System as a whole. · 

·.Altho.ugh ,.,e do not concur with the Coastal Conservancy staff's orininal 
P.roposal for ttetlands creation at various offsite locations in exchanCte 

· for· total develQprr:ent on these de~raded ~-~etlands, \''e must coMplirr.ent the 
staff for seeking a variety of alternative solutions toward restorino 
coas~al wetland ~esources. · 

The Department rel!'.ains ·available to \olOrk \':ith the Conservancy and the • 
Commission on all potential wetland restoration projects in the coastal 

·zone. · . 

·: Please k~otr my staff .through Don Lollock, Chief of the Envi.ronmental Services 
Branch is ·~vailable to discuss .this re!)ort \·lith you or the Comission • 

. . 
. . ~ .. 

c....' ·. ~-
·~~~ .. ~ ~ ...... 

Director 

cc: Joseph Patrillo, Executive Officer 
State Coastal Conservancy 

" 

: ;. ·. 
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• . • .. 
Determination of the Status of 

Those Wetlands Within the City of Seal Beach 
Immediately South and East from the San Gabriel P.iver Channell~ 

Introduction • 
Sections 30233 and 30411 of the Coastal Act of 1976 ackn~~ledge the Department of 
Fish and Game and the Fish and Garr.e Cor.mission as "the princioal state agencies 
responsible for the establishr.ent and c~ntrol of.wildlife and fishery manage~nt 
programs." Coastal Act Section 30411(b} stipulates that the Department, in 
consultation with the Coastal Commission and Department of Boating and ~latenrays. 
can study degraded wetlands and idl!ntify those which can be liOSt feasibly restored 
in conjunction \-lith the develop~r.ent of a ·boating facility, or ";hether there are 
-other feasible ways• to achieve such values. This report, then, represents the 
Department•s determinations regarding the subject wetlands (henceforth "Seal 

·Beach 1-!etlands''), pursuant to PRC Section 30411(b) and includes a summary of 
findings; a brief historical perspective; present status~ and aoplicable 
definitions and critet'ia applied, extent of degraded \·:etlands; a discussion of 
restoration alternatives and the feasibility of restnrin9 and im~rovina wetland 
values; and a base map which delineates the extent of existinp wetland resources. 

Summary of Findinns 

The Department finds that there are approximately 25 acres (+ 0.5 acres) of 
wetland \'lithin the subject area. The Department finds that ill 25 acres are 
degraded \·letlands.pursuant to Section 30411 ·of the Coastal Act. Further. the · . 
Departrrent finds that from a biological standpoint, only the ti.dal channel • 
(approximately 2 acres) is not severely degraded, and that approximately 23 acres 
of tletland are severely degraded. ffoblithstanding this finding, the Department 
also finds that, pursuant to Coastal Act Section 304ll(b)~l), ~jor restoration 
activities ,.,ould not be required to restore and enhance \·;etland values such that 
a high level of biological productivity is maintained. The Department finds that, 
pursuant to Section 30411(b){2), a boating facilities project is clearly inf.easible 
due to the character and extent of adjacent development. lastly, the Deoart~ent 
finds that, pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30411(b)(3). restoration of the wetlands' 
natural values, including its biological productivity and wildlife features, ~Y be 
feasibly a~hieved by col":bining restoration activities \<~ith the develor'Pent of ad.j~cent 
property (this concept is expanded upon and more thoroughly discussed herein). 

General History 

Historically, the subject t~tland areas t~re part of the 2,400-acre Alamitos Bay 
~~tland ccfuolex. This wetland was bordered on the south by Landing Hill (an upland 
pro~ontory which divides the subject area from Anaheim Bey) at least as recently 
as 1S94. All that re~ains of the historic 2,40!1-acre \·:etland cor1plex are aporoxir:1ately 
130 acres corr.rnonly referred to as the Los Cerritos tietlands and the subject 25 acres. 
Today. these 25 acres are a heavily impacted remnant of their former status as 
productive \·:etlands. 

·!I Transmitted by the State Department of Fish and Gau.e to the State Coastal 
Commission on January 13, 1982. • 
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·Present Status. Extent of Wetland, and Definitions and Criteria Applied 

• Before proceeding to a discussion of present status, i.t is necessary to define 
the term "wetland•' and to define those \-Jetland types e~istent in the study area. 
For clarity, we have utilized the terminology used by the Coastal Act. These 
terms are easily translatable into terms· used by both "the U.S. Fish and ~lildlife 
Service and the U.S. Anr~ Corps of Engineers. 

• 

• 

Wetlands are defined in Section 30121 of the Coastal Act as follows: . 
• ••• lands within the coastal zone which may be covered periodically· 
or permanently \'lith shallow \'later and include salt\'1ater marshes, 
fresh\'later marshes, open or. closed brackish water marshes, swan:ps, 
mudflats, and fens.u 

• 
Ye consider the Coastal Act definition of "wetlands" to be compatible with the 
u.s. Fish and ~lildlife Service •retland Classification System arid \·letland definition •. 
The latter definition and classification system have the advantage of being more 
readily useable in the field analysis because the syste~ is both hierarchical and 
dichotomous in nature, and because the same set of biolo9ical and ~hysical criteria 
are consistently applied. l1e concur \'lith the interface beb1een the Coastal Act 
••tretland" definition and the USFHS definition as discussed in Appendix 0 of the 
"State\·lide Interpretive Guidelines or •!etlands and Other Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitat Areas" (adopted by the California Coastal Commission, February 4, 1981). 

The USA~S definition is as follows: 

•wetlands are lands transitional between terrestrial and aquatic 
systems where the water table is usually at or near the surface 
of the land is covered by shallow water~ .For purocses of this 
classifications t:etlands must have one or r.:ore of the follO\'Iing three 
att~ibutes: .(1) at least periodically, the land supports predominantly 

· hydrophytes; (2) the substrate is predominantly undrained hydric soil; 
· anCJ (3) the substrate is nonsoi 1 and iS saturated ttith tlater Ot" covered 
by sha11~4 water at some time during the growing season of each year. 

· Wetlands as defined here include lands ·that are identified under other 
cate9ories in so:::e land-use classifications. For example, 1r1etlands 
and farmlands are not necessarily exclusive. ~·any areas that \'le define 

. as tletlands are fanr.ed during dry periods, but if they are not tilled 
or planted to crops, a practice that destroyes the natural vegetation, 
they will support hydrophytes. · 

Drained hydric soils that are now incapable of supporting hydrophytes 
because of a chance in \·rater regime are not cons ide red \•:etlands bv our 
definition. These drained hydric soils furnish a valuable record· of 
historic wetlands, as well as an indication of areas that may be 
suitable for restoration. 

The upland limit of wetland is designated as (1) the boundary between 
land 1r1ith predominantly hydrophytic cover and land tlith predoMinantly 
aesophytic or xerophytic cover; (2) the boundary beb1een soil that is 
predominantly hydric and soil that is predo~inantly. nonhydric; or • 
(3) in.the case of wetlands without vegetation or soil, the boundary 
between land that is flooded or saturated at sor.te tillle each year 
and land that is not." (CO\'Iardin, 1979) . "' . • 
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\o:e have applied the USFliS definition during the preparat-ion of the ~r.ap of the . 
subject wetland area. · Again; referring to the Coastal Act definition, 1~ can ~ · 
be argued that portions of the 25 acre wetland area identified by the DepartMent . 
are not periodically inundated. Rather, these areas are periodically saturated 
after enough to largely preclude ·the growth of plant species \'lhich are unable 
to tolerate periodic substrate saturation and hi9h soil salinities. These areas 
are, however, classifiable as wetlands usinq the terminology of the Coastal Act 
definition (i.e., saltwater marsh, brackish water marsh, etc.). Therefore, we 
believe that these wetland areas which exhibit 9eriodic substrate saturation are 
explicitly wetlands by Coastal Act definition.· 

• 
The specific wetland tenms used are those utilized in the Coastal. Act and the 
Commission's V.etland Guidelines. These terms are-as follmis: 

Saltrtater to brackish water marsh: A wetland, as defined above, 
estuarine, of estuarine origin, or exhibitinp a water reaine 
and salinity which maintain vegetation characteristics of ·an 
estuarine system. For the purooses of this report, let this 
designation include areas which.are at least 30% covered by 
saltwater marsh or brackish water marsh indicator plant species. 

Salt flat - A wetland, as defined above, where vegetation is 
lacking (less than 30% aerial coverage) and soils are poorly 
developed as a result of frequent or drastic fluctuation of 
surface water levels, wave action, water flow, turbidity or high 
concentrations of salt or other substances in water or substrate. 

0 en water - A wetland (mean lmier low water less than 6 feet in 
depth \·lhich is always covered by surface t1ater, or which is .norMally 
covered by surface water for severel months during years of average 

· rainfall. (Seasonal ponding areas could, of course, be alternatively 
designated. as "salt flat" areas.) . 

·upland/fill -Areas characterized·bY predominantly upland vegetation. 
P.ost of the are·a so designated was wetland at the turn of the century 
and has been filled. 

·.·~· 

Based on ~the above definitions and criteria and upon careful analysis of aerial 
photographs in co~bination with extensive ground truthinp. the DepartMent finds that 
there are approximately 25 acres of wetland in the study area (see attached map). 
These acres may be subdivided into the above defined subcategories as follo~~=· 
salt water marsh to brackish water marsh (3.4 acres); salt flat (18.0 acres); open 
water/estuarine wetland (3.3 acres): · · · 

Pickl~·teed (Salicornia virainica and subterminalis} are the dominant salt bracl:i~h 
water marsh indicator p·lant species in the study area. Other salb!ater r..arsh to 
brackish water l'!arsh indicator species include alkali heath (frankenia c.randifolia); 
saltgrass (Distichlis soicata); brass buttons (Cotula £2!:Q_noolrolia}: sr.arsh rosel"'.ary 
(L in:onium £_orrmune var. californicum); rabbit-foot polypor;on (Polyoooon nonsoleliensis; 

· Bat1s maritima); ditch grass (Rupia maritima)i saltbush (Atriplex patula); and do • 
. (Rumex sp.). . · 

.. 
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Generally, wildlife values of the subject wetland areas are poor. This condition . 
is caused by continuing use of the area by ORVs and as a dur.9 site for fill materials • 
Tidal flows have been eliminated exceot tlithin the narro~·t tidal channel. Fish 
collected from the tidal channel include striped mullet {NuQil cephalus); staghorn 
sculpin (1£Etocottus armatus); longjaw mudsucker (Gillichthys mirabilis); California 
ki 111fisb (fundulus parviginnis); mosquito fish (Gat:.busia affi ni s); too smelt • 
(Atherinops affinis; tilapia mossambica); and a range extension for the sailfin 
molly (J1o11 ienesia latipinna). · ·· · . . . 

• 
The only two mollusks that were.observed were the California horn snail (Cerethideo 
californica), and the salt marsh snail (~'elampus olivaccus). 

Bird use of the subject t:etland area has been observed to be consistently low. 
Although an effort was made to correlate bird use of the area with high tides and/or 
inclimate weather, bird u~e remained consistently low. 

Tne endangered California least tern is known to forage in the· tidal channel. The 
· endangered Belding's savannah sparrO\·t has also been observed. 

The pri112ry value of the subject ttetland area lies in its potential as a resto·red 
wetland. 

Determination of Degraded Wetlands 

. r~either Section 30121 of the Coastal Act nor the U. S. Fish and t·li 1 dl ife Service 
1-letland Classification System define or discuss ••degraded t:etlands. •• HO\·Jever, 
PRC Section 30233(a)(3) recognizes the existence of such areas, and states that 
these areas shall be identified by the Department of Fish and Game. In~licit in 
this ~r.andate is that the Department itself must define ••degraded lrietlands" since 
undefined areas cannot be identified. 

Accordingly, based on ecological factors we have defined degraded wetlands as. 
fOllO\'IS: · . 

De~raded tretlan·d.s: A t;etland lrthi~h has.been ~ltered by man 
through impairment of some physical property and in \'thich 

· the alteration has resulted in a reduction of bioloQical 
complexity in terms of _species diversity of wetland:associated 
·spec.ies which previously existed in the wetland ~reas. 

. . 
~e emphasize that this definition is to be applied only when the alteration is 
induced by man, and. is not meant to apply to natural succession from a complex to 
a more simplifi_ed \'tetland corm~unity .. 

• 

All 2S acres of \·!etland.may be classified as degraded purs-uant to the defi.niti~n. 
Because wildlife use and species diversity is low in all identified wetland.areas 
except the tidal channel, the Department finds that 23 acres of wetland lre severely 
degraded, and that the 2-acre ti da 1 channel is not severely degraded. 

Restoration of •retlands l~ithin the Studv Area 

Restoration of wetlands within the study are~ should be desipned to c~pleMent the 
Los Cerritos r!etlands to the north of the San Gabriel River channel. •tith· this in 
m.ind, it seems appropriate to· discuss the probable character of .the Los Cerritos 

.. (, ·. 
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Wetlands after they are restored. Tentatively, it appears that the Los Cerritos 
Wetlands ,.,ill be ·prir..arily marine oriented, tlith lesser acreage devoted to bracki. ~ 
fresh\'later, and seasonal- wetland types. Thus, it appears that the subject 25-acr 
wetland area might best be restored and enhanced for fresh/brackish t!ater tletland 
values so astomaximally compliment the Los Cerritos wetland restoration project. 

A means of enhancing the subject wetland for fresh and brackish water wetland 
values can be accomplished by hydraulically cleaning the tidal culvert which passes 
under the power plant intake channel and into the San Gabriel channel to increase 
tidal flows, and by constructively using runoff from development which r..ay occur 
adjacent to the subject wetlands. This concept is similar to that which is 
envfsag~d in the. Los Cerritos Wetland area. 

Feasibility of Restoring and Enhancfnq tarctlands •lithin the Study Area 

Pursuant to PRC Section 3041l(b), this Department is authorized to study degraded 
·wetlands. Once this study is initiated, we are required to address essentially 
three considerations: 

1. Whether the wetland is so severely degraded and it is not capable 
-~f recovering and maintaining a-high level of biological produc
tivity without major restoration activities; 

2. Whether a substantial portion of the deqraded \"tetland, but in no 
event less than 75 percent, can be resto.red and Maintained as a 
highly productive wetland in.conjunction with a boating facilities 
project. 

. . . 

3. Whether restoration of the wetland's natural values, includin~ its 
.biological productivity and wildlife features, can most feasibly be 
achieved and maintained in conjunction with a boatin~ facility or 
whether there are other feasible ways to achieve such values. 

A. Section 30411(b)(1) 
. 

• 
This Coastal Act Section requ1res the Department to determine whether major 
.restoration efforts would be required to restore the identified degraded wetlands. 
It is our position that restoration and enhancement r.:ay be accomplished throuc.h 
development of adjacent property and through a consolidation oroject involving 
that wetland area south of the tidal channel. lt·appears that-such a project 
may not entail a relatively major expenditure of funds nor \"lould ft require 
maJor restoration since it could be accomplished by merely designating. 
~trategically located fill borr~d sites for fill which.would be required in 
certain developable areas. This concept will be a~re thoroughly treated under 
the discussion of Section 30411{b)(J) below. 

B. §ection 30411 (b) ( 2.1 

. Because of _the character and intensity of adjacent development, it seems unlikely 
that a boating facility is a viable option. · · ••• 

, 
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Pursuant to PRC Section 30411(b)(3}, this Department is required to address 
h0\'1 restoration and enhancement of degraded \'letlantls can most feasibly be 
achieved. The term "feasible" is defined in PRC Section 30108 as follows: 
• 
Feasible: Capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within 
a reasonable period of time taking into account economic, environ~ental,
social, and technological factors. 

A tidal channel runs the full length of the wetland area (see the lon~· 
narrow "open\'Iater" designation on the accompanying map). To the southeast 
of the channel is an 8.1-acre wetland area consisting of 7.0 acres of salt 
flat and 1.1 acres of seasonal pond (both of these figures fluctuate durin9 
the course of a year). If we assume intense adjacent development, it seems 
unlikely that this 8.1-acre \·Jetland would function viably. Human intrusion 
and the effect of adjacent disturbance ttould 1 ikely prevent this \·:etland 

. area from providing high value to \'lildlife. If left in place, this \'letland 
would also frag::1ent adjacent development ·into essentially bto blocks -one 
east and one t1est of the \·;etland. Additionally, the 8.1-acre ttetland t:ould 
remove 8.1 acres plus approximately 3 acres of a required buffer zone from 
potentia 1 deve 1 opment by the 1 ando\•mer. 

For the above reasons, it appears that fillinq this )retland in combination with 
restoring \-Jet lands to 8.1 acres of existing non-\·letlands on the north\·:est side 
of the small tidal channel is the most feasible means of enhancing the wetland 
values involved. Such a plan has the following advantages: 

1. The ultimately restored wetland would be contiguous . 
.. 

2. The wetland would be buffered from adjacent developn~nt by the 
tid~l channel and dikes. This results in significantly reducing 
~he negative effects of development as well as minimizing buffer 
zone area ~equirernents for the d~ve)oper. 

3. The property owner would gain 8 ·strategically located acr~s 
for development due to lessening of buffer area requirer.ents. 
The developr..ent could be contiguous (\'lith obvious advantaQe 
associated with internal traffic circulation}. In mitigating 
the effects of this. fill, the prooert.v O\·mer could convert the 
approximately 7 acres of non-developable upland located near 
the intersection of the tidal channel and the paved road to 
wetland to !Jartially offset the loss of the 8.1 acres. Thetefore .. 
only 1.1 acres (approximately) of presently developable non-\·tetland 
would have to be converted to wetland. This results· in a net aain 
·of about 7 acres for development. -

4. The 8.1-acre wetland area is, of course, a l0\'1 spot \·lhich apoarently • 
requires fill for developrr:ent. By designating the non-developable 
upland areas as borrow sites for fill material. it should be possible 
to borrow the fill necessa~ to develope the 8.1-acre wetland tmile 
simultaneously lowering these uplan~ areas and converting them to 
wetlands. t1inor excavation in existing wetland areas for channel 
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construction and pond formation should also be feasible at this 
time since earth moving equipment will already be on site. Based • _· 
on the elevation of the 8.1-acre wetland to be converted to 
development, it appears that approxir.~ately 6 vertical feet of 
fill tlould be required. Also, based on consultation with Cal-Trans,. 

• · it appears that a significant savings in transport of fill can be realized 
if the borrow material is taken from the nearby ~·etland ~storation area. 
For example, if local hauling and free ~terial results fn a savinqs 
of only $3.50 a cubic yard, a total net .savings to the property ~mer 
would amount to about $250,00U. 

• 
5 •. lhe consolidation project outlined above would, as previously indicated, 

result in a contiguous wetland. Such contiguity lends itself well to 
utilization of freshwater runoff and increased tidal flushing which will 
be achieved by utilizing fresh water runoff and hydraulically cleaning 
the tidal culvert respectively. 

· For these reasons, the Department rP.cnmmends the above outlined consolidation project, 
and finds that restoration of the wetland's natural values, including its biological 
productivity and wildlife features. can most feasibly be achieved in conjunction with 
such a project. 

Finally, as indicated in our initial assessment of wetland values in June 1~80 and 
submitted to the Coastal Commission, City of Seal Beach and the property O\'lners at 
that tfnie, ,.,e maintain that such feasible enhancement measures as those out·lined 
above are required by the Coastal Act. t~asures necessary to assure that potentia~ 
wetlands values of this area are maximized should be incorporated into the local 
Coastal Program for the City of Seal.Beach. and/or incorporatcd·into any Coastal 
Development Permit for the area; 

.• . . 
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Commission staff. The Commission staff requested that the Department of 
. . . 

"'· fish and Game map the wetlancla south of the San Gabriel liver with:ln the 

· Coastal Zone of the City of Seal Beach. 'l'he Department was. also requested 

to provide an assessment of the bioloaieal velue of the area in questiOD, 

• and to provide recommendations for possible enhancement. 

The map and accompanyin& text were prepared after review of pertinent 

literature, field aurveya, and careful examination of aerial photocraphs.• 

The mappin& utilizes the u.s. fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) wetland 

classification system with terms adapted pursuant to Coastal Commission 

Wetland Guidelines. 

'DEFINITIONS 

The followina definitions apply: 

Environmentally sensitive area 

"ltny area in whith plant or animal life or their habitats are either 

rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an 

•cosystem and Which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activi

ties and developments." (California Coastal Act, SectiOD 3107.5). 

Wetland 

"Land where the water table is at, near, or ab~e the land surface 

lons •nou&b to promote the formation of hydric aoila or to support the 

arowth of bydrophytes.. In certain types of wetlands. vegetation is lack-

111& and aoila are poorly developed or absent as a result of frequent and 

drastic fluctuations of surface-water levels, wave action, vate.r flow, tur-

•idity or high concentrations of salt or other substances in water or sub-

atrate. SuCh wetlands can be recognized by the presence of surface water 

or saturated substrate at some time durin& each year mel their location 

,., 

. • 
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~~111 o~ adJ~.~~ ~o:·· V.~etatec! wetlaac!a or cJeep-vater ha'bitata. • JJ . 
Saltwater ti ··~~ckf~h ·v~te;··:;grah · ·· ... ·. ·. · · '. : .::;: 

A we.t1~1 aa. ~fiue&(a~, ••tuariDe JJ; of estual'lDe oriata, or .. · 
•.,;. II 

exhibitina a water· re&f.• aucl balinity which aaf.lltain veaetation charac- .. . . 
terbtic of a eatuarine •1atn. For the pUrposes of thia report, let 

this desicnat~~ laclude areas which are at leut :JO% ll covered 'b:r aalt-
... 

wter ~rsb or 'bradtlab water .. rsh iDcltcator plaat specf.ea. These area . 
. 

are shOWD in lipt areen oa the accaap&llJ up. 

Salt flat 

A ~t1and~ a~ defil\ed above, where vecetetion ~~ lackf.n& ( 301 !I 

cover•a•> and soils are poorly developed or absent as a l'esult of frequeat 

or drastic fluctuations .of surface water levels, wave action, water flow, 

turbidity or blah concentrations of salt or other substances in vatel' ol' 

. . .~ 

~n~batrate. These areas are shown in yellow oa the accompaayins 11np. • 

··y U.S. Fish and Vilcllife Service, '"Classification'.!!. Wetlands .!!! Deep
. ·wacer·Babitats·of·che United States (An Operational Draft) .. October 
. 19771 pace& 4-57-

· y u.s. J'ish and ·vt1dlife Service, pase 14. 

l/ U.S~ ftsh and Vilcllife Service, paps 35-37. 

y u.s. l'tah and Vild.ltfe Service_, pas•• 35-37. . . · . 

.. . 

\l 

•• 



• 

• 

• • • .. • ' *. :. • ··, •••• : 

.. :: .. ~ .•. : __ :' .. ·•· .. ·.• .. ~·.·.···. ~ : . ·. : ': .... '; '._ .. 
.. ,. .. i. . . . *, • ' ., ~ ! . . 

·- 3- ." ··- ... 

vater, or which is normally covered by surface water for several months . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
out of ~· year •. These areas are shown f.D blue on the accompanying 11ap. 

l 
. pPland/Fill · 

Areae Characterized by predominantly uplaucl vegetation. Moat of the 
.. . 

area so clesianated was upland at the tum of the century and baa b.een 

filled. These areas are shown in browa on the accampanytna map. 

.. . . . .. CENERAL 

Historically. the area was part of the 240G-acre Alamitos Bay wetland · . . 
comple~!l. This wetland area was bordered on the south by Landina Bill 

(at least as rece~tly as 1894). Today, the wetland area south of the San 

Cabriel River is a heavily impacted remnant of its former arandeur. 

The areas delineated as wetlands on the accompanying map are wetlands 
,Jf 

by Coastal Act definition and by USFWS definition. Pickleweed, Salicornia 

paeifica, is the dominant salt marsh indicator species in the study area. 

Other saltwater marsh to braCkish water marsh indicator species include 

alkali heath (Frankenia srandiflora); aaltgrass (Distichilis spicata); 

brass buttons (Cotula coronopifolia); marsh rosemary (Limonium commune var. 

californicum); rabbit-foot polypogon (Polyposon monspeliensis); Batts 

.arftima; ditCh arass (Rupia maritima?; saltbush (Atriplex patula); and 

doCk (Rumex ap.). 

· !/ Speth, 3. V. et al. 1976, ·"Ih!. Natural Resources .9! Anaheim Bay"; 
Calif. Dept.· of Fish and Game, Coastal Wetland Series No. 18 • 

. · .. 
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. . 
' . . Areas delineated as upland an c!OIIdnat~d by pr:luril.y introduced, 

.. cl..aiclally ~deral. ~pectea. One ootable excepti~. to thf.a 001!'11 ta the . . . . . . 

... 

atanc! of aucal.yptua a1cma the coaatward 'bluff. 
. .. 

• I> ' • 

. 'lba urrov tidal chaual supports estuarine-related fish apectea 8UCh 

aa atrtpec! aul.let• Musil cephalua; atapom aculpin 1 teptocottua anaatut; 

loqjaw mudsucbr1 CillichthYt 1Dirabili!& ancl ~lifomia kUlif18h1 

Fundulus parvipiNlia. '1'ba two aoat n\l'IMroua fishes in tba channel an 'both 

tDtroducecJ apectes-Tilapta 11ossambica and J!ollienesia lat1pinna. 

the Oftl.y mollusks observed vera the CalUomia hom nail, Cerithic!ea 

ealifomiea. and the salt arab naU, Mel!!pua olivacns. 

. PHYSICAL CHAMCTEJISTlCS 

'l'ba averaae elevatioD of the uppec! wetlands ia not known, but appears 

to 'ba with~ the tidal ranae of the San Cabriel liver. So~la of the sub

ject wetlands are aenerally oraanic with hi&h halinitiea. · 

Stanc!ina water runs the full ranae betweeen fresh (leas than O.S 

parta/1000) and byperha111le (areater than 40 parts/1000) depenc!ina on loca-
. . 

ticm1 tble of year1 'l'ecancy of 'l'ainfall, aount of rainfall, and ~ some 

tutances the bei&ht of the tide. Standina vate'l' is circumneutral 

alkaline (pB 5.5 or bS.per). 

!be wetlanda of ·the subject area exhibit an artificial water reat.e. 

!bey a'l'e at least a•aaonally flooclec! or saturated. . •It ta apparently the 

cOII'bS.utioD of loW alavatiOD, h1&h l'l'ounclwater table, auhaltne pound

water, ad pracipitaticc which pemita the •1nteaance of aaltwater •reb 

a4 aalt flat areas. 

t'bera ta evidence of neat and extensive Yebicular activity throu&h-

. .. . .. . , 

. . :' ':;, 

.. - .v.·- ~ .•· . '• 

···~ 

• 

out cJeaipatecJ vetlanc! are••· There 1a also evidence of recent 4umptna of • 

fUl •terlal. 
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Even after rela- · 

c1voly beaV)'· Winter atoN, \ire! use in the subject wetlands was extremely . . . 
* "' • • . ,. 
Upt •. We bave inspected the subject wetlands durin& low and hish tide 

cycles in an effort to de~ermia any correlation between the hei&ht of the 

tf.cle and bird uaa. 11rd use remained consistently low. 
. 

The endanaerecl California least tern, Stema albifrons brown!, and 
. 

leldiq's aavannah sparrow, Passerculus sandw:lchensia beldinsi, have been 

Observed in the study area by Department personnel. 

!xistin& fish and mollusk resources would be expected. to improve con

siderably if additional ~idal interchanse were provided. 

ENRANCEMEliT RECO~SMDi'DATIONS 

The tidal channel is connected to the San Gabriel River by a culvert . 
vbich passes under-the power plant intake channel. This culvert is 

equipped with a sate which allows the passase of storm flows into the river. 

but Which tends to preclude water transference 1n the other direction. 

In order to effect aaximized water transfer, two major issues con

cemins the 'existin& culvert are apparent. First, it is necessary to modi

fJ the tidesate so that Sm Gabriel River water is allowed to flow into 

the subject wetlands throughout the tidal cycle. Second, it would seem 

advantageous to hydraulically clean the culvert to permit desisn capacity 
... 

nows ·s.n both directions. the new tide gate might be designed to allow 

selective admittance· of water (i.e. permit free passage of water for all' 

tidal ataae water levels, but preclude the admittance of flood stage water 

levela) .!! this.!!!. necessaa !.2. protect ex1st1ns development. 

It may be possible to cross the power plant intake Channel with an 

additional culvert (or culverts) thereby connecting the San Gabriel River 

with the subject wetlands. Thta would result in considerably increased 

\~ 
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~ter avai~~~it7 for ieat~rative purpoaea. · The feaaibilf.ty o~ ·thla c~. •. ·. . . :~ 
capt should. b~ uplore4. Cenerall7 1 it voulcl eeea advisable froa a bf.o- • . ·· ;· 

~ . . . . 
1octC.i · ~~~cipotilt · · to achieve the maximum possible marine .water influence . . . ' . . ' . . . 

• • #II ~ 

vlthta the · atacl7 ana. 
.. ' 

: ·. ·· Once ''iii~ ·.above aeane of ·-~11D1ztna ~altwater !llfiuence vithf.~ the atucly, 

area have been ascertamecl. ud one:- the h:rclrau~ica of the area are under

:atoocl. it ~4 tba h poeef.ble to reff.De enhancement recommenclatiana • 

tentativel:r.·· br~~Chiua the 4lka ancl the extension of additt~ai cbatmela 

tD etrateaic locatt0111 aeems alviaable. 

lD order to auament water availability and to diversify wetland 

unaaemeDt optiODit it would aeea biply deaira~le to CODatructively uae 

water nmoff from future development of adjacent upland areas. However, 

before this option can bell'operly evaluated, many questions will have to 

M answered by the J!oastal Commission. Among the most important questions • 

are: 

1. Are the extensive f:lll areas within the study area "dearaded wet

lands"'by Coastal Act definition? (These areas !I! primarily 

historic vet land~ which have been cJearaded). 

2. What type of land use Sa appropriate for these "upland/fill" 

areas if. ill fact. they are not considered "cJecraded wetlands!" 

Development .plana for the subject area have not yet been formally 
... 

eubm1tted for review. Bovever, we uncleratancl that sip:lfic:ant portions of 

the Bellman property· are tentatively planned for ntentf.on as open space 

(a iolf course).. Tbua, it would aeea poas:lbla (and hiahly de~irable fr• 

a bioloaical standpoint) to retain s:lpificant open apace in the fon. of 

a restored wetland area. Ve would welcome the opportunity to work v:lth 
• 

the property G~V~Utr, the Coastal Commiaa:lon. and (perhaps) the Coastal Cort

lll"hACf reaarcl:I.D& the naolutiOD. of wetlaDd eDJ:aance-.At ianu on dae 
I 

subject property. 

• 
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what it C:an ·be~ · We 'believe that it te possible to enhance wetland re-
• • . . : .. :. . # .. . . • • . •. . 

· sources ·in this area both in terms of quality and ai•e• · We would maintain 

·• that such feasible enhanceuaent measures aa those outlined above are re-. . 
• . i ,. 

i. ~!~ · : quired by the Coastal Act. · Measures necessary to assure that potential 
t ; ; ... 

• 

.. . . 
. . 
.. 

.... 

wetlands yaluea of this area are maximized should be incorporated into the 

Local Coastal 'Proaraa for the City of Seal Beach, and/or incorporated into . .. . . . 
any Coastal Development 'Permit for the area • 
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Jehn, 
% only bave a few 1Riu~te•• 80 :r:· c&ADOt be u detailed •• I would lib, ln&t 
berw are • few thought• on the Bellman project. 

Aa ~ bow, the C:Oz:pa beU.ev•• web of the lowland• would ntaf.n Cozp• 
jurudioticm \Qlder seot.ian. 10 of the Ri..,.r• and HarbOra Act. ft.~!~ -.u 
ehallen,e to ~••torin• tbe lite would ~ ••tting enou•h tidal volume ocbo 
tb.e ait.e to 1upport a l&Z"SJer wetlanc:!a co"''lex. l don't think it u 
impo•afble, but probably would require a much larger conduit f~om the San 
Gabriel 'River (e.g. an open aide ~ vi. a pipe). There ma:r be 
oppo:r:tuniti•• either through the 1. C.. Coastal 'lfetland& elearinghowle or 
related venue~ to ••cur• funding for 1ueb au effort. Bowev.r, before ,ny 
re1toraticc plant for the lite are oonaidered thl option& for inorealift; 
the tidal priam muse be tho~ougbly explored. 

My othu main eQC!IIIent it regarding the ll'eb. 1J9B function.al evaluation &me 
b,Y Gl.mn Lu);.o• Anoo. fo:r the pro,ect . Al th.ouEJh the intent of the a:ulr-u 
i• good., the actual aua1}'11i• i. highly flawed. I ..auld *'Ct. baae any 
deaiaion on the analyaia contained in thia document due to ita funa&maRtal 
errore in ae~tumptione and deei911, The proble~M are nume!'O\la, but a few 
include: 
'l'bare ia DO appare:t tie to reference ckta (or any data for that matter) • 
The •~aliog of variable appeara arhitrarv with little foundation tn 
pc:ienea. ll'or example, the flooding du.ratiou VilJ:'iable i.e bu&.c:aaUy 1;lle 
red4ac:e t:LM/10. Tb.e:re i» no baaia that I can aee for thia assumption of 
proportionality between residence ti .. a=4 thl variable (e.g. it a11umta 
that 'l'r, • a daya 11 4 timea •• good ac ft • 2 dar•>. Alae, aaveral of the 
funotiona ~ee the exact aama variables retUltift; iA •doUble counting" of 
certain site attri~tee (i.e. aeveral funotiona Will always have the eame 
ac:ore1 •• each other) • The way the !unetional analyd1 11 clesiped, PC% ia 
driven by vaef!t&tion &nd tile. Therefore all that the proponent would Daed 
to do ia plant appro.priate ~P and inereaae tb6 aize of wetland& aligbtlr 
-.nd. tlw ttnaly1d1 will ahow a large funetianal booat. Por aueh an analya a 
to be valid in .Uit ~ ~a1ed iza aouad aci&Dce azad firmly tied to a rdbuat 
data aet. Thaae fundament attribute• ~· lacking t.he Glenn :wlcoa an&1YII:L1. 

Hope this info helps. % will ~e reachable by email early~ week ~ I 
am iD W. Take c-.re • 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Brie :D. &t.aia 
v. 8 • Az'llly Cozo:pe of Bn•ineere 
LOt An;ale1 Diatrio~. ae;ulatory B~ancb 
••tein8tp1.uaace.a~.~1 
21!·U2-!f15 (phone) 
213~t52•,111 (fax) 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 



- DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
LOI ANGILU DISTRICT. CORPS OF INGINEIIII 

Office of the Chief 
Regulatory Branch 

Hellman Properties LLC 
·Attn: Dave Bartlett 
P.O. Box 2398 
Seal Bea~ CaUfomia 90740 

Dear Mr. Bartlett 

P.080XA1nt 
LOS ANGELU. CAUFORHIA tDOIHJif 

; . 
Much23,19M 

We have received copies of correspondence from yoursell and the US fish and 
WDdlife Service (Service) disc:ussing issues related to projected wetland impacts usodated 
With the proposed Hellman Ranch Development (DA Pile No. 98.()()219-ES) in Seal Beacb, 
California. The purpose of this leHer is to clarify the Corps of Engineers current statu of 
mriew on the proposed project. 

At this time, we have not received a complete application for a Department of the • 
Army permit or a draft Section 404(b)(l) alternatives analysis; however, based on information 
1liscussed at a December 15, 1997 site visit and a March 18, 1998 phone call between youne1f 
and Eric Stein of my staff, there are substantive unresolved issues regarding the project. The 
proposed project site was historically part of the Alamitos Bay wetlands complex. 1be 
lowland portion of the site was partially filled with dredge spoUs during c::onslnlction of the 
San Gabriel River channel and contains a tidal channel running through the site. Because the 
lowlands were historically subject to the ebb and flow of the tide and may, in put, be 
reasonably returned to tidal influence, we believe that a portion of the lowlands illlill 
subject to Corps jurisdiction under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. The 
extent of Corps jurisdiction must be resolved prior to our analysis of alternative~ and 
Impacts. 

1be Oean Water Ad Section 404(b){1) guidelines stipulate that all practicable efforll 
must be made to avoid and minimize impacts to aquatic resources and that the Oxps can 
only authorize the least environmentally damaging practicable project alternative. 
Purthermpre, for non-water dependent projects, such as residential and recreational 
~eloprnent, the guidelines establish a rebuttable presumption that a Jess damaJinl 
·alternative exists that would not affect special aquatic lites (e.g. wetlands). In ~ cue, the 
burden of proof is on the applicant to dememstrate that less damaging alternatives are not 
practicable. At this time, we do not have suffident information to deten:.nine whether the . 
proposed project would constitute the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative. 
The objectives of our analysis will be to ensure that impacts to all Corps jurisdictional area 
(under both Section 4M and Section 10) are avoided and minimized to the maximum extent • 
pradical and that all.opportu:nities to restore wetlands on the project lite are maximized. . 

§•f7· ,,, Ast&r: W' . 4)~ ~ i/rJi f= 6 " f J.1i£ 
. ~ ~ 
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Please be aware, that the Corps• alternatives analysis process may require you to 
· substantially modify your proposed project in order to satisfy the requirements of Section t04 
of the Oean Water Act and/or Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. . 

I 

Several comments in your and the Service's letters reference mitigation for the proposed 
project. The Section 404(b)(l) guidelines require that compensatory mitigation be used only 
to offset impacts that cannot be avoided or minimized. Therefore, until we have completed 
our alternatives analysis and know what the project impacts will be, it is diffic:ult to comment 
on mitigation. However, given the extent of historic Joss of coastal wetlands in Southern 
California, mitigation requirements for impacts to coastal wetlands typically involve creation 

· or restoration of similar wetlands at a 4:1 or 5:1 ratio. Your Jetter states that "'according to a 
• hydrogeomorphic analysis, the project would result in a 3.6:1 mitigation ratio in terms of 

functions and values•. The Corps is actively engaged in the development of a regional 
guidebook to assess hydrogeomorphic function (not values) of riverine wetlands in Southern 
California. Currently, no regional hydrogeomorphic model exists to assess functions of 
estuarine hinge or depressional wetlands, such as those found on the proposed project site. 
Therefore, any analysis of functional Joss or gain associated with the project would be subject 
to review by the Corps, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. When you submit your application for a Corps permit, please include a detailed 
description of your "'fun~tionaJ analysis" for our review. 

.. We understand that there may be pending litigation regarding archeological resources 
on the proposed project site. We also understand that you have conducted archeological 
investigations of the site through the CEQA process.· Please include copies of your 
archeological reports with your Corps permit application so that we can determine if the 
proposed project would result in adverse effects to sites either listed or eligt'ble for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places. If such sites exist within the Area of Potential Effect 
of our permit action, we wUl be required to coordinate with the State Historic Preservation 
Officer in order to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act. This determination wUl partially depend on the resolution of the extent of Corps 
jurisdjction. 

As part of the Corps of Engineers permit process, we wDl distribute a public notice to · 
facilitate our required public·interest review and our analysis under Section 404(b)(l) and the 
National Environmental Policy Act. This process may result in public or agency comments 
that can only be addressed through project modification and could result in the requirement 
of an Environmental Impact Sta~ement (EIS). 

In summary, we do not currently have suffident information· to inake conclusions on 
the merits of the proposed project or its compliance with the requirements of the Corps' 
permit program under Section t04 of the Oean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act. Unresolved substantive issues include the extent of Corps jurisdictio~ analysis 
of project alternatives, mitigation requirements, impacts to archeological resources, and the 
potential need for an EIS. Please be aware that resolution of these issues may require you to 
substantially modify your pro~ project. When you submit your application for a Corp$ 5..,,.,, ;JI' ' J/ff 5- "17-~ 7 • 4' 
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permit, please include information relevant to these iuues (as described above) to usilt In 
our review. U you have questions or wish to schedule a meetins to discuss these issues In 
more detail, please contact Eric Stein of my staff at (213) 452·3&15. 

I . 

ct. USF'WS; Ann: Robert .James · 
USEPA; Attn: Rebecca Tudln 
CCC-Lona Beach; Aan: JobD ~ 
CDFG; Attn: Scoa Harris 
RWQCB·Santa Ana; Attn: t.inda Oln:ia 

' 

SNfty~ .vm 
Mark Durham 
Chief, South Coast Section 
Replatory Branch 

•• 

• 
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United States Department of the Interior 
PISH AND Wll.DLIFB SERVICE 

•.. :,... ..t:' , EcolcgioaJ Service~ 
Carlsbad Field Office 

2730Loter Avenue West 
Carlsbad, California 92008 

Mr. John T. Auyong, Staff Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor 
Lone Beach, Ollifomia 90802-4302 

JUN Os 1998 

R.e: Revised Staff Report for Henman Ranch Development, City of Seal Beach, California 
(Coastal Development Pcnnit Application 5-97·367) 

Dear Mr. Auyong: 

This letter provides Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) comments on the revised staff report 
dated May 26, 1998. We are aware that a bearing before the California Coastal Commission 
(Commission) regarding this project is scheduled for June 10, I 998, but we are unable to attend 
to give testimony. Our comments and recommendations are based on the above referenced staff 
report; our letter to you, dated March 13, 1998; a letter 10 Mr. Dave Bartlett, dated March 26, 
J998; a telephone conference with you on June 3, 1998: and other infonnation available 10 the 
Service. 

The new staff report modified the report dated March 19, 1998, by recommending approval of 
the residential housing component of the project, approval of land divisions as modified by 
i:onditions, and deletion of the proposed golf course. No wetlands would be directly impacted by 
the revised proposal. With the exception of the --state Lands Parcel." the lowland area would 
remain in its present eondition. We believe the staff report is thoroughly written and is an 
excellent explanation of coastal act issues. 

The Service expresses support oftbe revised staffRCOmmendation IS the plan addresses our 
concerns expressed in our earlier letters. The project DOW JCCODUD.ended by Commission staff 
avoids ti.u:thcr loss of wetland and reduces impacts to arassland areas by preserving foraging and 
wintering habitat for raptors. As related in the revised staff report and IS we believe, feasible 
opportunities are available to support a sufficient tidal prism for wetland restoration other tha'n 
1he applic:ant's proposal. Most importantly, in our view, future Mtland restoration consistent 
with the California Coastal Act remains possible. Consequently, the Service recommends the 
Commission adopt the staff recommeadation • 
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Mr. John T. Auyq JUN 0:&1998 
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The Service has s'ubstantial exportiae in the area of coastal Wdland restoration and oft'cn ita 
scrviccs in furthering wetland restoration projects at the subject property. Please contact Robert 
lames, flsb and wildlife bioJoaist, at tho letterhead address or at (760) 431-9440 if you have my 
questions or wish to tUtther discuss this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Assistant Field Supervisor 

1-6·91·TA•I09 
cc: see enclosed 6st 
cc: CE, Regulatory Branch. Los Angeles, CA (Attn: Eric Stein) 

EPA, San Francisco. CA (Attn: Becky Tudea.) 
California Department ofFish and Game, Loq Beach, CA (Atm: Scott Harris) 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Riverside, CA. (AUD: Linda Garcia) 

•• 

• 

• 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

COPIES TO: 

RE: 

MEMORANDUM 
via United States Mall 

MAY8,1998 /!}) _ 
CALIFORNIA coASTAL coMMissioN lilJ It It IJ n 
An: JOHN AUYONG 4!1./y J!.!, /; ilt;m 
DAVE BARTLm Co"''s{..qq"O l ~.98 !/!! 
CLEM SHUTE ~L co;:tv~ 

14'11ss., 
DWIGHT WORDEN '01\, 
SUSAN HORI 
JERRY TONE 

HELLMAN RANCH PROJEO AND USFWS INPUT INTO THE 
PLANNING PROCESS 

. For the record, we would like to include this memorandum of the USFWS involvement in 
the pl~ning process for this project. 

USFWS REVIEW TIME LINE 

June 1995. The USFWS was part of a pre·planning meeting that included 
representatives from several resource agencies, including Fish & Game, ACOE, California 
Coastal Commission, National Marine Fisheries. Regional Quality Control Board, City of 
Seal Beach, Audubon International Two representatives from the USFWS attended the 
meeting. 

August 1995. At that meeting, the USFWS asked that Hellman Properties to prepare a 
Pacific Pocket Mouse report, which we completed before the end of 1995. The Pacific 
Pocket mouse was determined not to be on the site. 

November 26, 1996. The City of Seal Beach sent a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to the 
USFWS. USFWS comment letter dated December 30, received by the City 
of Seal Beach. 

April 8, 1997. The City of Seal Beach sent (via certified mail) the Draft EIR and 
Technical Appendices to USFWS and requested comments. Comment period for Draft 
EIR ended on May 27. No comments from the USFWS were received on the 
Draft EIR or technical appendices. 

JuneS, 1997. The City of Seal Beach sent (via certified mail) the Revised Draft EIR 
(sections on biology and hydrology were revised). Comment period for Revised Draft EIR 
ended on July 23. No comments from the USFWS were received on the 
Revised Draft EIR. The USFWS had over 90 days to respond to the project 
but did not. 

b .. et7- 3(, 7 £tfli bit' p
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f· .,demorandum 
Re: USFWS Timcline 
MayS, 1998 
Page2 

Throughout 1996, 1997, 1998. Hellman Properties sent numerous reports to the 
USFWS to keep them informed regarding the project. These reports included the Wetlands 
Restoration Plan and other technical reports. There was never aay response to the 
technical reports that were sent to the USFWS for review. 

October 20, 199'7. The City of Seal Beach certirses the Environmental Impact Report 
"for the project. 

November 1997. Hellman Propert!es submits for a Coastal Development Permit from 
the California Coastal Commiss1on. The Commission schedules the project for February 
but it is postponed until April. 

February 24, 1998. Coastal Commission staff asked the USFWS to comment on the 
project. 

March 16, 1998. The Coastal Commission staff received a letter from the USFWS, 
indicating that the Service was not in support of the project. The letter was full of factual 
errors and made conclusions that were not based on adequate analysis. Additionally, no 
new infonnation was contained in this letter. 

March 17, 1998. Hellman Properties responded to the USFWS letter (see letter dated 
March 17). 

March 23, 1998. At 11 :00 a.m., representatives from Hellman Properties and the City 
of Seal Beach met with Bob James, the primary author of the USFWS letter to the Coastal 
Commission. Bob James indicated, 1) that he personally had not been to the site, but has 
driven by it; 2) that he had only skimmed the EIR; 3) that he wasn't aware the USFWS had 
previously supported another project on this site which was much more dense; 4) that be 
was not aware of the Audubon Program for the golf course; 5) that be would be unable to 
visit the site that afternoon; and 6) that be would not modify his assessment of the project in 
time for the Coastal Commission bearing in April. 

March 23, 1998. On March 23, 1998 at 3:30p.m., Hellman Properties and the City of 
Seal Beach met with Jim Bartel, Field Supervisor for the USFWS. We explained to Mr. 
Bartel that all of the USFWS concerns have been addressed in the EIR and summarized in 
our response letter and that based on this information, the USFWS should reconsider their 
position relative to this project. Jim agreed that the following day (March 24) that be would 
write a letter in response to the Hellman Properties letter to the USFWS letter dated March 
17. 

,, 
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United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDUFE SERVICE 
Ecological Services 

Carlsbad Field Office 
2730 Loker Avenue West 

Carlsbad, California 9'~r-"1. ~~....,. ,.,.r-"'1>,.-.,. 
I . 

Mr. Dave Bartlett, Project Manager 
Hellman Properties LLC '~ 
P.O. Box 2398 
711 Seal Beach Blvd 
Seal Beach, California 90740 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO GOAST DISTRICT 

Re: Hellman Ranch Development, City of Seal Beach, California (Coastal Development Permit 
Application 5-97-367) 

Dear Mr. Bartlett: 

This responds to your letter ofMarch 17, 1998, in which you objected to concerns raised in our 
letter ofMarch 13, 1998, regarding the Hellman Ranch Development in the City of Seal Beach. 
This letter follows meetings with you and Jerry Tone (Hellman Properties LLC), Keith Till and 
Gwen Forsythe (City of Seal Beach), Tony Bomcamp (Glen Lukos and Associates), Charles 
Damm (California Coastal Commission), and Bob James and me of the U.S. Fish and Wtldlife 
Service (Service) on March 23, 1998 . 

The Service acknowledges the significant planning efforts to date that have substantially modified 
earlier versions of the project through public and local jurisdictional participation in the California 
Environmental Quality Act and California Coastal Act process. Considerable environmental 
infonnation has been generated about the proposed project site involving, at least, four project 
designs over a period of several years. In this regard, though the Service previously 
recommended the adoption of an earlier application for a coastal development permit in a letter 
dated November 13, 1989, this earlier project proposal ultimately was not adopted and is not at 
issue here. Moreover, the Service notes that this defunct proposal actually proposed greater 
wetland restoration in comparison to the current proposal . 

. During our meetings on March 23, 1998, we discussed your response to our comment letter of 
March 13, 1998. Though we appreciate the effort you and others made to explain why the 
proposed project should be adopted, the Service remains concerned about several aspects of this 
project. Integral to any alternative analysis and mitigation with respect to a proposed project, is 
an understanding of the baseline condition. We believe that it would be inappropriate to compare 
the present proposal to earlier, unapproved proposals to maintain that the present proposal 
reduces environmental impacts. The actual baseline should instead be the current, "no project" 
condition. Alternatives and mitigation proposals could then be compared to this condition. 

Regarding restoration and open space issues, the proposed project currently would offset 27 acres 
of impact with the restoration of26 acres, which is less than a 1:1 mitigation ratio. Though you 



Mr. Dave Bartlett 2 

noted on paae 7 of your letter that the proposed project is "nearly BO'A open space," the limited 
wildlife use of golf course areas cannot be viewed "biological open space." 

With regard to the biological information, we discussed the shortcomings of the hydrogeomorphic 
(HGM) analysis. Althouah the Service recognizes tbe·utility of professional opinion in biological 
efforts, we asreed that the HGM analysis was not derived from field data and that a lack of 
incorporation of other relevant variables (e.g., edge effects) exists that could influence the results 
and conclusions. · 

..... The ~ce also fUrther detailed. our concern regardina adverse, project-related edge effects, 
especially to misratory birds. We understand that no consistent design criterion exists for the 
proposed buffers between human and wildlife use areas. In addition to previously referenced 
effects, we discussed the potential for adverse modification of time-activity budgets, and increues 
in heart rates and other disturbance-related effects documented to occur in birds. We believe that 
the proposed freshwater restoration area would have limited wilcJ1ife value . 

. The Service remains concerned about wetland impacts, "edge" effects, impacts to raptors, and 
loss of srassland habitat of the proposed project. We remain supportive of plan revisions that 
would result in an increase in the saltmarsh ecosystem acreage, with increased buffers between 
wildlife and human activity. The Service further not~ the potential availability of outside fimc:lins 
sources, like the Port Districts, to conduct wetl~d restoration activities. 

We are available to continue to discuss project planning issues, which can include a further site 
visit. If we can be of any fUrther aid or you have any questions, please contact Robert James, FISh 
and Wddlife Biologist, or me at the letterhead address or at (760) 431-9440. 

cc: 

Sincerely, 

\(1. Vha:f 
~Bartel 

Assistant Field Supervisor 

California Coastal Commission, San Dieso, CA (Attn: Charles Damm) 
California Coastal Commission, Long Beach, CA (Attn: John Auyona) 
USACOE, Regulatory Branch, Los Angeles, CA (Attn: Eric Stein) 
EPA, San Francisco, CA (Attn: Becky Tuden) 
California Department ofFISh and Game, Long Beach, CA (Attn: Scott Harris) 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, R.iverside, CA (Attn: Linda Garcia) 
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· Hetrman Properties LLC 
Post omce 10x 2101 

n 1 Seat Beach Boulevard 
Seat Be-ech. eenromta '90140 

(562) 431 -lm2 Fax: (5&2) 493-J'IID 

March 17', 19N 

Mr. Jim A. Bartel, Assistant Field Supervllol 
FISH lc WILOUFE SERVICB 
2730 Loker Avenue West 
Carlsbad, CA 92008 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Rz: LRT1'£1 (No o.t.U) TO JoHN T. AVYONC, CALJFOaNJ.A CoAJT.u. 
COAIMJSSJON Rz.GAtDDI:'C HELLMAN R.A..-.:ca R!SU\-"K hoJKCT 
COASTAL DEVELOPMEhT PERMIT No. J.f7..Jn 

Dea.r Mr. James: 

This Jttter is in respon&e to your letter to the CalifomJa Coutal Com.misaion 
regarding the Hellman Ranch .Reserve project. We share the same soaJ of 
resource prot~tlon and enhancement~ and have pliN'Iecl this project to 
accomplish that goal and be consistent with allapplicablr pro\'isiona of Couta1 
AetpolJcy. 

We have included a preliminary respon.se to yc:Nr stated issues below and 01\ the 
following pages. Your co.tnmenu have' been n\lJl\b.ered and sw:nmarl.zed for eue 
of review, with our responHS I\Oted below )'OW' comments. We would re&erYe 
the right to comment Nrther on your letter If Mt4 be. 

There is a cONlderable amount of Information that 1t.u been developed with 
respect to this property and bnplementation measures and programs that will w 
• part of thi& project that we believe add.reu many of fO\U concema. . · 

l. Comment from Jetter; •No anqlyt& t4. fr.Rriblc 1m mvimnmcnf4~ 6rrlfPU 
•Ztetnltjpca, • 

The Coutal Ad ddil\a feuiWe • 

•eapabJe of being aceompliiJ:ltc! in a ~ 
JNUU\tr within a reuona.ble period of t:ilfte, ta:k:iftc 
into account envircmmentaL todalanc! technical 
factms.• 
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On the contrazy, there hu been l!pificant aJtemattves analysis u ~ ol them 
and previous Jtudles that demonstrates that this proJect Is the most ltasiblt aDd 
the Jeaat envirOJ'lmentatly damaSSn& alternative, while providin& JUISdea\t 
return to rettore ud protm In perpetuity, the habitat areas propt>Hd Oft-lite. d 
within the frameworlC of land uses conslltetlt wtth Co&stal Act polidu ANI the 
City of Sui Beach Gr.nen!PIIa. 

Pactol'l whfth support tN conduison that the propoaed pro}ett II -. 
environmentally damaatns b\clude: (1) a sol! COWH provld• peatlr . 
oppo:tunlties to Integrate wetland hlbltlts lnd 'buffers wtth open 
tpact/recreational use and has been tUCCttsfulln many projedl; {2) a 10lf C0UDt 
is a visitor-servina, commercial recreatie>nal pubJJc ue that promotes pater 
aect$$ to, and enjoyment of, the restored wetlarub than other uses whiCh m&J bt 
more rettrlctfve; (J) the sol! course will be actively rnanapd to proted the 
viabiUty of the created a:nd restored habitats; and (C) the proposed couree lad 
wetlands restoration project requires tar Jess padlni ~ either a boatinS faclltty 
or the previous Cot.ftaJ Coft'UT&UJion•appmved residential devtlopmmt (1.6 
million cubic yard.s of cut and fill for the RESERVE project vemu 2.1lftlllioa 
amic yards of pctift& for the prerioua piOpCIII). 

Additionllly, the Califomla Department ol Pith and Came, CaUiomJt Coutal 
Conservancy and the California Coastal Commission have made findift&s 
regarding tht HelbN.n wetlancb that you thould be awu. of. The~~ InClude 

-Jte~torat.io.n of tl\e wetlands natural ovahau, lftetuclins ltlolopcal 
pl'Oductivity and wDdUfe featw'et, may 1N feul'blJ' ad\ltftd ~ 
rombmms re~toratioa activitiu with the dntlopmeat If · 
ac!jattftl property.• -o&lifornl# Dqmmlmf tl/ Iiiia II C.., 
Detmninatilm of 1111 Sflltlll of 1M HtUfllllft 'WtelaU. 

'!"he Department of Pith It Gune 4ettnnlftt4 that the wetlac1t 
on the 1lte are severely degraded and II\ n"d olmaJ• 
mtoration. Thlt Pilh • Cune 4etet.a'Llnatioa pamlll 1M • · 
Coli\D\Itain liexit.illtJ' Ill conao1hfatlftJM4 rtltoriJ\c _..... 
1ft orclu to 11\c:naM the productivity and 'fta'bWt.J of tile 
wetludL • -c.tlf(omf.l Coutll Conmuaq Jf'll.lblft. Jl&flMift 
Wtil.tnb a.4 CMuD'Nft&:l ~ 11-G . 

..,..e Commf11icm tlterefore concl•&!et ~at In tN.t putladar 
wetlud, malJ\tAiaift& the 1tatu.1 qao tau udetln.blt pie,. 
option. Under 10233, tl\t •t.afuf Cluo It aot fbelMit 
envlronmeDtallJ clamaglna altematl•e.•-c.zvo,wfl Colstal 
Omminirm Fidinp, CH1tal Omlmnc)' Projllt 11-12, 
Hlllmn Witt. ... 

. iA ''" £'(Ia; bi;. ]) 6•f7 •""7 ,4.cht4rlff,C '1 
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Mr. fu:n Butll 
Fllh lr Wildlife Semc:e 
March 17, 19P8 
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AdditionaUy, the Fl&h & WDdW'~ Service JUpt?orkd 1 previously-approved 
Coastal Development Permit for this site that included 329 housing uruts. 1'hil 
pro)Kt ind'ud.& houses planned in existins wetland ueu and adja.eent to a 
proposed restoration area. along with a 200-room hotel site direetly adjacent tD 
the propos.ed n:ttoration area. 11U.t project did not meet the orisinal Fish and 
Came foal of wetland consolidation (the restoration area wu divided by IIJ\ 
arteria hlghwa;y) and left open the possfbtnty of future te$1denti&l or cornmerdal 
development Oft on production property, adjacent to the hi&hway and the 

_ proposed restoration ua. · 

·Urdikt the prevJous proposal, the RESERVE restoration projed: 

• Provides for a consoBdated coaatal ea1t sn.a.rsh eeCS)'ttlm 
• Eliminates the hotel adjacent to the restored wetlaftdt 
• ~minates the arterial highway throup· the lite 
• Reduca residential 'den.tity from 329 houtlng unltl to 70 
• Re-moves housing out of lowland ueu 
• Plans appropriately for future U$eS of oil production properlf (wetlands 

mitigation bulk) • 

The avoidance issues has been thoroughly add.re:Ned 1ft the Coufal 
Development Pen:nit, Envirorunent11J lmpact Report and the Wetland 
.Restoration PlUl for the RESERVE projeet. Jd 'baekgrOUNI, mo.t of the 11Xi.stifts 
Hellman Ranch and surroundin& area were all put ol the Lot Cerritos wetland~ 
complex and San Gabriel River estuary. In the 1930'• when tht Corpa of 
Engineers chanrlelized the San Gabriel River, dredge fill materfal wu pla* on 
the Ranch. The Corps also create<! a c!Jtch on the site so the land could continue 
to drain towa:rdi the rive. When the Los Angeles Depart:lne:nt of Water and 
Power condemned land for the Haynes Cooling 0\anneL dredge fill material wu 
alto placed on the Ranch. When the Co'Ul'\ty of Orange created the Las Alamltol . 
Jteta.rdJn& buin, tiD materlal wu placed on the Ranch. The point is, the C1lll'tld 
design and confiauration of tht uktin& wetlU'LCft are n"t the retwt of Motber 
Natura. Rather, they are 1he rel\llt of major urban in!rUtruc:tv.n pi'Ojldl · 
undertakera by federal and local governments. BioJopsts famWar with tile lite 
agree, and the Department of Plsh & Game has made the detennlnatlon, that the 
wrilandf on the tite art &agmtftted, MVerely dtaraded and degadecl. Avoldmce 
mitigation leaves a wetland that hu no IUbJtant5al valua, a wetland that wD1 
continue to desrac!e and I wetland that II not conaolidatecl. 11Us Js exactly the 
reucm. why the Coastal Commluion l!'ld Coutal Conservana:r have both 
previou&l)' made the finding that •under Sectlon 10233 of the Coutal M the 
ttatus quo il Mt the leut environmentally damagiz\& altemattve.• 

;·lf7·* 7 ~~~·""'... l/-j1f ~l<ai kai* [;) -
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Mr. Jim laz1e1 
fish & Wildllfe Sentce 
March 11, 1M 
Pap' 
AdditionaU)', a wetland mitigation bank lor approximately 90 amt ollhe 
Helbnan RanCh alte wu considered u part of tlte ElK for the project. 1NI 
proposll included reducing the number unfts approved lot the lite from tlw 
Commluion approved 329 to 250. The environmental effects assodated the 
housin& dfl•elopxnent were of major concern to the Oty of Seal Bead\, lklucUrta 
traffic, air qualit;y, water quaJfty and public Ml'VIees, as weD u the leulbllity of a 
wetla.nd.J pr?ject of thiJ D\a&ftlt1.1dt, lnduclin1 ifadins ft!iUirementl, JimJttd 
tidal coMection. timJns, etc. Alto taken lnto mnatderation Is that direetly 
edjacent to this aite, within the Oty·of Seal S.ac:h., fa the 1,000 acn Natial'lll 
Wildlife Refuse and .ANJ\eim Bay wttltftds, aimini5terecl by the FJ.Sh and 
Wlldl11t 5tmce. 

I. Comment from letter; •u,t cfiiCtl JDlll lq:rdl the tnWmunmiRl mpmc 
ulvc. spcc(tlGRZfr tfv ,al( covnt • 

.... •• 

The edge condition U it relatet to tht JOU' CO\U'II has been fully-doriunented 1ft 
the EIR, the Wetlands Rettoration Plan, the Coastal DeveJopmtJ\t Pennlt and 
the report prepared by Audubon International for the RESERVE, entitled • An 
Environmental Approach to Golf Co'W"tt Development and Managelftlllt. • The • 
RESEKVE sol! courM and this project hu 'been e member of the AudUbon 
Cooperative Sanctuary Prosram for over two years with plana to U:nplement the 
Audubon principles into the final desSgn and operations of the roune. 1M 
buHers intOrporated Into the RESERVE project include edge conditiona rel&tlfta 
to existing and plaMed land utu. :For the aur:rou.nding \INS, the USERVI hu 
planned for appropriate edge conditiON and bulleJs, etpecWiy cozwtderinc the 
urban constraints ud the ccntext of the t\lt'I"''Und.Sng environment that thil 
wetland reston~tion FOiect il wJthin. 11w solf COW'S! is proposed to 'be • Jiftb 
style mVl"'t, desipec! to atrkt envlronmentaltt.andarda In coo.petatioft with tbe 
Audubon Cooperative Sanctuary Stsnatuft P~ ~teria lrlr 
t.nvirONntntaU)' MNlti.vt plf CO\IIIII. 

nw JOll COW'H II cle:~igned 1ft aD Jn.Jtut.cu to Mer 1n.U:MN out ot the. Wlt1IDd 
areas. 1he coune wW be sraded so that aU clralNp II coUected orr. the ...._ 
and llltered through Belt Ma.nasement Practlcet, a t\lhtlntlal improvement 
over ex.lftift& COAditlont and OVtl typical &Olf c:cNBe d.S&n- Strict znatc1a11 
applk:ations, and other course snanaaeznmt ttanc!ards wW 1te ~ to p!DIIId 
the wetlands. Jtoup·and fairwa)'I,IMNpd comctly, pmi4e tccceDint 
vecetated buffel'l in ancl ol themleJ.ya . 

1hert II both tulftclent ~ undentaniin& of how to JeNdtively •e~~p 
.uch a CX>UZ'M, and suffic:ien.i precec!ent, to comlOrtably conclude that a prqpcV . 
designed and maintained COW'Ie will be compatl>lt 'With wttllndJ l'lltOtltioll., 
while provlcfin& mntroDec! opportunltlea for YleWtl\a; recreation, INI relatecl • 
public access activitiea. The activity of JolteD on tht soJ.f COu.tM wW 'be ltpUIIIH 
from nestin& and foraJina IU'IU 10 u not to ditNlb habitat or wUcllife. tt... fit, 

5·'17·~,,~ .. , ¥/'* .QtlqiiJit D. ,_r .,.- Y" 
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Mr. fun Bartel 
Pish & WildUfe Serrice 
Match 17,1998 
Pagel 

activities wfil be not d.isslm!lar to bird watc:h!n& trails and other controDed acca~ 
opportunities for hYmans ln habitat areas. The Audubon aiteria, the desip of 
the wetlal\d.s Arid golf course themselves, and the provisiON for On&oiftl 
monitoring and maintenance will ensure that the project meets its objective~ 
over the JOng-term. A bonus of the RESERVE rroJect will be a wetland~ 
intt~pretfve facility, pu,lir access, dedication o a park site, and opportunJtiea far 
research, tchooJ visits, bird watchins, and related activities that Will be opel\ to 
the public, soUer and non-golfer alike. 

AddltionaDy, th~ residential project has been planned to be s,etbadc ovK 2,500 
feet from the proposed restoration area, a substan6al improvement over the 
previously approved plan that the ~ce aupponed. 

'·Comment from Jetter: -unmitjpfd 1m vf Z acw vf 11lbli p.r. locMmentc4 
1D be usrd b' the tnouzy ,rpm," 

The Y.·estem snowy plover Is a resident shorebird of ~eaches and playu. This 
&pede$ been recorded at the 1,000 aae National Wildlife Refug! at Anaheim Bay, 
adjacent to the RESERVE project area. Mort than live biological 5\U"VeyJ ol the 
property within the last year, as part of the Environmental Ympat1 Report, have 
not recorded the snowy plover on this site. According to wildlife biologist~, the 
alkali nat on the property is severely degraded, not tidalJy inlluenoed and is I\Ot 
suitable breeding habitat for the snowy plover. Additionally, the RESERVE 
restoration (mitigation) project propoMS tidally influenced mud flats that will 
have muc:h greater values than existing conditions. Furthet'II\Ol'e, the 
Department of Pish t& Game, in their degraded wetland analys!J ttatel that 

.,.o the 10utheut of the channel Is an 1.1 wetland ana, 
~nsistins of 7 •~es of talt flat A$$un'W\g intense adjac:mt 
development, It seems unlikely that this 8.1 aae wetland would 
lw\ction viably. Human intrusion and the effect of adjac:cd. 
disturbance would likely prevent thiJ wetlmd from providiDc 
high value to wilcSUfe." . 

Th~ Fish 1c ~~ defennfnatian got~ on to state that fillmg tis 
wrtland combined with aeati:\s wetlanclJ .in non-wetlll'lc! ueu I1ICh 
that a conaolidatec! environment would be· created, would be the INJit 
feasible sneana of enhanc:inC wetlu\cl nluee. 

5. Comment from Je:l.tmj •ta• Ibn 2;% pltwqfq mar!& r,nforqtjqn gtig" 

The RESERVE aoll course wm hnpaet.17.9 aaa of existing, RVerely dqraded 
ancl degrade~ frapented wetlands and propose$ a 28.1 aere c:onaolidatld 

P.& 

restoration project, reprumtinga 1.,:1 mitisation ratio. nus represent& II\ tr.4 _'l 
increase in wetland acreage, aeeord.tng to feder.l aiteri.a. This project a1lo y. 

6.&11·*1 ··• altsese ~ ~'ibiJ D ,-ef 
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Mr. Tun lartlt1. 
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represe:nts • s.6:t ritS&ation ratio In terms of Increase In lunt:flons and Yll-. 
accordins to an hydto&eoD\Ozphk analysit auted by the Army Corps of . 
Engineers and completed 'by wDdiUe biolopts. Addlticmatly, there .Is fmhwattr 
wetland habitat usodate4 with the RPSERV! aoll course that is not fftdude4 1ft 
the qmntitative or quaHtative. mitigation ratio. Further, the COufal 
Comm.iuion Jw I\Ot Uftdertabn my comprehensive tdenUBe .ttudy tD 
determine any fixecl rule for lnitication ratiot 1ft aU cues. The l'rot'tdural 
CuidlllC'I for the ltmew of Wetland Prolec:ts in C.Ufomi•'• Coaatal Zoae. ltltll* · 
that •twetland] replacement ratfot vary dependins on the aavage, lunct:iona, and 
values lost to development and the type of mlti&attan propoMCL• 

§. Commmt fmm lcttez; •Suoiu ucommcnls rmrirml tlwf WDtdl rcnlf (D p 
Incrust in &be· t•lt mrs& ccenmtcm acrcap Cbat impropg Chc CuliiJ tf tM 
c;ilfint wctllnl •r•," · . 
AC«>rdfng to the Departmeftt of Fi.$1\ fc CA~nt and RESERVE l:»iolopts, INijar 
restoration of the wetlands is requiftd in order to increue the blolOJlcll 

· productivity of the lite. To establish a fu.Dy..fu.nctionJna ecosystem, impfOVina 
the qu.aUty of the existing aeverely degtadtd and degraded wetland.t II DOt m · 
option that would tubstantially increase wetland v1lus1Nl has 'Merl 
aeterm.inecl to be infeasible. 

~,~:;r:ut~t~::c,:;:t;;~=t~:'· :r:J!'l:'A!m:~= 
w~ ,u4""'4 with this ,rqjCU. • · . 

We eertaWy asree with the above ttatell\eftt. At eM requett of the CaJ.ilomia 
Coastal Cown.i.nion Jtall, we ha'•e ~ropoNd to racrv1 additional Jancll 
currently 1ft oil production for a wetla.nda mitigation hank. The nse.rYatiaft of 
these lands II above and beyond the RESERVE'S wetlanc! tlft'OrltlOI\ projKt. 
However, pliN'dn1 appropriately for these lands wDJ eni'W'e that raicltnt:lalad 
coJNnerdAl development will not oc:cur adjacent to the propoted tatontlon. 
area (which was not the cue with the pmioully app~ Comm.iNloft projrlc:t 
which thf Servke auppodlll). • 

...,. 

• 

• 



... " . ,. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Mr. fu:n 'Bartel 
Fish & WildUle Serv.ice 
March 17, 19tl 
Pap? 

As fu u the lostn& Mt or the last open spaees In Seal Be.ae.h, tNt II sbnply not a 
true statement. Pirst of aD, adjacent to the site, in the City of Seal Bead\, It the 
1,000 acre National Wildlile Refuge as part of the 5))00 &CJ'f Naval Weapou 
Station, which 1$ predominantly open space. Secondly, the RESERVE project It 
nearly 80% open spac:e, that wD.l 'be available for puhlk use In conju.r.etion with 
this proJect. Publi~ ac-cess to the sfte la lnaeasln& &om 6% (today) to nearly 80% 
with impteme:ntaKon of the RESERVE project. 

2. Comment from letter: "l2cparlma,t w Bah & lifmt noft4 CMt "• s{p(fir.af . 
int."a'f IQ rqtor t,l'tkits listed a C41tf'oml4 fPtCits gf s.petial con«m • wmdl f4k 
J'l.ar..t. Tbt smziu con,un Clult tbRt 1 •fpLfi'CAnf 4mount ri tjpfor /RtAiiat 
Mbitat r.eiU k lgat." 

Project biologist& have determined that are.u withiJ.' the RESERVE project lite 
will continue to provide some loragir\g value for n.ptors. Ma:\y of these ipf1C111 
are expected to be winter vi.titol'$ to the site, a1thougn some are potential 
breeders. Additionally, project biologists ha\'t deten:nined, based on 6e1cl 

P.a 

aurveys, that raptors, including "•pedes of tpecial eoncem," alto forage in apert 
tpa~e areas t\UTouncling the Helh:nan property, tuch u the open fieldl tD tile 
north and northeast (approximately 30-40 aaa) u well u the extenatve areu of 
tuitable habitat on the 5,000 acre Seal Beach Naval Weapons Station. directly eut · ~ 
of Hellman site. The certified EIR for the R.ESElVE project &tate$ tha~ "due to 
the faet that fairly exte:nsfve raptor foraging habitat existJ on t:N ntuby Seal 
Beach Weapons Station, and the primarily temporary loss of foraging habitat on 
the project site, these itnpact5 are not expected to be lignifieant \U\der CEQA." 
Additionally, the .RESERVE project Involves the dedication of Cw:n GrcMI 
Nature Par~ an historic: eucalyptus grove, which hu documented nesttns sfa 
for raptozs. . · 

10. Comment from Jetter; "Cmutal wfkn4 rcstor•tion loa nof rqvirc WTPR4l 
Qf .,npn wattr·4cPtTJ4tnt" D1' Cputgl Ad jnt4Qmpifiblc MfCS in J«flm4s U c, 
beysin,e and 1R1f 'oursc) fQ tc cppfidrud J<•silzk,-

Re.ttoratio:a. lt a permittee! UM under Section J0233 of the Coutll Act, 11 II a 
boating facility in a degracled wetland, ~t to Secticm JO&ll of the Couea1 
Act. A boa tins fadlity hu bHn determmer! by Fish lr Came not to bt leutbJe. 
30'11 allows approval of ues other than boa tins fadlitles to promote lllljor 
restoration of wetland&. Section 3CK11 be atatM: 

-whether restoration ol the wetland'• ftltural nluea, lftcJ.udinc 
Itt bJolosfa.l productivity and wilcllife hl.bitat features, an !DOlt 
feasibly be achieved and JN!ntaine4 In conjunction Wid\ a . 
boating facility or whether there art otM: feuible WIJ'I tD 
1chieve such values." 

AuCJer :hun ' tcjfl ~i$>if J) -
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11\e Statewide lnterprettve Gu.JdetJnes pmJde the Commfuton plclanee 
regarding projecb pe.nNtttd 'U.ftdtr 30411 other than t>oatins fadltu-. 1hele 
proJects ahowcl •reSult tn no net 1oH of wetland habitat on the lite • a 
minimum, [and) projeets whkh resuJt tn • 1\tt fncttllt II\ wetland ha'bltat .,.. 
are ~:featly preJerre.t•, both under the Coastal Act and under Senate Conau:zet 
JtesoJutioft Jt. . 

Purther p.ddance 11 providecl to the COJN:Jlilllon In that the lnterpndive 
Cuidelinea also state that •other preferred options lnelucle restoration In 
conjunction with Yisitor-servin& commercial recreational opportunltitl 
deslptd to h\ereue public opportwdtiet ror couql rec:reatloD.. 

It il our opinion, anc! we 'believe the opinion of Coutat CoJNniasion ataff, tile 
RESERVE project Ia tn coznpliance with all appUc•blt provisions of Coutll Act · 
polk)'. 

We hope thilletter darilits the iNU• of concern. We would be pleut to lftfll!t 
with you U 5001\ U possible to answer &nf rezna5nin& questiON you 11:"&1 haft. 

,, 
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United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WJLDUFE SERVICE 

Ecological Services 
Carlsbad Field Office 

2730 Loker Avenue West 
Carlsbad, California 92008 ol rE (jOt'_ rs n ~q ~ rn: .. lbtblbu 3lb 1': 

I I I 

Mr. John T. Auyong 
Staff Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth floor 
Long Beach, California 90802-4302 

MAR 1 9 1998 Jd_: 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSIOi,, 

Re: Hellman Ranch Development, City of Seal Beach, California (Coastal Development 
Permit Application 5-97 .. 367) 

Dear Mr. Auyong: 

The purpose of this letter is to respond to your request for written comments on the referenced 
project proposal. We understand the hearing before the California Coastal Commission 
(Commission) is scheduled between April 7 and April 10, 1998, in Long Beach. Our comments 
and recommendations are based on the Pacific Pocket Mouse .Assessment for the Hellman Ranch, 
prepared by Dudek & Associates, dated August 1995; a letter of Mr. Lee Whittenberg, City of 
Seal Beach, regarding the Notice of Preparation for the Draft Environmental Impact Report for 
the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan, dated December 30, 1996; Hellman Ranch Specific Plan 
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report, dated June 1997; Conceptual Wetlands Restoration 
Plan for the Hellman Ranch, prepared by Moffatt & Nichol Engineers, revised November 1997; 
Addendum to the Concept Wetlands Restoration Plan for the Hellman Ranch, prepared by 
Moffatt & Nichol Engineers, dated February 1998; Hellman Wetlands/Seal Beach Coastal Salt 
Marsh Wetland Functional .Assessment, prepared by Glenn Lukos Associates and Coastal 
Resources Management, dated February 1998; a letter from yourself, dated February 24, 1998; a 
telephone conference with yourself and Bob James of my staff, on March 2, 1998; and other 
information available to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service). 

The primary concern and mandate of the Service is the conservation, protection, and 
enhancement of fish and wildlife resources and their habitats for the benefit of people. Our 
mandates further require that we provide comments on any public notice issued for a Federal 
permit or license affecting the Nation's waters (e.g., Clean Water Act, Federal Coastal Zone 
Management Act). We also provide technical assistance on matters within our purview and 
expertise. The Service is particularly interested in the arena of southern California coastal 
wetland biological resource conservation, impact assessment, restoration, and mitigation. The 
Service is also responsible for administering the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. 

'2./7 • 'I~ ~ ~ '/1 .. -;;• ~II l:n T D 
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Mr. John T. Auyong 

' We would appreciate a copy of the staff report prior to the scheduled Commission hearing. 
Please contact Robert James, Fish and Wildlife Biologist, at the letterhead address or at (760) 
431·9440 if you have any questions or wish to further discuss this matter. 

1-6-98·TA-83 
IE.LMAJI.WPD 

~M 
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Assistant Field Supervisor 

cc: USACOE, Regulatory Branch, Los Angeles, CA (Attn: Eric Stein) 
EPA, San Francisco, CA (Attn: Becky Tuden) 
California Department ofFish and Game, Long Beach, CA (Attn: Scott Harris) 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Riverside, CA (Attn: Linda Garcia) 
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Memorandum 

.... 

Mr. John T. Auyong, Staff Analyst . 
California Coastal Commission 
200, Oceangate, 10 Floor 
long Beach, California 90802 

O.p~~rtrMnt of Fish and Game • South Coast Region 

Dm : March 16, 1998 

·~ ~!~!!~~ 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

Request for Comments for the Hellman Ranch Development under Coastal 
Development Application # 5-636·97, Orange County 

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) has reviewed your letter 
dated February 21, 1998 regarding the proposed Hellman Ranch Development 
project located in the City of Seal Beach. Specifically your letter included several 
inquires as to the Department's position regarding wetland impacts and mitigation 
efforts in regards to this proposed project. Each of your inquiries is listed below, 
followed by the Department's responses: 

1) Would a Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) under Section 1601 of the , 
Title 14 California Code of Regulations be required for the project ? 

The Department has not received enough information regarding the extent of 
freshwater influence on the wetland portion of the property, namely, the seasonal 
ponds, alkaline flats and tidal channel. We are in the process of clarifying this 
information and will be making a determination regarding Department jurisdiction. 
The Coastal Commission shall receive a copy of the Streambed Alteration 
Agreement should one be issued for this project. 

2) Has the Department made any other wetlands determination for the Hellman 
Ranch site since its January 13, 1982 determination? 

The Department has not made any subsequent wetlands determinations for this 
location. 

3) Would the Department support the Coastal Commission's recommendations for 
further salt marsh mitigation by the applicant and setting aside existing oil· 
production facilities for future restoration by the applicant or other parties? 

The Department supports the Coastal Commission's recommendation for 
additional saltmarsh restoration and/or creation efforts on the site as a result of the 
proposed project. Please note that the Department has received correspondence 
from D. Bartlett and Associates indicating a commitment, following the Coastal 

6P(l·'Y? 
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Mr. John T. Auyong 
March 16, 1998 
Page Two 

Commission's request, for additional salt marsh mitigation as well as a wetlands 
mitigation banking proposal for the oil-producing portion of the site. The Department 
recommends that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers be brought into this discussion, if this has not already been done. This will 
facilitate a consensus as to the potential value of this area as a wetland mitigation 
bank and how best to accomplish this under the regulatory requirements of these 
resource agencies and the Department 

The Department appreciates this opportunity to further comment on the 
proposed Hellman Ranch development projed. If you have any question regarding 
this issue, please contact Mr. Scott Harris, Wildlife Biologist, at (562) 590-5100. -

• 

cc: Mr. Scott Harris 
Department of Fish and Game 
Long Beach, California 

Ms. Terri Dickerson 
Department of Fish and Game 
Laguna Niguel, California 

Ms. Maryln Fluhearty 
Department of Fish and Game 
San Diego, California 

Mr. Robert Tasto 
Department of Fish and Game 
Menlo Park, California 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Carlsbad, California 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Los Angeles, California 

Sincerely, 

·<~~~~ 
Ronald D. Rempel 
Regional Manager 

• 

• 

• 
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330 GaWen SINn, 8ulle 50 I CITY OF s . .e. !:L .. :. 
Lang BHc:ll, Cllllfomle 10802 r:-:-=- · 
(582) 510-5113 ~~~ ~ ' . 

I oera.!~ T.";ir::·~~-~ 
May 21, 1997 ,!!!V!:LC·'·-:.:r.•:•· !.! 'o.:·-·~ I __ _. 

Mr. LH Whittenberg 
City of Seal Beach 
211 Eighth Street 

~(p 

Seal Beach, CA 907-40 

Dear Mr. Whittenberg: 

Dnlft Envlrol.,..nbllllllpKt Report, HellmM RMch Specific Pl .. 
SCHIII121001, Or8nge County 

The Oeperlment of Fish end 0... (Deper1menl) has reviewed lhe ebove
r.~Je~.r.•.,••ICed.-rt Draft Erwlrcnneutallmped Report (DEIR) as it effects biologicel resource 
veluH. The proposed Hellmen Ranch Specific: Plan Is designed as a 231.3-acre 
me ... -planned COimUlity lnlegnding 23.1 acres of saltwater wetlands, 9. 7 acres of 
frestwwat. wetlands, dedicalion of Gin Grove Nahn Pak (10.2 acres), 107.5 acres of 
golf facilities, 34.7 acres for lhe Los Alamitos Retarding Basin, 1.8 acres of visitor 
reaeationallcommercial uses, 14.7 acres of single-family residential, 28.2 acres of 
mineral production, and U acres of public lend use. 

The Department heslhe following COli••• lis In regards lo lpeCific: mitigation 
proposals for sensitive species with respects to Impacts to specifiC habitat types: 

Open Space Rudenil Grasslands 

The DEIR lndlcaleslhat lhe majority of lhe 137 acres of open space ruderal 
grasslands will be corwerled to olher lend uses andlor vegetelive communities. The 
Departmet 11 believes lhal the permanent loss of these open .-eas win have a signifiC8nt 
lmped to raptor species Hsted as California Species of Special Concern (CSC) such as 
lhe White-tailed kite, (EIMusleucurus) a potential breeding bird on site which has ~~-/ 
been declining regionally due to loss of post nesting foraging habitat, roost sites and 

_.::.. nesting habitat and lhe.Westem Blnowlng Owl (Speofyfo cunlcul., hypufiM) 
S- which Is especially dependant on open areas of low growing vegetation for foraging. 

Page S...7, Voh.me I, of l1e DEIR points out that BI.ITOWing Owls • have been largely 
extirpated from most of Orange County due to loss of suitable habitat(retatively 
extensive open .... With fairly level terrain)" so the presence of this species on the 
project site is significant .. 

• The DEIR further Indicates that a single Burrowing Owl was observed in ~ 
December of 1996 and January of 1997 and that a CUTent spring survey for the 
presence and breeding status of any burrowing owls will be conducted on site. S(,-1-
Bec:ause Burrowing owls exhibit high site fidelity, the-Dep~ considers a site to be 

~ b-1?-5?7 ERI9~wr G 

• • 
M Respouses to Ceauae• rra. 1M Calll'onlla Depaa bnellt of l'lsh aad Game, Dated 

May 21, 1991 

56-I Althouah the majority of the 137acre~ of ruderll JrUSiands will be converted to other 
land uses andfor veJefalive communities, at least some of these areas will continue to 
provide potential forapnJ hlbitat for nptors, includina the western burrowina owl. 
Some raptor species, such u the white-tailed kite, are presumed by project bioloJists to 
foraJe in open space areas surroundiq the Hellman property, such u open fields to the 
north and northeast, u well u the extensive areas of suitable habitat on the Se8l Beach 
Naval Weapons Station to the east. For burrowina owls, which may require fOI'IJiq 
areas in proximity to nest sites, it is expected by project biolopsts that at least puts of 
the 28.2 acre~ of minenl produdion (PiaMiq Area 9) and the 34.7-ac:re Loa Alamitos 
Retardina Buin (Piannina Area 5) will provide potential forqiq habitat. 

56-2 As ltated in the reviled Hellmaa Ranch Specific Plma Dnft EIR on pap 5-53, a linp 
burrowiq owl wu observed in the winter of 1997 by P&D, and later reobsented by 
MBA. MBA did perform a focuted spriq survey in 199'7 with no owls observed duriq 
these surveys. In ac:cordanc:e with the California Deputment of Fish and Game's 
comment, it is undentood that a site is considered occupied when at least one owl hu 
been observed usin& a burrow within the lut three years. Hi&h site fidelity of resident, 
breeding pain of owls is well documented by burrowina owl bioJoaists throuahout 
California. It is suspected, however, that individuals at a winterinalocation may have 
less affinity to a puticular site than a breedin& pair. Based on the results of the most 
recent burrowiq owl survey (spriiiJ 1997), no nestina burrowing owls were found on 
the Hellman Ranch property and no owls were observed usina a burrow. Rqardless, the 
impact on burrowina owl hlbitat would be considered a sianificant impact because an owl · 
wu observed usin&a burrow in the winter of 1996-1997. Consequently, a mitigation 
meuure hu been included in the EIR to provide suitable habitat should breeding 
burrowin& owls move back onto the project site. It hu been recommended by the 
California Coutal Commiuiolil that at least eiJht acres of habitat be maintained on the 
project site for burrowing owls. This will be ac:commodated in the approximate 28 acres 
of oil production area which hu been identified u suitable owl habitat by project 
biolopltl. Bec:ause of the larae buffer area uound the oil production sites, the.e areas 
could serve both biolopc and oil extraction uses. 

56-3 As stated in the Response to Comment 56-1 above, at leu! some portions of the golf 
course and wetland restoration areas are expected by project biolosists to continue 
providinc potential foraaing hlbitat for the western burrowing owl, u well u other 
raptors. In addition, the mineral production areas and parts of the Los Alamitos 
Retarding Buin are expected to also provide potential forqing resources and breedin1 
sites. 

S6-4 Refer to responses to comments 56-1 to 56-3. The artificial burrows proposed u 
burrowing owl mitiaation will be c:onstructed in the mineral production areas. These 
areas are expected by project bio1oJists to provide considenble foracin& opportunities and 
a more adequate buffer around any burrows that may potentially become occupied. 
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Mr. L .. Whittenberg 
U.,2t,1997 
Page 'Three 

The final EIR llhould Include 1 diiCUIIion of lhe results of these SUI'V8yS and } 
mea~~~.~nts to be taken to •~~~.~nt imp8cts to these llp8Cies, Wid any other rere, 
thrNtened ot sensitive.plenllp8CI88. · b.n:t • • result of these current surveys , will be -1 
reduced beyond a significant levtl 

The Oepa1menlhu dlred IIIJihori(y under Fllh and Game Code §1600 at seq. 
In regard to any proposed adlvily which would dlverl, obltrud, ot affect lhe nalt.nlllow 
ot change lhe bed, channel, ot bank of 1nJ rlvar, Shim, ot lake. Eq c:onsullation Is I • 
rec::omrneflded, Iince modiflcetion of lhe proposed project mil)' be required to 8¥0id ot 5 ~' 0 
reWc:e lmpads to fish and wildlife fftCUCiel. Please eotUct lhe Oepartmenl's 
Envin::lnmenlal Services Division at (562) 590-5137 to ldledule a pre-projed piMning 
!Mdng. 

......... Wetland RHtondlon (Planning Area 1, 

Page 3-5, Voh.me 1, of lhe DEIR lndlcllles that lhe saltwater wetland 
reatoralion area is to • be dedicated to ., appropriate ~ ot nonprofit resot.WCeS 
agency ot organiZation fot monitoring, malntlfWICe and ~.· 

The operation Wid maintenance of aa11w1ter wetland resources can be 
niiCIUCt IntenSive. The .... .a that lhe proposed rest0111d sallwater wetland will \ s' 1 
fln:tion well into the fuii.H may be In question if operation and malnten.a fooding 
sources ere not IISIIed CUing lhe planning stage of lhe reslorelion. II is therefore 
recommetld that en endowment be established In order to 11111e that lhe wetland will 
pelfonn suc:cessfull)' in lhe long term lithe proposed design his lnterlded. 

Thank you for lhis opportriy to CCIIIII .. Il ~ltions regarding this letter and 
......_ eoordlnalion on these issuesllhould be~ to Mr. Seol Harris, Wildlife 
Biologist at (562) 590-5100. 

~. 

·,[1-(,.,£~:' 6--~ 
: . Patricia Wolf 
j Ading Regional M8nag., 

copr: See Allaehed Ust 

• 5 "17 -31,7 ~d,/h/1 § 

~ 

• • 
84.6 If the aerminadon aOII of 60 percent is IIDl achieved fotlowina the ftnliiiUOII, 

remediMion meiSUI'el wiD be implemented ~ to seedi111 with the remaining 
40 percent of IOCCI. Remedisl meiSUI'el ~ will include at a minimum: soils 
aestinJ, control of invllive species, ~'!(soil amendments. and pllysical 
distul'bana= (to provide scarification Ot iliC leCd) of the planted areas by l'llkiiiJ 
or similar actions. Additional mitiption measures may be sugested • 
determined appropriate by the project bicJio&ist. 

R;t&~~ 
•• . , I)IISe it~·· 

Rm!~,90~ 
86-8 ne project developer wm I:OIIIUit wilh the Deputment of Fish anc1 Game before any 

c:onstrudion lakes place on the project lite. A.ppnlprilte permits will also be obtained 
before project constnadion tabs place. 

86-9 The City is aware of the c:onli ... upe11111 uf maintaiai111 the restored weduldl. 
Decision-makers will consider the c:onunea~or•s augestion of an endowmelll clurins 
neJnliatioo of a dcvetopment qreement with the project applicant. It is assumed lhat the 
JriiiiCe of any COCIICI'Vation eMement ot ocher cooveyanc:e in this instance would reqoire 
some on-aoiiiJ fundi!IJ • a condition of acceplanc:e. 
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Date: 
From: 
Subj: 
To: 

Friday, July 31 , 1998 4:19:52 PM 
tchapman@ igc.org 
Wetlands Clearinghouse Update 

tchapman@ igc.org 

********************************************************** 
*************************************** 

This message is being sent to the Southern California Wetlands 
Clearinghouse email list. If you would like to be removed from this list, . 
please send a message to tchapman 0 igc.org. 

********************************************************** 
*************************************** 

<center>Southern California Wetlands 

Update •• August, 1998</center> 

.~ 

Board of Governors CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

The next meeting of the Southern California Wetlands Clearinghouse Board 
of Governors will be held October 23 in Newport Beach from 1 0 - 3 (time 
is tentative). An agenda and directions will be emailed to this list· at the 
beginning of October. 

The last meeting of the Clearinghouse Board of Governors was held April 
15 in Santa Barbara. Minutes from this meeting are available from the 
Clearinghouse web site 
www.coastalconservancy.ca.ggy[clearhouse/cleardex.html. At this • 

7/31/98 lllge l 
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meeting the board approved a list of 11 initial projects recommended by 
the Wetlands Managers Group. The Managers Group has been pursuing these · 
projects over the past few months and will bring the board an update at 
the October meeting on the feasibility of implementing these projects 
during the 1998-1999 fiscal year. The list of initial projects along with a 
brief update on their status is provided below. 

At the meeting the board also officially approved a Science Advisory 
Panel of eight wetlands scientists to assist the board and Wetlands 
Managers Group in developing and implementing a regional wetland 
restoration plan for Southern California. The Clearinghouse web site 
contains biographical information about each of the Science Advisors . 

Clearinghouse Projects •• 1998-1999 Project List and Status 
Update 

Tijuana River Estuary--Restore 20-acre model marsh and implement 
upstream erosion control project in Goat Canyon. Model marsh project is 
in the final engineering and permitting phase. Goat Canyon project is still 
being planned and implementation of this portion may be delayed until the 
1999-2000 fiscal year. 

South San Diego Say--Prepare appraisals and conceptual plan related to 
acquisition of salt works and/or MKEG/Fenton property. This project is on 
hold at the request of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service . 

San Elijo Lagoon--Restore continuous tidal action to 415 acres of salt 
marsh by maintaining an open lagoon mouth. This would be done through 

7/)l/98 



ongoing removal of sand and cobble from the mouth paid for by the 
proceeds from an endowment fund. This project is ready to be 
implemented once funding is secured. 

Upper Newport Bay--Restore of 1 acre of Shellmaker Island to tidal and 
subtidal marsh. Detailed planning is complete; permits are needed. 

Huntington Beach Wetlands--Acquire the 35-acre Brookhurst/Magnolia 
property. Acquisition is on hold pending resolution of ownership and 
related bankruptcy issues 

Bolsa Chica--Acquire the 42-acre Fieldstone property. Negotiations with 
the landowner are ongoing, and acquisition funds are being sought. 

Los Cerritos--Acquire an option on the 185-acre Bixby Ranch parcel. An 
appraisal is currently being prepared. 

Malibu Lagoon --Restore and enhance habitat along lower Malibu Creek and 
Malibu Lagoon. A draft enhancement plan is being prepared. 

Ormond Beach- -1 . Acquire the 145-acre SCE property and implement the 
restoration plan. Owner's willingness to sell is being investigated. 2. 
Restore wetlands on former New Millennium Homes property currently 
being purchased by the Metropolitan Water District (MWD). Need to 
determine MWD's willingness to allow a restoration project on unused 
portions of the land. 

7/31/98 
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Ventura River--Acquire 18-acre trailer park at the mouth of the river. 
Negotiations with the landowner are ongoing. 

Goleta Slough--Restore 38-acres of isolated salt marsh and surrounding 
native habitat. Conceptual plan is complete .. Detailed planning and permits 
is needed. 

If you have additional questions regarding the Clearinghouse, please 
contact Trish Chapman (tchapman@ igc.org) or Joan Hartmann, the 
Clearinghouse's Public Outreach Coordinator Orhartmann@aol.com) . 

Trish Chapman 

State Coastal Conservancy 

1330 Broadway, Suite 11 00 

Oakland, CA 94612 

(510) 286-0749 

Fax: (51) 286-0470 

----------------------- Headers - ·· · --- ·-- --------- .... ------ ·- ---
Return-Path: <tchapman@ igc.org> 
Received: from rly-za05.mx.aol.com (rly-za05.mail.aol.com 
[172.31.36.1 01]) by air-za04.mail.aol.com (v46.20) with SMTP; Fri, 31 Jul 
1998 19:19:51 -0400 
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Received: from igc7.igc.org (igc7.igc.apc.org [192.82.108.35]) • 
by rly-za05.mx.aol.com (8.8.8/8.8.5/AOL-4.0.0) 

with ESMTP id T AA 12882; 
Fri, 31 Jul 1998 19:19:37 -0400 (EDT) 

Received: from igce.igc.org (igce.igc.org [192.82.1 08.49]) 
by igc7 .igc.org (8.8.8/8.8.8) with ESMTP id P AA 14001; 

Fri, 31 Jul 1998 15:32:11 -0700 (PDT) 
Received: from brenda (tchapman 0 pppe-69 .igc.org) 
by igce.igc.org (8.8.8/8.8.8) with SMTP id PAA26691; 
Fri, 31 Jul 1998 15:26:16 -0700 {PDT) 

Date: Fri, 31 Jul 1998 15:26:16 ·0700 (PDT) 
Message-ld: <199807312226.PAA26891 @igce.igc.org> 
From: Trish Chapman <tchapman 0 igc.org> 
To: Clearinghouse <tchapman@igc.org> 
Subject: Wetlands Clearinghouse Update 
Reply-To: tchapman@igc.org 
X-Priority: 3 
MIME-Version: 1.0 
Content-Type: multipart/mixed; boundary=XX29BF282E-019F29BFXX 
Content-Transfer-Encoding: quoted-printable • 
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CONCEPTUAL WETLANDS 

RESTORATION PLAN 

FOR THE HELLMAN RANCH '\ q ~ 
p..\?·\ ~ 
~~ 

Prepared for: 

HELLMAN PROPERTIES, LLC 
711 Seal Beach Blvd. 

SeaiBeach,CA 90740 

Prepared by: 

MOFFATT & NICHOL ENGINEERS 
250 West Wardlow Road 
. Long Beach, CA 90807 

in Association with 

COASTAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 
2855 E. Coast Highway #225 · 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 

and 

MICHAEL BRANDMAN ASSOCIATES 
17310 Red Hill, Suite 250 

Irvine, CA 92714 

Revised November, 1997 ' 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Hellman Ranch Specific Plan (HRSP) proposes development on land which is mostly 

vacant, but has limited oil field uses and 23.2 to 27.0 acres of dearaded wetlands depending on 

whether State or Federal criteria are considered. Proposed development includes Conservation 

Phumina Areas and Development Planning Areas which are described in the HRSP. 1be 

Planning Areas caU for creation. restoration and/or preservation of environmentally sensitive 

habjtats and development of low-intensity w-ban land uses includiq: 

• Restoration of a severely degraded saltwater marsh and creation ofne\V saltwater 

m~sh with a substantially improved tidal connection; 

• Creation of new freshwater wetlands; 

• Preservation of Gum Grove Nature Park; 

• Provision of an intelpfetive and historical center; 

• Development of an environmentally sensitive golf course; and 

• Development of low-intensity residential and commercial land uses. 

Construction of the golf course will impact 17.9 acres of the existing wetland, and creation of 

new wetlands will affect 9.1 acres of existing wetlands, for a total of27.0 acres of wetland 

affected according to State Department ofFish and Game (CDFG) criteria. A total of32.8 acres 

of wetland habitat is proposed to be either restored or created. Approximately 17.7 acres will 

CODSist of coastal salt marsh with a S.4 acre buffer, and 9.7 acres will consist of freshwater 

marsh. The golf course is to be a "modified links" style course with native habitat incorporated 

into its design. The course with extensive use of native vegetation will serve to buffer the 

wetlands from residential land uses and increase site biodiversity, while ltill providin& recreation 

md public access, preserving open space, and reali.zina economic benefits for the project. The 

proposed project is shown in Figure E-1 . 

i 

• 

• 
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The existina wetlands have been descnDed as depaded to severely de&J'8ded by previous 

·researchers. Wetland delineations and resource surveys have been done by Radovich (1980), 

LSA (1989), Levine (1995), Coastal Resources Management (CRM, 1996) and Michael 

Brandman Associates (MBA. 1996). Each researcher has conf"mned that wetlands on the 

property are termed dearaded to severely dearaded. Table E-1 shows areas of existing wetland 

defined accord.ir.&g to State and Federal delineation criteriL The site once possessed historic 

wetlands, but was isolated from tidal influence by the channelization of the San Gabriel River in 

1961-62 and substantially disturbed by disposal of dredged materials and other human activities. 

Limited utilization of the site by one endangered bird, the Belding•s savannah spmow, has been 

recently documented. The alkaline meadows on the site also support one sensitive plant ~ 

the Southern tar plant 

A qualitative analysis of wetland functions and values for existing and proposed wetlands is 

presented. The analysis shows that the proposed marsh will provide improvements to wetland 

fUnctions and values on the site. A presentation of potential biological constraints is also 

·• 

• 

presented. The constraints imposed by relatively poor water quality in the San Gabriel River IJ'e • 

discussed relative to the potential impact on the proposed marsh. The marsh will likely adapt to 

River conditions and will be a dynamic system respondina to flow conditions. Certain species 

~ like pickleweed will be more tolerant of conditions in the marsh than other species such as 

cordgrass. 

As shown in Figure E-2, the proposed salt marsh consists of a central tidal basin separated from 

the aolf course by a buffer area and drainage divide. A conceptual grading plan has been 

developed to provide appropriate elevations and areas for salt marsh habitat indigenous to the 

area. The wetland is to receive muted tidal flow from the San Gabriel River throu&)l the ~ng 

48-inch culvert. 
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TABLEE-1 

AREAS OF EXISTING WETLANDS ON HELLMAN PROPERTY 

Area Aceordiaa Area AeeordiDa 
Habitat Type to State to Federal 

Criteria1 (Acra) Criteria2 (Acres) 

Vegetated Wetlands 14.9 15.3 

Unvegetated Wetlands (iDcludes 9.0 5.9 
seasonally ponded water and alk•line flat) 

Tidal Channel 3.1 2.0 

TOTAL 27.0 23.2 

Notes: 

1) State criteria requires a site to contain one of the following characteristics to be classified 
as wetland: a) permanent or periodic dominance by wetland plant species, b) substrate 

• dominated by undrained hydric soil, and c) non-soil substrate saturated or inundated 
durin& the growing season of each year . 

• 
• 
• 
• 

2) Federal criteria requires a site to contain all of the following characteristics to be 
classified as wetland: a) dominance of wetland plants, b) hydric soils, and c) wetland 
hydrology • 

The existing hydraulic system is cbaracterized by a single long and JWrOW tidal channel. The 

channel is connected to the River with a culvert and has several CODS1rictions along its length. 

Measurcci tides show substantial muting of tides (3 feet) in the dwmel, and phase lajs at high 

ad low tides. 

Hydraulic modeling indicates that the proposed tide will also be muted, and that the tidal range 

will reach 1.9 feet between mean lower low water (MLL W) and mean higher high water 

(MHHW). The model also shows the residence times of tidal waters within the salt marsh to be 

app.rcmmately 1.3 to 1. 7 days, dependiDa on location \1lr'ithin the salt marsh. Residence time of 

Udal waters is an indicator of the frequency of tidal tlushina and water quality. Existing 

Jelideace times are approximttely 4 days. 

• 

• 

l 
l 
l 
l 
J 
J 

A ptammg plan is proposed which will encompass the taDB• of habitat required by sensitive and 

eudaDJered species hi the area. The plan emphasizes habitat for the Belding's savannah spanow. • 

Babit:ll for this sensitive ,spe.cies.has bolD p1IIJI't4 for the portion of the salt marsh farthest from 
v 
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the aolf course to minimize aolf-related disturbances. The salt marsh will be directly buffered by 

a 35 to SO foot-wide strip around the perimeter of the marsh, separating the marsh from the golf 

course. Table E-2 shows acreages of proposed salt marsh habitats. 

TABLEE-2 

PROPOSED SALT MARSH 

HABITAT AREAS 

Habitat Type Area (acres) 

Subtidal basins and channels 4.2 

Unvegetated Mudflat 3.1 

Cordgrass Marsh 2.4 

Pickleweed-Tidal 3.6 

Pickleweed-High Marsh 5.7 

Transition Zone/Buffers 5.4 

TOTAL 23.1 

A thorough operation and maintenance program has been developed for the salt marsh. This 

program includes debris removal, weeding, irrigation, replanting, culvert cleaning. sediment 

removal, predator control and signage as determined necessary by the biological monitor and 

engineer. Monitoring of the marsh includes pre- and post-construction surveys of salt marsh 

plant life; site use by fish, invertebrates, and birds; and tides, sedimentation, and water quality. 

The proposed freshwater marsh consists of 7 interconnected basins within the interior of the golf 

course. The conceptual grading plan provides for a shallow area (1-2 feet deep) along the 

perimeter of each wetland basin for establishment of native wetland plant species, with a deeper 

open water area in the center of each wetland basin. Water is to be provided to the wetland 

primarily from groundwater wells and limited stormwater nmoff. Wetlands will be connected by 

subsurface drainage lines. Periodic flushing of the ponds will occur. The bottom of the 
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freshwater ponds will be lined with impermeable material to prevent subsurface drainage from J 
1be salt marsh IIIII golf course Dom entering 1be fiesb.WMC:r marsh. The plantiug plall tbrlbe ~ 
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freshwater marsh includes a variety of native bydropbytic species. Table E-3 shows the aereaaes • 

of the proposed freshwater marsh habitats. aDd Figures E:.3A and B show the freshwater marsh 

plan. 

TABLEE-3 

PROPOSED FRESBW ATER MARSH 

HABITAT AREAS 

Habitat Type Area (acres) 

Open water 4.2 

Emergent Maish 3.1 
(Bulrushes & Cattails) 

Emergent Maish 2.4 
(transition to wet 
meadow habitat) 

TOTAL 9.7 

Maintenance and monitoring of the freshwater marsh is also proposed with weeding and 

replanting as determined necessaty by the biological monitor. MoDitorina of the marsh includes 

post-construction surveys of freshwater marsh plant life and site use by birds. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose 

This document presents a wetland restoration plan which is to be implemented as part of the 

Hellman Ranch Specific Plan (HRSP). Implementation of the HRSP will impact existina 

·degraded wetlands on-site. Wetland restoration is proposed as mitigation for project impacts. 

lbe project vicinity is within northern Orange County, in the City of Seal Beach and adjacent to 

the southeast bank of the San Gabriel River. Figure 1 shows the location of the HRSP area in 

relation to wetlands in the region. 

This plan provides technical recommendations for a concept-level restoration plan to serve as the 

, basis for subsequent, more detailed design. Design and construction components of wetland 

. restoration are presented herein. The plan concludes with a description of the provisions for 

monitoring and maintenance to promote successful plan implementation. 

1.2 Scope of Work 

The scope of work for this project calls for development of a preliminary wetland restoration 

·plan to include: 

2. Hydraulics; 

3. Saltwater and freshwater marsh planting; and 

4. Maintenance and monitoring recommendations. 

This report presents these items for consideration as part of the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan. 

1 
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1.3 Background 

. 
The Hellman project site is located within a regional wetland complex which is a significant 

component of the Pacific Flyway. The regional system includes: Newport Bay, Talbert Marsh, 

Bolsa Chica, Anaheim Bay, the Santa Ana Rivennouth, and Rancho Los Cerritos. Due to its 

proximity to these regionally important coastal wetlands, the Hellman site offers a significant 

contribution to the flyway. 

The wetlands were recoiJUzed as degraded at the time of past delineations and resource surveys 

(CDFG, 1980 and LSA, 1989). Existing conditions reflect continuing degradation of the 

wetlands indicating a gradual decline in habitat quality (CRM. 1996). Human intervention and • . 
• wetland restoration is therefore warranted at the Hellman Site. 

A previous wetland restoration plan for the site was prepared by LSA Associates in conjunction 

with the initial HRSP, and approved by the California Coastal Commission in 1990. This current 

plan proposes wetlands of higher quality and greater diversity than the LSA Plan. The current 

f· plan proposes isolating wetland areas from storm drainage originating in the surrounding 

development and buffering the salt marsh from development using Hellman Ranch Reserve Golf 

Course. A topographic divide up to an elevation of+ 10 feet above mean sea level (MSL) will be 

created around the salt marsh to physically separate it from drainage coming off of adjacent land. 

~ Design and management of the golf course utilizes state-of-the-art environmental management 
4 

principals, allowing the aolf course and wetlands complex to co-exist while minimizing adverse 

·affects to the marsh and providing additional transitional habitat for wetland species. This plan 

also proposes creating freshwater marsh areas on-site to enhance biodiversity and increase 

wetland habitat areas. 
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2.0 PROJECT OBJECDVII 

As stated in the HRSP, "The purpose of the HeUman Ranch Specific Plan (HRSP) project is 

J based on the following underlyina principle: 

To create a sttlle of the D11 project that 'Will balance the land use, environmental benefits 

and ownership economics of the property. while meeting or aceeding all applicable 

federal, state tmd local p/QM tmd rep/tltions. " 

1be overall objective of the project is to develop the Hellman Ranch property in accordance with 

the ~P. which proposes to construct a golf course, housing and small commercial center~ The • 
overall project is envisioned to meet the local need for a golf course, which will help to make the 

project economically viable while minimizing impacts to the existing dearaded wetlands. 1be 

aolf course will also serve as the "economic engine" to fund restoration of wetlands at the site. 

Since project inception, the Hellman ranch developers determined that a key objective of the 

development project was to have the principles of conservation, biology, habitat improvements, 

and sustainable resource manaaement requirements drive the desip process. In order to 

implement this key objective, a team of environmental professionals was assembled to gather 

information concerning the biological resources associated with the site. A development plan 

was conceptually desiped to be compatible with the biological resources on site. A 

comprehensive review of the requirements and desip parameters at the federal, state and local 

level was completed to develop a state of the art restoration plan that incorporates the habitat 

zones necessary to achieve maximum biodiversity while attracting target sensitive species. 

1be wetland project will meet Federal and State mitigation requirements, and be impl~ented 

under the auspices of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Califomia Coastal Commission. 

Wetland areas will be restored and created within the HRSP area, such that the 27.0 acres of 

wetland (defined by State criteria) impactecl during construction will be compensated for by the 

creation of23.1 acres oftidal saltwater marsh and 9.7 acres ofUeshwatermarsh, for 32.8 total 

1e1es of new wetlands. Specific objectives of the restoration propam include: 

• Restore a permanent tidaJ connection; 

• 

• 
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• Consolidate the saltwater marsh ecosystem; 

• Replace and significantly improve the existing habitat values on the site; 

• Maximize nesting habitat for the Belding's savannah sparrow; 

• Provide meaningful foraging value for the California least tern; 

• Provide important habitat for shorebirds, including herons, egrets and ducks; 

• Provide habitat for invertebrates and fish; 

• Create functioning and self-sustaining freshwater wetlands; 

• Improve water quality; 

• Add to regional biological significance; and 

• Provide sufficient transitional and buffer areas. 

Conceptual project design was developed to meet these objectives. 

s 



3.0 SUMMARY OF EXISTING WEILAND CONDIDONJ 

Wetland delineations on the project site indicate that approximately 27.0 acres of wetland exist 

;( on the site according to State of California criteria, while 23.2 acres exist according to Federal 
... 
· aovemment (U.S. Army Corps ofEn&ineers) criteria. Two recent delineations were done to 

, ... ~ 

· ., calculate these areas. LSA did a deliDeation accordina to State criteria and CRM delineated 

· wetlands accordmg to Federal aiteriL (LSA, 1989 and CRM. 1996). The condition of the 

existing wetlBDds is "dearadecf' and "severely de~ u described iD the delineation 

performed by LSA iD 1989 for the previous Supplemental EDviromnental Impact Report (SEIR.) 

• for the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan (Michael BrandmaD Associates, MBA, 1989). CR.M 

confirmed the degraded condition of the wetland iD 1996 (~ 1996). 

3.1 Habitat 

A detailed survey was performed by Mr. Robert Radovich of the California Department ofFish 

and Gamt: (CDFO) in 1980 which is refmed to extensively throughout this section. This section 

summarizes pertinent information from the restoration plan prepared by LSA (1990). 

~-. Information is also included from CRM (1996) and MBA (1996) . 

..... · 1be Hellman property is located within the historic footprint of salt marsh and tidal chaDDels 

~ comprising the Alamitos Bay wetland, which is part of the Jaraer regional system. The wetland, 

like others in Southern California, have been reduced in area and fi'a&mented by development 

(Zedler, 1984A). The Hellman property bas also been significantly altered from its original 

· condition by oil drilling starting in the 1930's and flood coD1rOl iD the early 1960's. The most 

important of these alterations wu the channelization of the San Gabriel River by the U.S. Army 

Corps ofEDgineers in 1961-1962 (L. Flalmery, Personal Communication. 1996), and the 

resultant removal of tidal influence over much of the lower·lyina portions of the site. Whe:n the 

river wu chanDelized., a culvert and flap pte were installed to maiD1ain dJainaae from a swale on 

· the Hellman property. The flap pte became propped panially open, allowing limi~ tidal flow 

to be reintroduced to the site and for re-establishment of wetlands to occur. Another major 
~ . 

alteration of the site occurred with the addition of Jarae quantities of fill and dredge spoils to 

portions of the site during excavation of the Haynes Cooling Channel iD 1962. Additional 
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disturbance has resulted from many years of historical off-road vehicle use, soil discing, addition 

of small quantities of fill, and other types of human intrusion. 

The resuJt of these various practices has been the transformation of the Hellman site into an area 

containing isolated and severely degraded wetlands. A recent study performed by Coastal 

Resources Management (CRM, 1996) verified previous studies which concluded that the site is 

not extensively utilized by birds or fish and it is in substantial need of restoration . 

~.The existing wetlands are presented in terms of four habitat types described below. Figure 2 

shows existing wetlands on the site. Acreages referred to below have been defined by wetland 

delineation according to State guidelines, which are generally more expansive than area 

delineations performed according to Federal guideline (State guidelines require the presence of 
.::[ 

only a single wetland parameter [vegetation, soils and hydrolo&Y] whereas, federal guidelines, 

pursuant to Section 404 of the Cleanwater Act, require the presence of all three parameters). 

. 3.1.1 Tidal Channel 

~pproximately 3.2 acres of tidal channels exist on the site according to DFG criteria. The 

narrow man-made drainage channel that runs through the site contains brackish water due to its 

connection to the San Gabriel River. The bottom and lower banks of the channel are unvegetated 
i 

~ud., 'While the upper banks are vegetated primarily with common picldeweed (Salcornia 

Yirginica). A large quantity of algae, primarily Enteromorphtl sp., grows in the water of the 

channel, with a small amount of sea lettuce (Ulva sp.) occurring near the channel mouth. This 

habitat was described as a "degraded wetland" by Radovich of the CDFG in the 1980 report, and 

confirmed by LSA (1989) and Levine (1995). As of 1996, the degraded wetland condition at the 

Hellman site has remained unchanged (CRM, 1996). 

3.1.2 Salt Manh 

Approximately 14.9 acres of salt marsh habitat exist on-site. The 1996 verification of the 

previous delineation to State criteria, and the delineation done in 1996 according to Federal 

criteria classified salt marsh areas on the site (CRM, 1996). The classification of salt marsh is · 

broadly interpreted for purposes of this project. The vegetation in the salt marsh at the Hellman 

site is very mildly influenced by tidal water. The tenn salt marsh is therefore used here to 
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descn"be the vegetation rather than the physical characteristics of this habitat type. It 

encompasses some of the smaller vegetated areas ~ch were classified as alkaline fiats by 

Radovich (1980), LSA {1989) and CRM (1996). 

Due to degraded conditions, the vegetation on-site does not include many of the species which 

are often associated with a fully functional tidal salt marsh such as cordgrass (SpartiM/oliosa), 

and saltwort (Bo.tis mmitimt1). However, the existing vegetation can be roughly compared to the 

vegetation types associated with normal tidal zones as described by Zedler (1982). In wetter 

areas of the salt marsh, vegetation is similar to that associated with the mid-littoral zone (i.e., the 

zone around mean higher high water). These areas are dominated by picklcweed and samphire . 
~licornia subtermiMlis) which form neaily pure stands in some locations. Other vegetation in 

these wetter areas includes such plants as fleshy jaumea (JQUIIJea CQ171.0sa}, and alkali heath 

(Frankenia grandiflora). The drier portions of the vegetated wetlands are more characteristic of 

the upper littoral zone or the lQwer maritime zone. Pickleweed is still found, but these areas are 

dominated by facultative plants, i.e. plants which can grow in either wet or dry conditions. 

Dominant vegetation includes weedy, halophytic (salt tolerant) species such as saltgrass 

(Distichlis spicata), alkali weed (Cressa truxillensis) and fivehook ~sia (BtLSsia hyssopifolia). 

. In addition to these species, the drier wetland areas support a significant component of upland 

weeds such as annual grasses (Bromus spp., Avena barbata}, Russian thistle (Salsola tragus) and 

cheeseweed (Malva parvijlora). These vegetated wetlands which lie outside the tidal channel 

were originally described as "severely degraded" by Radovich (1980) and confirmed by LSA 

(1989) and CRM (1996). 

3.1.3 Seasonal Ponds 

Approximately 2.0 acres of seasonal ponds exist on the site. The seasonal pond classification 

includes some of the area that was included by Radovich (1980) under the broader term of the 

open water. MBA (1996) identified 1.6 acres of seasonal ponds. A separate category for 

seasonal ponds is established and applied in this case because the ponds have somewhat more 

wetland value than alkaline fiats, and field studies have shown that ponding for a significant 

length of time is limited to only certain portions of the alkaline flats . 

Much of the site has relatively impermeable soils, and where depressions occur these 

impermeable soils pond shallow water from seasonal rains and runoff. In some areas poDded ".~ 
9 ,, ""'~ .. 
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~ter stands for months durin& a nonnal rainy season, while in other areas the ponds may last for 
; . . 

several weeks after significant rains. Most of these seasonal pond areas are completely lacJdna 
~etation, whereas others support small patches of pickleweed and other species. These areas 

were also oriainaJly descn"bed as "severely deJI1lded" by Radovich (1980) and conf"mned by 

LSA (1989} and CRM (1996) . 

3.1.4 Alkaliae Flats 

"" Approximately 7.0 acres of alkaline flats exist on the Hellman site. The classification of allcaiine 

· flats is ~plied in this summary to describe barren areas, i.e. less than 300A vegetative cover, 

which exhibit some hydroloafcaJ indicators of wetlands. Small patches of pickleweed and 

facultative halophytes occur in some areas of these alkaJine flats. Excludin& the seasonal ponds, 

this is essentially the same classification oriainaJly used by Radovich (1980) and LSA (1989). 

3.2 WUdUfe 

!\t.-

fn pneral, the wildlife use of the site is quite low when compared with other, more fW.ly 
' .--t- '\ .._ 

functional salt marshes in the reJion (MBA 1996 and Levine, 1995). 'Ibis is partly due a lack of 
~'· .. . 
~te tidal flushing which in tum has resulted in low habitat diversity (LSA, 1990). 
.,... 

A:dctitionally, the historical disturbance of the site has contributed to this lack of diversity, 
~!"' 

ibrou&h both the destruction of vegetation and by contributing to poor soil conditions (Ibid). 

Finally, site use by off-road vehicles, hikers, off-road bicyclists and domestic animals bas 

severely limited wildlife use of the site (Ibid). The property was fenced in approximately 1990, 

eliminatina illeaaJ use of the site for these activities. In his study for the CDFG, Radovich 

(1980) observed that "the wildlife values of the subject wetland areas are poor." This 
"' observation was confirmed by CRM and MBA in 1996. 
i. 
The two sensitive anima] species that were identified as potentially occurring on the wetland 

pordons of the site include the: 1) CaJifomia least tern; and 2) Belding's savannah spmow 

{Levine, 1995). 

3.2.1 Callfonaia Least Tera 

The CaJifomia least tern (Stern~J tmtillanon browni) is listed as an endanaered species by both 

tbe CDPG D4 U.S. Fllb and WildBfe Service (USFWS).. This small terllinps pimarily .in 
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near-shore ocean waters and river mouths. The tern also travels up rivers for short distances and 

will occasionally forage in adjacent or nearby waters such as cooling channels, tidal channels and 

significant ponds which contain fish. The CDFG has reported that the California least tern has 

been observed foraging in the tidal channel on the Hellman property (Radovich, 1980). More 

recently MBA and LSA biologists did not observe the California least tern on-site, but MBA 

biologists observed this species in the San Gabriel River Channel in the vicinity of the site 

·(MBA, 1989 and LSA, 1989). Therefore, it is likely that the California least tern occasionally 

forages in the tidal channel on-site, but the tidal channel would not be a primary foraging area. 

Since this species typically breeds on open, sandy beaches, there is no potential breeding habitat 

on-site. A survey ofthe site in 1995 did not document use by least terns (Levine, 1995). Least 

terns in nearby Anaheim Bay (MEC, 1995) have been observed foraging. 

3.2.2 Belding's Savannah Sparrow 

As summarized in the LSA report of 1989, the Belding's savannah sparrow (Ptzsserculus 

sandwichensts beldingi) is listed as an endangered subspecies by the CDFG. This subspecies is a 

resident in coastal salt marshes in Santa Barbara, V entuta, Los Angeles, Orange and San Diego 

.. C01Dlties. The nearest documented breeding habitat for this bird is Anaheim Bay. It nests in 
<· 

stands of pickleweed, above the high tide line, and frequently forages in the intertidal areas. · The 

CDFG has reported the presence of the subspecies on the site (Comment on Draft EIR. 1987, and 

. Radovich, 1980). However, breeding by the listed subspecies is not cited in these references. 

Furthermore, it is difficult to distinguish between the Belding's savannah sparrow and the non

endangered subspecies (P.s. nevadensis) during the winter when P.s. nevadensis is present. 

Surveys by MBA biologists during the 1987 breeding season indicat~ that the Belding's 

savannah sparrow did not breed on the site at that time. During field studies by LSA biologists 

during the winter of 1988-1989, the presence of P.s. nevadensis was noted (LSA, 1989). MBA 

and LSA biologists have independently determined that significant breeding habitat for the listed 

subspecies does not occur on-site. Massey, et al. {1977) and Levine {1995) do not list the site as 

occupied by this species. Given the available information, significant breeding by the Belding's 

savannah sparrow is not likely to occur on the site, but occasional breeding by very low numbers 

of these birds is conceivable as confirmed by MBA during the most recent surveys in 1996 

(MBA 1996). During these most recent surveys three Belding9s savannah sparrows were 

ideatitied onsite; however., because of the seasonality of the surwey it is not knowu if the birds 
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identified are breeding onsite. h is more likely that the site is being used as a stopover point 

between breeding populations at Anaheim Bay and Los Cerritos wetland (W"uner, 1996). 
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4.0 RESTORATION GOALS 

The existing 27.0 acres of degraded wetland on the Hellman property (according to State criteria) 

will be impacted by construction of the golf course and wetland project As shown in Table 1, 

the golf course will affect 17.9 acres of existing wetland and construction-of the saltwater and 

freshwater marshes will affect 6.8 and 2.3 ~s of existing wetland, respectively. Replacement 

of wetlands impacted by construction of the golf course and new wetlands is proposed. 

· :The wetland restoration goal is to replace wetlands impacted by the project at a minimum ratio of 

1:1, requiring 27.0 acres of new wetland to be created to mitigate for 27.0 acres of wetland which 

is impacted. Approximately 23.1 acres of saltwater marsh and 9. 7 acres of freshwater marsh are 

proposed for a total of32.8 acres of wetland. 

Restoration will occur by converting 23.7 acres of existing upland areas into wetlands, and 

improving existing wetland conditions on 9.1 acres. The proposed salt marsh will be one large 

tidal basin which will be a consolidated ecosystem adjacent to a tidal connection, rather than the 

. fragmented system isolated from a tidal connection which exists today. Creation of freshwater 

. marsh habitat will increase biodiversity and is expected to provide additional foraging areas for 

. many species expected to use the salt marsh, in addition to providing habitat to freshwater marsh 

... bird species. 

Planning in coordination with the resource and resulatory agencies (U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers and California Coastal Commission) bas occurred, and will likely continue, in order to 

maximize compliance with State and Federal mitigation requirements, and to solicit agency input 

concerning the restoration plan. 
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TABLE I 

WETLAND IMPACI'S 

OVERALL PROJECT IMPACTS TO WETLANDS (IN ACRES) 
HABITAT SALT FRESHWATER FRESHWATER GOLF TOTAL 

TYPE MARSH MARSH WEST MARSH EAST COURSE ACRES 
TJdll . 0.39 0.00 0.26 2.50 3.15 
Cbemel =ly 0.79 0.00 0.00 1.24 2.03 

Water 

Alkaline Flat 2.72 0.00 0.62 3.67 7.01 

SaltMarsh 2.87 0.00 1.43 10.51 14.81 

TOTAL 6.77 0..08 2.31 17.92 27.08 

Note: Acreages are relative to wetland criteria of the CDFG. 

4.1 Wetland Functions ud Values 

This section provides qu81rtifica1ion of how the proposed wetlands \Vill change habitat values over 

Cxistina wetlands. 

According to the hydrogeommpbic classification, (Brinson, 1993) the wetland iD question is tidal 

salt marsh. The pdebook for assessina wetland fimctions (Smith, et.al., 1995) lists a number of 

hydropomorpbic fUnctions for wetlands (inclucfina tidal fi:inae wetlands). and specific quantitative 

'VIriables and combination models for each. These fUnctions are arouped in four cateaories: 

Hydroloaic, Biogeochemical, Plaut Habitat, and Animal Habitat. A full HGM assessment requires 

that a poup of Reference Wetlands be measured so that Site Potential may be measured against 

Reference Standards. Reference wetlands have not yet been identified for coastal sal1ma:rshes 

Within this reJion, and the scope of this project does not warrant the creation a reference MtJaDd 

domain to facilitate this process. However. for the purposes'ofthis IDalysis, the wetland on the 

Hellman Ranch can be qualitatively evaluated for each HOM ftmction comparing the existing 

coaditions to the expected conditions upon completion of the proposed restoration project 

(expected conditions would be similar with other regional habitats of similar hydqeomorphic 

posilkms sur.llas Balsa aDca, A~ Bay,Uppcr Newpar Bay, IIC.). DefiDitiODS fbr eiCh 
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function were taken from An Approach for Assessing Wetland Functions Using Hydrogeomorphic 

Classification, Reforence ·Wetlands. and Functional Indices, and the independent function variables 

were considered in assigning qualitative assessment ranks ofhigh, medium, or low. 

Hydrologic 

Dynamic Surface Water Storage-Existing Conditioas 

The wetlands at the site provide only minimal temporary storage of nuisance flows and 

storm nmoff within areas identified as seasonal ponds. Significant nmoff from the site is 

detained in the adjacent Los Alamitos Retarding Basin which is included in the specific 

plan. 

Dynamic Surface Water Storage-With Project Low 

The restored wetlands at the site would also provide only minimal temporary storage of 

nuisance flows and storm n.mo:ff. Significant runoff from the golf course would be directed 

via drains, for detention, to the adjacent Los Alamitos Retarding Basin. 

Long-Term Surface Water Storage-Existing Conditioas N/A 

No water is stored onsite for long periods of time; however, this is consistent with similar 

coastal wetlands. 

Long-Term Surface Water Storage-With Project N/A 

No water would be stored onsite for long periods of time; however, this is consistent with 

similar coastal wetlands. 
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Ener&Y Dlsslpatlon·Exlsdac Condidolaa NIA. 

Cmrently the site mceives cmJy muted tidal flows and bas DO input &om an associated 

: riverine system; theref01e, the site does DOt provide important enefiY dissipation functions. 

.. 
" 

.. 

EneJV Dissipation-With Project NIA 

Upon implementation of the project, the site would still receive muted tidal flows and will 

receive relatively low inflow fiom an associated riverine system; therefore, the site would 

not provide important energy dissipation f\mctions. 

Bioaeochemical 

Nutrient CycliD&·Exlsdac Conditions 

• 

The potential for natural cycling of carbon and nitroaen at the site is low. The Jack of • 

sipificant tidal influence prevents exchange of nutrients between the wetland habitats and 

the aquatic ecosystem. In addition, few animals are supported by the wetlands at the site 

and few are dependent upon these wetlands as either a breeding site or year-round site of 

residence. 

Nutrient CycliDa-Restored Saltmanh 

Natural cycling of carbon and nitrogen would be greatly enhanced through restored 1idal 

flushing which would provide a mechanism for nutrient-rich ocean waters to be canied to 

the site as well as for orpnics, which accumulate in the marsh to be carried out of the 

marsh into the aquatic eoviiOmneDt In addition, the enhanced habitat would provide for 

much higher usage by 'Wildlife species which would, in tum, also increase nutrient cycJina. 
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Wetland vegetation often acts as a filter, removing nutrients, contaminants, and other 

compounds from the aquatic system which are subsequently burled, chemically altered, or 

incorporated into biomass and therefore rendered harmless. This function depends upon 

significant flooding by either freshwater or saltwater within the marsh. The muted tidal 

flows on the site restrict this function to the narrow tidal channel on the site with essentially 

none of the remaining wetland areas providing this function. 

Removal of Elements and Compounds-Restored Saltmanh Medium" 

Restoration of the saltmarsh including tidal flushing, with low residence times 

(approximately 1. 7 days) will allow the vegetation to perfoxm this natural wetland function 

in a manner comparable to coastal salt marshes in the rqion. 

Retention of Parflculates-Exisflng Conditions 

Wetland vegetation often acts as a filter, removing particulates and sediments from the 

aquatic system which are subsequently incorporated into the marsh substrate, therefore 

improving water quality. This function depends upon significant flooding by either 

freshwater or saltwater within the marsh. The muted tidal flows on the site restrict this 

function to the narrow tidal channel on the site with essentially none of the remaining 

wetland areas providing this function. 

Retention of Particulates-Restored SaJtmanh Medium-High 

Restoration of the saltmarsb including tidal flushina with low residence times 

(approximately 1. 7 days), will allow the vegetation to perform this natural wetland function 

in a manner comparable to coastal salt marshes in the rqion. 
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Orpnic Carbo~ Export-E:dstin& Condltiou 

Sa11marshes are a net exporter of carbon. Areas dominated by succuJents produce 

approximately 40 grams of Carbon per square meter per year (J C/m2/yr) and areas of 

mixed cordgrass and succulents export approximately 110 a C/m2/yr. Deeper areas, within 

the marsh, which support epibentbic algae export between liS and 340 1 Clm2/yr. 

Essentially all of the export of carbon is dependant upon transport by water which 

transports both dissolved and particulate carbon. The lack of tidal influence on the site 

. largely prevents the export of carbon from the site. Additionally, areas such as the alkali 

flats and alkali meadow, even if subject to tidal flushing would produce less carbon for 

export duet~ the lower productivity. A quantitative analysis of carbon export by the 27 

acres of wetlands at the Hellman Ranch has not been conducted; however; only the tidal 

chamlel {approximately 2.0 to 3.0 acres) receives regular tidal flushing with another 

approximately 2.0 acres receiving some tidal influence. The remaining 22.0 to 23.0 acres 

are nOt expected to provide any appreciable amount of carbon for export. . 

Or&anic Carbon Export-Restored Saltmanh 

The restored saltmarsh will have deepwater areas which support epibenthic algae, areas of 

cordgrass, and a predominance of succulent vegetation (pickleweed) in conjunction with 

regular tidal flushing and would be expected to export carbon at the rate typical of healthy 

salt marsh habitats characteristic of the region. 

~tHabitat 

Maintain Characteristic PlaDt CommuDities-E:dstiD& Conditiou 

The wetlands on the site have been characterized as degraded to severely degraded 1be 

lack of tidal influence for the majority of the wetlands has resulted in a convermon fiom 

pickleweed marsh to areas of saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), alkali weed (Cressa truxillensis), 

five-booked bassia (Bassia hyssopifolia), and other non-native upland grasses. 
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Maintain Characteristic: Plant Communities-Restored Saltmanh 

~ 

The restored wetlands, with restored tidal flushing will incorporate all of the vegetation 

zones typically associated with southern California salt marshes including areas of 

cordgrass, pickleweed, as well as upper marsh vegetation. 

Maintain Characteristic Detrital Biomass-Existing Conditioas Medium 

The detrital biomass maintained by the existing wetlands is consistent with alkali flats and 

meadows in the area; however, wetlands of this type do not maintain as high a detrital 

biomass as areas with lower salt marsh marsh vegetation. Also. because of the Jack of tidal 

flushing over most of the alkali meadow and alkali flats, the accumulated biomass is not 

available for export to the aquatic system. 

{'; 

.. Maintain Charac:teristic Detrital Biomass-Restored Saltmanh 

The detrital biomass maintained by the restored wetlands is expected to be consistent with 

other tidally-influenced coastal wetlands. 

• 4.2 Biological Constraints 

Potential constraints to restoration are posed by water quality in the San Gabriel River. This 

section discusses those constraints. 

Biological Conditions in the San Gabriel River 

A productive brackish water marsh commUnity exists along the reach of the San Gabriel River 

upstream of the Hellman Ranch property, near the 1-405 bridge. The brackish water marsh 

consists primarily of cattails and rush. Blue herons, black-crowned night herons, snowy epts, 

· great egrets, various dabbling ducks, pelicans, and tems have been observed along the marsh 

banks, in the marsh or foraging in the river (R. Ware, pers. observ. ). Water quality conditions in 

the San Gabriel River are apparently adequate to support these marsh habitats and higher-trophic 

level predators, which suggest that invertebrate and fish prey are also abundant enough to 

provide a food base for these bird.s. 
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Water Quality 

Water temperature is typically elevated year around in the river IS a result of thermal discharges 

&om the Haynes Alamitos and Scatteraood Generatina Stations. Seasonal fluctuations in water 

temperatures, dissolved ox.yaen, and pH occur along the reaches of the San Gabriel River (MBC, 

1995) and also vary with depth. The fluctuations in water quality are influenced by the volume 

of thermal discharae into the River, tidal influence &om San Pedro Bay, low-flow conditioas in 

the River, and periodic hip-flow runoff in the River which drains the Los Anaeles County 

watershed. 

Generally, water temperatures are lower in the nearshore waters and increase to maximmn 

temperatmes in the vicinity of the Generating Stations. Conversely, dissolved oxygen levels are 

above 6 milligrams per liter (mall) at offshore stations during most of the year, but frequently 

;fall under lower than 5 mg/1, which are below the threshold levels needed to sustain aquatic life. 

• ,Reaional Board data for the River sampling station at the Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) 

sampling station between September 1965 and May 1979 indicated the mean temperature was 

75.9 dearees F, and ranged between 48.8 to 88.8 degrees Fahrenheit (F). Se&Mlnal fluctuations 

occur, but water temperatures above the mean temperature of75.9 degrees F occur frequently, 

~tive of season. Thermal maxima, dissolved oxygen minima, (<5 mg/1), and lower pH 

(<7.5) occur most frequently between June and September. 

The impacts on aquatic and marine life during these periods will include increased physioloaical 

stresses that could reduce species diversity and abundances of both water column (i.e, fish and 

plankton) and benthic species (animals that Jive on or in the channel bottoms). These conditions 

however, are not unlike natural conditions which occur in hiper reaches of southem.Califomia 

bays and estuaries, such IS Upper Newport Bay, Inner Bolsa Bay, and the Tijuana Estuaty. 

During these periods, flora and fauna which are better adapted to these conditions will capitalize 

on the inability of others to tolerate the poorer environmental conditions, and will temporarily 

become the dominant fonns until seasonal extremes in water quality conditions pass. The only 

ditference is that because the temperatures in the San Gabriel River are elevated for a lcmpr 

period during the year, the bioloaical communities of water column and benthic species may be 

suppressed to a areater degree than areas which are not subjected to constant thennal stress. 
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The Hellman Ranch lies within the Lower Reaches of the San Gabriel River within the tidal 

prism (Hydro Unit405.15, State Water Resources Control Board, 1990). In 1990, this section of 

the River was listed by the State Water Resources Control Board as having "Impaired" water 

quality due to elevated levels of contaminantS in fish tissues. 

Non-tidal portions of the Lower San Gabriel River (Hydro Unit 405.15) and Upper San Gabriel 

River (Hydro Unit 405.4) were listed as "'Intennediate Quality" bodies of water that generally 

support beneficial uses with an occasional degradation of water quality. Potential threats include 

elevated contaminants in fish tissues and drinking water impainnent resulting from both point 

somce and non-point sources. 

To put these terms, "impaired and intenned.iate" water quality in perspective, other "impaired•' 

estuarine and coastal water quality bodies in the vicinity include the Ballona Wetlands, Colorado 

Lagoon (Alamitos Bay), Upper Ne-wport Bay and Mugu Lagoon (two of the most productive 

.,, marshes in California), Long Beach Inner Harbor, Los Angeles Harbor, Marina del Rey, San 

f Monica Bay, San Pedro Bay (to which the San Gabriel River flows), Aliso Creek, San Juan 

• Creek, Tijuana ~yer, Tijuana Estuary, Agua Hedionda Lagoon, Batiguitos Lagoon, Famosa 

.Slough, San Elijo Lagoon, Mission Bay, San Diego Bay, and the coastline of San Diego County 

(State Regional Water Quality Control Board. 1990). 

Potential Impacts of San Gabriel River Water Quality on the Proposed Hellman Wetlands 

Invertebrates, Fish, and Shorebirds. Water quality conditions will likely minor seasonal 

changes that occm in the San Gabriel River and because tidal flow is present, there will be a 

constant inflow of waters to the wetland, typical of the range of tides to muted tidal systems such 

as Inner Bolsa Bay. Water quality in the Hellman wetlands is expected to remain favorable to 

the growth and establishment of wetland plants, various invertebrates, fish, and birds throughout 

the year. However, periodic degradation in water quality, particularly elevated temperatures and 

low dissolved oxygen levels may OCCW' when these conditions persist in the San Gabriel River. 

The estimated residence time of the system will be less than 7 days which is considered adequate 

to flush and maintain the system and to maintain a balanced ecosystem. It should be noted 

however, than chronic, long-tenn degradation of water quality would result in less biological 

value of the wetland in both a local and a regional perspective. 
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A year-around thermally Stressed system would result in a lower diversity of invertebrates md 

ftsb. The communities would consist of fewer species but perhaps Jarae numbers of 

opportunistic species. Worms (polycbaetes and oligochaetes), clams, and insect larvae would 

be present year ll'Ound and would provide a food base for resident fishes, (i.e, aobies), transieat 

fishes (i.e, topsmelt and halibut}, overwinteJina and resident species of shorebirds, waterfowl, 

and marsh birds . 

.,.,. 
Wedud plants-Algae. Prolonaed high temperatures would result in a areater abundance of 

· opporl\dstic plants, such as the benthic algaes Enteromorplta and Ulva which commonly occur 
. . 

on mudflats of bays, coastal lagoons, and estuaries of southern California. 'While these alpes 

commonly occur year ll'Ound in southern California, hiah temperatures, plus the addition of 

nutrients and limited water circulation will stimulate algal growth and could result in a eutrophic 

(overproductive) shallow water body. The worse-case, short-term event would be a die off of 

benthic organsims and fishes in the wetland cbamlels when stagnation occurs, due to high 

temperatures and low concentrations of dissolved oxyaen. This would trigger further decay and 

ttagmrbon if the waters could not be circulated out of the system. 

Y McviDr mllTsh flora. A number of parameters affect the makeup of coastal salt marsh plant 

community and productivity. Tidal inundation, elevation, soil salinity, soil types, nutrients, and 

toxic compounds are all key factors. Water temperature and dissolved oxygen are not limitina 
fadors, as these vascular plants are not submerzent vegetation and they obtain their oxyaen 

tJuouah their leaves and shoots, and transport it into their root system. 

The Hellman marsh community wiD Wldergo a long-term and dynamic evolution in terms oftbe 

types of plants which will be present, telative coverage, and distribution basecl upon their · 

adaptation to the factors listed above. Plant distributions may vary over time, because some 

species. (such as pickleweecl) are mote tolerant of drought conditions and hip soil SlliDities 

tban others (such as cordpus). Periodic floods will stimulate salt marshes tbrouah ~ 
seed production ofpickleweed and cordgrass. However, lonaer periods of inundation and 

Jetmtion of fresh water will pmmote the establishment of brackish marsh species such as Typha 

DCI Clttlils which decreases the habitat value and the function of the coastal 'Wetland. 

Naadeuts (i.e, ni1JOJCD and pbospb1te} will should DDt be Jimi1iDa. Ovcrstimulaticm of &be 

Winds through poar golf course manaaement would however ovestimulation the system and 
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could result in eutrophic conditions. Based upon the proposed golf course fertilization and 

managemen1 plans, this potential problem should not occur. 
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§.0 SALTWATER MARSH RESTORATION PLAN 

The restoration plan for the saltwater marsh consists of site aradina, hydraulics. and plantma. 

Each component of the plan is presented in this section. Specific habitat aoals for saltwater 

marsh restoration are discussed below. 

5.1 Habitat Goals 

The aoat of the saltwater marsh restoration plan is to create 17.7 acres of self-sustaining habitat 

to mitigate for project impacts and improve overall wetland quality. Review of wetland 

restoration/creation implemented at other sites (Anaheim Bay Mitiaation site, Bolsa Chica and 

Batiquitos Lagoon) and studies conducted by other researchers indicates that a series of salt 

marsh habitat bands are appropriate for the Hellman Site (MacDonald, 1977 and Zedler, 1984B). 

The veaetation zones of the saltwater marsh are described relative to tidal zones. These tidal 

zones are associated with the mixed tides of Southern California as presented in Table 2. The 

specific acreaae of each vegetation type and the appropriate elevation ranges are provided in the 

Table. 

Figure 3 shows a cross-section of habitats in a conceptual salt marsh. 

Other goals to be met in restoration of the saltwater marsh include those listed below: 

• Create shallow open water fishery habitat and seabird foraging habitat; 

• Restore shorebird foraaina habitat on the mudflats; 

• Restore salt marsh veaetation that will serve as foragin& and nesting habitat for the 

endan&ered BeldinJ's savannah sparrow and liaht·footed clapper rail; 

• Restore functionina habitat that will support plant and anima) species found in these 

natural communities, as defined by plant diversity, composition, productivity, 

structure, and wildlife use; 
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• Establish species of salt marsh plants with Jow maintenance requirements; 

• · Beach area wetlands; 

• Establish vegetation that will be self-sustainina over the Jona·term, ad 

• Implement a monitorina and maintenance pi'OII.'IID. 

On a day to day basis, the existing salt marsh experiences very little use by birds and fish. It is 
' 

assumed that this is due to a Jack of resoW"Ces attributable to the severely degraded condition of 

the marsh caused by a lack of tidal flushing 

ID c:onttast, the proposed project will restore replar tidal flusbin& to the marsh, resulting in tidal 

conditions associated with habitat exhibitin& increased functions and values. Tidal flushin& will 

. improve water quality to the level required for fish and will result in improved sediment 

CODditions to better support invertebrates, a major component of the food web. This increase in 

~that is, an expansion of the food web, will most likely result in an increase of miarant 
'• 

~of the site. It is also anticipated that the number ofresident birds breeding and/or forqing at 

the site will also increase. 

5.2 GndiiiJ 

the proposed saltwater marsh will be located within the northwestern portion of the Hellman 

property, adjacent to the 200.foot-wide open channel that supplies cooling water to the Haynes 

GeneratiDJ. Station. The project site slopes generally from northeast to southwest and is· 

tclatively flat and low lying with elevations rangina from + 11.5 feet MSL on the fill areaS to 

+1.0 foot MSL in the tidal channel~ 

Proposed anadin& has been desiped to provide elevations that cotreSpODd to the required 

*'bmcfs" of salt marsh habitat Habitat will be established at the specific elevation ranaes that 

cotreSpODd to the tidal regime controlled by the renovated culvert. The wetland will be located 

lion& the edge of the property. The aolf course will be situated between the wetland and the 
' 

residaltial area to isolate the wetland from most human activity, including the intn1Sion of pets, 

iloise, Ji&ht, urban runoff and other devclopmeDt-Telated poumtill impltts. 
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TABLEl 

PROPOSED SALT MARSH TIDAL ZONES 

Utilization and Proposed Area 
Total Acreage: 23.1 l. Shallow Subtidal Zone (Basins and Channels) 
~--~~~~~~------~ Type: Fish and seabirds The lowest zone is the shallow subtidal zone, defined as the area 

below extreme low water (EL W), as detennined by the lowest 
Acres: 4.1 spring tide. This corresponds to between -4.0' and to ....0.1 • 

relative to mean sea level (MSL) in this marsh. This area is never 
exposed to the air, and is technically considered a deepwater 
habitat by CDFG and USFWS. 

Type: Fish and invertebrates 

Acres: Area included widlin 
subtidal zone above 

Type: Birds and invertebrates 

Acres: 3.2 

Type: Shorebirds 

Acres: 4.7 

Type: Birds and Rodents 

Acres: S.7 

2. Occasionally Exposed· Subtidal~ 

The zone is occasionally exposed subtidal zone, defined as the 
area between EL Wand mean lower low water (MLL W). This 
area remains inundated at low tides, aU of it is entirely exposed 
during extreme low tides. This area lies between ...0.1' and ...0.3' 
MSL in this marsh. 
3. Lower Intertidal Zsms (Mudflat) 

The next zone is the lower intertidal zone, ranging from MLL W 
to mean high water (MHW) which corresponds to ....0.3' and + 1.3' 
MSL in this marsh. This area is regularly exposed to the air, from 
one to two times a day. The plant growth conditions imposed by 
regular, alternate inundation and drying preclude the growth of 
most vascular plants, resulting in a mudflat, or mud bank in the 
case of the steeper grades . 
4. 1lSI Intertidal~~ Marsh) 

The next highest zone is the upper intertidal (low marsh), ranging 
from MHW (+ l .3' MSL) to mean higher high water (MHHW) 
which is + 1.9' MSL in this marsh. This zone is inundated once 
per day on average, and supports only those vascular plants 
( cordgrass and pickleweed} which are adapted to this frequent 
saturation with saline water. This zone is very important to this 
marsh as it provides habitat for the Belding's savannah sparrow. 
S. ~ Tidal Z2M !Hi&h Marsb) 

The uppennost marsh zone is the super tidal (high marsh) defmed 
as the zone above MHHW (+1.9' to +4.5' MSL) in this marsh. 
This zone is inundated only by the higher tides, occurring less 
often than once per day. and is cbarac?terized by the plants which 
are adapted to the saline conditions resulting from the subsurface 
saline water table and occasional inundation of surface soils, 
followed by long periods of dryness. The deep rooted plants 
utilize the moisture in the deeper soils, while the shallow rooted 
plants retain moisture within the plant tissues. This zone is very 
important to this marsh as it also provides habitat for the 
Belding's savannah sparrow. 
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Type: Birds and Rodents 

Acna: 5.4 

. 

6. 

TABLE2 
(Coatilaaed) . 

Transition Areu 

Transition and buffer areulie above the influence of tides (+>4.5' 
MSL) and provide a zone of foraging for birds and rodems. nus 
zone is very sipificant in that it provides a band of separation 
between sensitive salt marsh species and human activities. This 
zone shields the marsh from disturbance while providing valuable 
habitat for marsh birds. 

The planform of the salt marsh was configured with a minimum of restrictions to facilitate the 

most efficient tidal exchange. Basin geometry and slopes were desiped to provide the 

. appropriate area of each habitat type resulting in a balanced ecosystem. Slopes within the basin 

were designed to maximize soil stability. Excavated material, which is lqely accumulated silt 

and artificial fill. will be reused on other portions of the Specific Plan Area. No soil expon is 

expected to occur. 

All elevations discussed below are referenced to MSL. The proposed grading plan is shown in 

Figure 4. The saltwater marsh will consist of a single tidal basin. The basin has an eiOJllated 

~plan form of irreaular outline based on the property lines and golf course development. 

Elevations within the basin range fiom -4.0 to +10.0 feet MSL. A deep channel~ is proposed 

nearest the golf course to provide fish habitat and minimize aolf course impacts to wetland birds, 

which rest and forage in the shallower intertidal areas. The area most suitable for birds is 

proposed for the shore of the wetland opposite from the golf course, where pickleweed habitat 

for the Belding's savannah sparrow will be established. A sballow mudflat and low marsh area 

is also proposed on the west side of the marsh. Not shown on the plan is the sballow channel 

CODileCtiD& the culvert mouth to the -4 foot contour in the marsh. The charmel cut is simply to 

provide hydraulic conveyance between the proposed -1 foot and -4 foot contours. The 

preliminary design plan will show the channel. Representative cross-sections of the wetland are 

shown in Figure S. The proposed series of habitat bands within the saltwater marsh are discussed 

below. 
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5.2.1 Subtidal Areu 

Subtidal areas are proposed within the central portion of the marsh. Elevations ranae between 

0.0 and -4.0 feet MSL. The lowest elevatiODS exist near the mouth of the existina culvert. This 

area will provide subtidal habitat for fish. 

5.2.2 Tidal Channell 

The shape of the basin bottom is contoured to provide several sinuous tidal channels reacNna 

. into all portions of the wetland. Tidal channels exist between the elevations of +0.3 to -4.0 feet 

MSL. Channels are relatively steep-sided with a bank slope of approximately 1 vertical to S 

horizontal (1 :S). Tidal clwmels also provide habitat for fish. 

5.2.3 Mudflats 

Mudflat are&$ will exist above the tidal channels between elevation ranaes of +0.3 to + 1.3 feet 

MSL. Mudflats are flatter in slope than channels. They are usually exposed at low tide and 

inundated at high tide. The mudflat slopes are approximately 1:7. They provide habitat for 

invertebrates and feeding shorebirds. 

5:1A Low Manh 

Low anarsb lies above the mudflat, between+ 1.3 and + 1.9 feet MSL and is utilized for 

establishment of pickleweed which is the habitat for the Beldina's savannah sparrow. 1be 

andin& plan maximizes this area within the wetlanc:l. Slopes of low marsh areas are relatively 

flat, at approximately 1 :SO. 

High marsh areas lie along the biJhest margins of the wetland. Their elevatiODS range from +1.9 

to +4.5 feet MSL. The slope of the hip marsh is approximately 1:15. This area is infrequently 

mundated by the tide, yet receives tidal influence in the soil. Hip marsh provides"traDSitiODal . 

and buft'er habitat for sensitive salt mmh bird species. 
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·. 5.2.6 Transitional and Bufl'er Areu 

All areas between +4.5 and. + 10.0 feet MSL are buffer areas and do not receive d.irect tidal 

~· influence. The buffer provides transition between the. wetland. and upland areas and. serves u a 

protective band surroundin& the more sensitive wetland. habitat areas. The total width of the 

, buffer ranges from between 3S and SO feet. The lower-lyina portion of the buffer (between +4.S 

,, ~ +9.0 feet MSL) serves to ctiscouraae access by predators and humans, while the top one foot 

of the buffer (from +9.0 to+ 10.0 feet MSL) provides 4rainaae buffering from the golf course 

roup. lhe lower buffer is 20 to 35 feet wide and. the 4rainaae buffer is I 5 feet wide. A bam 

< 

lies 1:1 +10.0 feet MSL around the wetland to separate the golf course 4rainaae from the wetJmd.. · • 

Slopes within the transitional/buffer areas are approximately 1:18. Buffering is discussed in 

more detail in Section 5.4. 

~ 5.3 Hydraulics 
1 

fTid.al hydraulic studies were performed to design appropriate tidal elevations and regular 

-~flushing to maintain quality habitat Numerical modeling of hydraulics was performed to 

•~determine the concept design for connecting the proposed wetland to a tidal source. 

Under present conditions most of the surface runoff across the site is concentrated in a rough 

earthen ditch which passes through a culvert under a western private access road to the westerly 

· poperty comer. At this point a second culvert, 48 inches in diameter by 510 feet long, leads 

around the south end of the Haynes Cooling Channel and into the adjacent San Gabriel River 

channel. Tidal tlows pass through the culvert and. through the ditch to the site, providing existing 

habitat with severely muted tidal conditions. Existing tidal tlows are peatly restricted by the 

partial opening provided by the nearly closed tide gate at the San Gabriel River. 

1.3.1 Existing Conditions 

ExistiDa tidal tlows enter the site through the 4-foot diameter culvert at the San Gabriel River. 

The culvert is nearly half-filled with sediment causing it to be substantially constricted. The 

culvert connects to a narrow tidal channel extend.ing across the site. 1he channel is 10 to 15 feet 

wide. 1he bed elevation averages 0.5 feet above MSL, and the top is at S feet above MSL. 
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Figure 2 shows a plan view of the existing channel, while Figures 6 and 7 show photographs of 

the existing condition and channel dimensions. 

Three road crossings existing along the channel. From downstream to upstream, the fJJ'St is the 

main access road from First Street in Seal Beach. A culvert conveys flows under the crossing. A 

second crossing exists farther upstream on the channel near the existing oil facility trailer. A 

small bridge crosses the channel at this point The third crossing is the main access road from 

Seal Beach Boulevard. The culvert under the crossing is blocked and no tidal flows enter this 

portion of the channel. 

Tidal Elevations 

Tides were measured using automatic tide gages from November 3"' to 10111
, 1997. Manual tide 

·measurements were also made on November 4111 to verify the gage readings. The locations of the 

gages is shown in Figure 8. Results of the tidal readings are shown in Figure 9, which shows the 

tide in the ocean, and at both gage locations in the tidal channel. The tides in the existing tidal 
.,~ . 

channel are severely muted from that of the ocean. The high tides are muted by about 0.5 feet 

from that of the ocean, and the low tides in the marsh were muted to be about 1.5 to 1.0 feet 

aboveMSL. 

High tides are muted by the culvert conveyance capacity. Tidal muting of the low tide is caused 

t 
t 
t 
t 
! 
r .. 

.. . , 

" .. 

t 
by the relatively high elevations of existing culvert inverts and the channel bed. The culvert at [ 

the San Gabriel River extends down to -1 foot MSL, while the bed elevation in the marsh is at 

+0.5 MSL. The channel is able to fill with seawater, but is unable to completely drain. 

Phase Lap 

Phase Jags, or time delays between high and low tide in the San Gabriel River and the existin& 

marsh occur. Figure 9 shows the tides in the marsh relative to those in the River. The high tide 

phase Jag is approximately 1 hour, while the low tide phase lag is approximately 4 to S hours . 

Phase lags are caused by culvert and channel constrictions. 
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B.esldeace Tim• 

Residence times of tides are defined as the time taken for a water mol~e to move &om the 

most distant reach of the wetland back to the seawater source, in this case the San Gabriel River. 

R.esideDce times are an indication of tidal flushingiiequency. Tidal flushina iiequency is an 

indirect measure of water quality. Shorter residence times can sugest relatively better water 

quality while lonaer residence times suuest relatively poorer water quality. Residence times 

within seven days are considered excellent. The residence time of the existina marsh between the 

culvert at the San Gabriel River and the second upstream road crossina is 4 days. Residence 

times upstream of the second road crossiJl& cannot be calculated due to the poor conveyance by 

the blocked culvert. 

5..3..2 Proposed BydrauUc Coaaectioa 

. The current proposal is to supply tidal water to the new wetland through the existina culvert. 

Fipre 10 shows the proposed wetland hydraulic connection. The culvert's seaward end is a 

ccmcrete outlet structui'e built into the slopina side wall of the San Gabriel River channel. The 
.., 

existing flapgate at the seaward end of the culvert would be removed. The culvert is about one 

mile upstream from the ocean. The river receives discharges of heated cooling water from the 
·"•' 

two power plants upstream, and on outgoina tides the river water is appreciably warmer (-+4 

degrees Fahrenheit) than the ambient ocean (MBC, 1995). At certain tidal states the water 

flowina from the river into the wetland may also be warm, but this should not adversely affect 

the ecosystem if temperature ranaes remain within approximately S degrees Fahrenheit on 

averaae over the year (WRA, Pirsonal Communication, 1996). Temperatures in the river will be 

hiahest in summer and coolest in winter, which is normal to natural salt marsh habitll 

Tempaature readinas are presmtly beiDa taken near the mouth of the culvert twice a week. The 

reedinp are bein& taken to verify previous data and to characterize temporal clumps in 

temperature in more detail. Temperature readings show the San Gabriel River water to be 

warmer than the open ocean by 5.8 degrees Fahrenheit on ave:rap in the summer. Temperatures 

in the River are 1. 7 depees over those in Inner Bolsa Bay on averqe in the summer. 
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The eulvert is 510 feet Jona and has three short-radius ~along its route around the Haynes 

Coolin& Channel. Its flow capacity will limit the tide ranae within the wetland, keepina it 

considerably smaller than that of the ocean. ndal ranaes. however, will be adequate to provide 

for valuable functionina muted tidal habitat as exists at the Anaheim Bay Wetlands and at IDDer 

Bolsa Bay in Bolsa Chica. The eulvert has a level profile with its invert elevation at -1.0 feet 

MSL. This restricts the lower limit on the water surface elevation ranae within the wetland. 

Figures lland 12 show the culvert plan and profile, respectively. The culvert would be cleaned 

and cleared prior to operation. The actual water levels in the wetland will depend on the 

maintenance of the culvert, as discussed later in this plan. Culver inlet design will require an . . 

eDe1JY dissipator in the marsh to minimize formation of eddies and bank erosion. 

5.3.3 Hydraulic ModeJiD& 

ndal fluctuations within the wetland were computed usma a previously developed numerical 

hydrodynamic circulation model (HCM). It is of the lumped-parameter (link-node) type in 

which the waterway system is represented as a series ofbasins (nodes) interconnected by 

channels (links). Equations of motion and continuity are solved at successive time steps tope 

fh! water elevations at the nodes and the velocities in the links. The system is driven by a 

sequence of tide elevations applied at the downstream interface, which in this case is the San 

Gabriel River mouth. The model is capable of modeling the performance of culverts and other 

special structures, as well as natural channels of approximately trapezoidal cross-section. A 

diagram of the model system representina the proposed wetland is shown in Fiaure 13. It 

consists of three nodes and three links. 

Uuc1er dry-weather conditions the tides in the dver are closely approximated by the ocean tides 

measured at the Los AnaeJes pae, shown in Table 3. In order to compute typical wetland tidal 

behavior, use was made of an artificial two-week tidal sequence bavina the same statistical mix 

of tide heiahts as the Los ADJeles station. This driving tide and the correspondina computed 

'Mtlancls tide are shown in Fipre 14. The fipre shows that the wetland tides are muted by the 

JeStricted capacity of the existina culvert. 
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• TABLE3 

RECORDED WATER LEVELS AT LOS ANGELES OUTER HARBOR 

Datum Datum 
(ft,MLLW) (ft, MSL) 

Extreme High Water (1/27183) 7.96 5.16 
Mean Higher High Water (MHHW) 5.52 2.72 
Mean High Water (MHW) 4.77 1.97 

.,. Mean Sea Level (MSL) 2.80 0.00 
Mean Low Water (MLW) 0.95 ·1.85 
.Mean Lower Low Water (MLL W) 0.00 -2.80 
Extreme Low Water (12/17/33) -2.59 -5.39 

Tidal· Elevations 

Figure 15 shows the reservoir storage curve of the wetland as defined by the proposed grading 

• plan. The total area of wetland below elevation +4.5 feet MSL is 17.7 acres, and approximately 

4.1 acres (23%) will be permanently inundated. The maximum water elevation will be +2.4 feet 

MSL, and the corresponding surface area is about 12.0 acres. Thus the intertidal zone will 

occupy about 5. 7 acres. 

The elevations of mean lower low water and mean higher high water in the ocean are -2.8 feet 

and +2.7 feet MSL, respectively, for a tide range of5.5 feet. As shown in Figure 14, on the 

previous page, tides range in the marsh from +0.1 to +2.4 feet MSL, for a tide range of2.3 feet. 

This lower tide range from ocean conditions is described as muted tides. The invert elevation of 

the culvert is -1.0 foot MSL and tides cannot drop below this level in the marsh. The length of 

the culvert and its diameter further restrict tidal flow, so that the physical minimum tidal 

elevation is never reached before a flooding tide occurs again, so that tidal elevations in the 

marsh will never actually fall below -0.1 feet MSL . 
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Residence Times 

Residence time calculations were made to determine the rate of tidal flushing within the 

proposed wetland. An extension of the hydrodynamic model permits simulation of the transport 

of contaminants within a waterway system by advection and mixing. To compute residence 

times, the contaminant is "aged"; a periodic (repetitive) tide is applied, all the water within the 

system is given an increment of age at each time step, and the model is nm for several tide 

periods until the age in each node reaches an approximately steady state. The fmal node ages, 

averaged over a tidal cycle, are then the mean residence times. 

For this purpose the typical daily tide in the San Gabriel River as shown in Figure 16 was used. 

It ranges from ·2.8 feet to +2.7 feet, and has minor extremes of -0.9 ft and +1.2 feet MSL. 

Mixing computations were then carried out as a second step. Under these conditions the wetland 

tide ranges between +0.1 feet to+ 1.6 feet MSL, and the mean residence time for water in the 

most inland node of the wetland is 1. 7 days. This represents fairly rapid water turnover, and the 

water quality should support fish habitat. Residence times of 7 days or less are optimal for 

lestoration purposes (County of Orange, 1996). Drainage into the wetlands from the land side 

Will be excluded by the graded berm swrounding the site thereby keeping runoff from the golf 

~urse and urban areas from entering the salt marsh. Figure 17 shows residence times 
i-
throughout the salt marsh. For comparison, existing residence times at Bolsa Chica range from 

20 to 28 days, depending on location (Moffatt & Nichol Engineers, 1994). 

Floodiq 

Final design will have to consider flood impacts on water levels of the marsh. A flow control 

device such as a gate on the culvert may be necessary to control water levels in the marsh durmg 

floods on the San Gabriel River. Numerical modeling of the flood and marsh water surface 

elevations may be an appropriate analysis tool for completing final design of the control device. 

5.4 PlaatiDg 

The species of plants to be incorporated into the saltwater marsh project occur in local wetlands 

as well as throughout the Southern California coastal salt marsh system. These plants, when re· 

introduced and allowed to propagate with the assistance of both tidal waters and inigation 

sy~ will restore important wildlife habitat values to the Hellman Property. 
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5.4.1 Donor Plant Material So....-

Plant material for the revegetation program 'Will be obtained from two sources: (1) salvaae of on

site vegetation that 'Will be removed during the project aradin& process, and (2) commercially

lfOWD plants. The primary source for picldeweed will be on-site, salvaged vegetation with 

uecessary augments provided by commercial sources. Because the amount of other types of hip 
quality vegetation is minimal on-site, other species will be obtained primarily from a coJDJDei'Ci.t 

nurSer)', and secondarily collected/salvaged on-site. The on-site material may also be used u 

stock material from which the commercial nursery can pow and supply donor material. 

Collection of material from on-site for nursery growth should occur one year before construction. 

Material salvaged during the grading process will be maintained on-site in an irrigated and 

managed nursery area. 

5.4.2 Plantina Palette 

• 'Ibe planting palette for the project site was developed based on successful plantings at other 

mitigation sites in the region, and on information provided by previous investigators. 

(MacDona!~ 1977 and Zedler, 1984B). The revegetation program emphasizes picldeweed 

habitat which is used by BeJcti.ng•s savannah sparrows for nesting and foraging. The plant palette 

iDcJuding ecological requirements is provided in Table S and planting specifications are provided 

in Table 6. Figure 18 illustrates the planting plan relative to the golf course and buffer habi11ls. 

Each plant species will be grown or maintained in one-gallon containers for a period of time 

sufticient to develop root aro"1'b strenath sufficient to retain the son ball. The various species 
I 

will be distributed uniformly~ their plantin& range. Environmental conditions (i.e., 
i • • 

1idaJ inUDdatiOD, soil salinity, .cronuttients) existing along the gradient from the low-to-

transitional habitats will govem the fiDal distribution. Table 7 shows the areas of eaCh proposed 

wetland habitat type. 

5.4.3 Salt Mania Butren 

Silt marsh buffers are provided to minimize impacts to sensitive habitat and species from 

vadesirable animal activity (including humans) and development. The buffer system developed 

far the HeUman project is desigaed to provide a comprehensive series ofbaniers betweeD the salt 

.-nh and buman/atrimal activities. BufreriD& is -=bieved using distance, elevatic:m cbanges and 
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veaetation. A tiered system ofbuffers is proposed consi~ of transitional habitat smro\Dldina the 

marsh, the golf course, the residential setback fiom the golf course and a drainage separation 

around the wetland. The buffers wiU shelter the sensitive salt marsh habitat and wildlife &om 

, disturbance by humans, vehicles, domestic and wild animals, light, noise, nmotr and other 

: Phenomena. This system ofbuffers wiD work together to maximize protection of the most seDSi1ive 

. salt marsh resources. The most intense land \1SeS are sited at the areatest distance :&om the marsh. 

The tier 1 buffer is the transitional habitat surrounding and intqratina with the wetland. The tier 1 . 

buffer is a zone of no direct or indiJect intrusion. and is to exist where the most sensitive uses (U. 

nesting) will occur. This buffer will minimize inttusion by humans and predators, and screen the 

wetland from effects of developmeat. 

.-

TABLES 

SALTMARSHPLANTSANDELEVATIONS 

PlantSpeda Typical Habitat 

+1.9 to+2.4 
i .... a.....:~~:..=:::~.A!!:~~------~~~:;=:;:.----t---:-;+2~.4-r-:=to~+4~.s=-----t 

+2.4to+4.S 

·~~~~~~~~~--~~~~-----t--~+~A~to~+4~.sr·~~ 

• 

+24to+4.S 

+2.4to+4.S 

+2.4to+4.S 

+2.4 to +10.0 

+2.4to+4.S 

Species will be partially planted at elevations above the managed-tidal influence 

but will be maintained tbrou&h soil chemistry manipulation (i.e, .addition of salts 

ad irriptioa). 
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Plant Species 
Cordgrass 

(Spartinl1 foliosa) 
Perennial Pickleweed 

(Salicornia virginica) 
Samphire 
(Salicomia subterminalis) 
Fleshy jaumea 

(Jaumea carnosa) 

Frankenia 
(Frankenia grandiflora) 

California sea lavender 
(Limonium californicum) 
Saltgrass 
(Distichlis spicata) 

Emory's baccharis 
(Baccharis emoryz) 

Southwestern spiny rush 
.hmcus acutus ssp 

leopoldii 

TABLE6 

SALTMARSH. 

PLANT PALETTE 

Spacinaon Container 
Center (feet) Type/Size 

3 taallon 
cont stock 

2 taallon 
cont stock 

2 Iaallon 
cont. stock 

2 flats 
(6"x6" 
outplants) 

2 1 gallon 
cont. stock 

2. 1aallon 

2 fiats 
(6"x6" 
outplants) 

4 laallon 
cont stock 

scattered 1 gallon 

1m •low marsh; hm • high marsh; lb •low buffer 

TABLE7 

PROPOSED SALT MARSH 

HABITAT AREAS 

No. Units 
Per Acre* 

10,890 (lm) 

10,890 (lm) 
S,44S (hm) 
1,089 (hm) 

1,089 (hm) 

1,089 (hm) 

1,089 (hm) 

1,089 (hm) 

2,722 (hm) 

100 (hm, lb) 

Habitat Type Area (acres) 
Subtidal basins and channels 4.1 
Unvegetated Mudflat 3.2 
Cordgrass Marsh 1.1 
Pickleweed· Tidal 3.6 
Pickleweed-High Marsh S.1 
Transition Zone/Buffers S.4 
TOTAL 23.1 

S3 

Source 
commercial 

on-site, 
commercial 
on-site, 
commercial 
commercial, 
on-site 

commercial, 
on-site 
commercial, 
on-site 
commercial, 

commercial 

commercial 
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The wetland buffer area is a continuous band of transitional habitat occupying the area 

immediately outside of the high marsh. Elevations of the. buffer range from +4.5 feet MSL to 

+10.0 feet MSL. The width of buffer areas is a minimum of35 feet, with some bands ~aChing 

up to 60 feet in width. The overall area of buffer is 5.4 acres. Vegetation occupying the buffer is 

proposed to include Emory's Baccharis which reaches heights of 12 feet and is relatively drue 

to discourage access and to provide visual screenina. Portions of the buffer zone integratina into 

the high marsh areas will be planted with Southwestern spiny rush and wiU also provide habitat 

for Southern taJplant, a sensitive plant species, identified on site, which occurs along the m1f1ins 
of salt marshes in-coastal Southern CaliforniL Relocation procedures for this species is 

discussed below. Figure 19 shows conceptual buffer cross-sections for tiers 1 and 2. 

Subtidal habitat is proposed to lie adjacent to the golf course to result in minimal disturbance to 

birds tiom golf. Pedestrian nodes located at the northeast and south ends of the marsh are 

buffered by the slope, distance and vegetation provided in the transitional habitat zone. 

. 
The tier 2 buffer is the drainage separation between the salt marsh and the aolf course. The 

pometry of the proposed salt marsh is a simple basin with a "rim" or drainage divide 

surrounding the marsh at an elevation of+ 10.0 feet MSL. Land immediately adjacent to the salt 

marsh will lie at elevations lower than+ 10.0 feet MSL. The drainage divide prevents the salt 

marsh tiom receiving nmoff from the golf course and surrounding land uses. 

The tier 3 buffer is the "modified Jinks" golf course, which buffers the wetland from residential 

development. The golf course use is desiped to not interfere with sensitive uses in the salt 

marsh. The golf course also provides Dative habitat and freshwater marsh wetland to increase 

habitat areas on-site for use by wetland wildlife. The area occupied by the aolf course physically 

sepates the residential land use area from the salt marsh. 

The tier 4 buffer is the setback between the residential land uses and the aolf course. The sctblldc 

provides physical separation between the course and the homes, and ftuther adds to the 

separation between the homes and the salt marsh. 
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5AA Target Spedel 

The saltwater marsh has been desiped to attract a vari~ of resident and overwinteJiD& birds 

many of which may utilize the onsite freshwater marsh habitat as weD. A total of24 species 

have been targeted as species for which to provide breeding and/or foraging habitat as well ai 
· cover and a reliable saltwater source. Table 8 lists the taraet species. their sensitivity status, ad 

, . abundance and seasonality. 

5.4..5 CoDectlon and Revecetadon Pel'lllib 

A State of California Department ofFish and Game Scientific Collecting Pemlit is required of 

each person who will be collecting wetland plants. Secondly, written permission to collect donor 

site vegetation will be required from State of California Fish and Game Commission and from 

'" the California Department ofFish and Game RegionS Manager because these resources are 

sensitive biological resources. Permission will be requested when the project schedule aDd 
t 

mitigation plan are approved by the agencies. 

5.4.6 Salt Marsh Habitat Site Preparadoa 

Several tasks are required to prepare the site for salt marsh planting. The tasks are su.m.marized 

~,below. A biological monitor will be on-site as needed to facilitate appropriate soil treatment, 

, weeding and irrigation of the salt marsh area during its creation. 
•· '· 

Grading· Site recontouring will be conducted in accordance with the pading plan, as illustrated 

iD Figure 4 of Section 3. 

Soils Treatm•t • Soils will be tilled and prepared to enhance the aeration of compacted soils . 

. ; ,At elevations above the exueme hip tide line (2.4 feet MSL) the soils shall be tested for soil 

sali.Dity. To maximize the probability of success of the planned habitat, soils shall be maintaiDe4 

within a range of 10 to 4S parts per thousand tbroup artificial means (i.e., the addition of salt 

pellets combined with freshwater hription. or direct seawater irrigation) as necessary. At lower 

elevations between +0.1 feet and +2.4 feet MSL, the tidal flow will natunlly maintain soil · 

.~es within the tolerance nmge of coastal salt marsh species. 
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TABLE 8 

TARGET BIRD SPECIES FOR 

THE SALT MARSH 

Gaviaimmer 
commonloou 

sse oiWM uJV sJW 

PtkCtiiJUS trythrorlrynt:Julr 
American white pelican 

PeleCtiiJUS t>ecidtnllJlls caljforntaa 
California brown pelican 

PhrJJD.crocoTir/C tllll'ilul 
double-crested cormorant 

PlegodU child 
white-faced ibis 

Falco peregrlnus tiiJtJIJim 
American perearme falcon 

SttmtlliiUillanun brawnl 
California least tern 

FE 

FE 

FE 

PT 

FE 

sse 

SE 

sse 

sse 

sse 

FP 

sse 

SE 

SE 

sse 

sse 

sse 

sse 

SE 

sse 

oiW 

vJSW 

o!WS 

vJW 

u/ll 

o/R. 

f/1. 

f/1. 

fiS 

oiR 

ciW 

. 
ciS vJW 

c!W 

o!W I 

oiR 

vJW 

vJW s!W 

oiV 

fiW 

fiW fiR 

ciW ell. 

ciS f/S 

ciS fiS 

f/S 
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TABLE I (CON'T.) ··- • 

PtiiSerculus IDIIdwit:hensl.r 1Ditl'tlllll 
larp-biDed saVIDDib sparrow 

A1elabls tric:tiiDr 
tricolored blackbird 

-
sse 

sse 

sse 

sse 

SE 

sse 

sse 

oiW 

fiR 

rJW 

tiV 

Ill. 

vJW 1191 

.,., 
oiM. 

1191 . fiR 

fiR 

fJW? 

1191 
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Weed Removal- Weed species that establish within the salt marsh area prior to and during 

planting will be removed manually or by use of the product Rodeo, an herbicide. 

Irri&ation • Irrigation is recommended at higher portions of the salt marsh to augment tidal 

fl~ws. Buffer areas will require freshwater irrigation for plant establishment 

s.;c.7 Construction Sequence of the Salt Mania 

Construction or the salt marsh requires completion or a series or tasks. The following sequence 

is proposed for the planting tasks: 

• Initiate commercial nursery operations (one year-program) and pre-construction 

monitoring; 

• Collect donor material from on-site areas and store material in the on-site nursery; 

• Grade habitat to final restoration contours and initiate construction monitoring; 

.. 
• Initiate irrigation activity (seawater or brackish water) to acclimate soils to the site; 

monitor soil salinities; acclimate commercially grown stock to field salinities (three 

month testing period); 

• Plant and maintain salt marsh vegetation with an irrigation system; all planting shall 

be conducted between September and March; 

• Introduce tidal action; 

• Initiate post-construction monitoring and maintenance programs, and 

• Evaluate and report project findings. 

A biological monitor shall be on-site during all salvage, grading, and replanting operations to 

oversee the process and interact with the contractors. The biological monitor shall be approved 

by the project sponsor or its designee and the resource agencies, and shall have experience in 

monitoring and implementing wetland restoration projects. Construction may occur during the 

nestin& season or from September to March since the present nesting potential on the site is low. 
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Pre-construction DeStin& swveys will be conducted to verify the nestina status prior to 

.construction. CoDStJUction wiD be prohs"bited if nestina is documented. 

· 5.4.8 Salvaae and Reloeatioa of Southena Tarplaat 

~ Southern tarplant, a California Native Plant society List lB (endangered in California) species, 

y.ras identified on the site durin& surveys conducted in 1996 (MBA. 1996). This species inhabits 

saline or alkaline meadows and the marp Of coastal salt marshes in SOuthern CaJjfomiL Jn 

~to maintain a viable population of this species onsite, a relocation program is to be 

implemented, coinciding with construction of the salt marsh. This species will be incorporated 

into the upper marsh and buffer zone areas which will provide suitable habitat in perpetuity for 

this declining species. 

.. The limits of each population will be carefUlly delineated during the peak of the flowering season 

(Auaust to September) with the limits of each population clearly marked with lathe and flaggina. 

::Populations will be monitored every two weeks until it is determined that the plants have gone to 

seed. Once the plants have gone to seed, the plants and top two to three inches of topsoil ill be 

salvaaed and store in cardboard boxes (salvaae of the southern tarplant is expected to occur in 

late October or early November). The plants and topsoils will be stored in a cool dry 
."--·· 
environment until the topsoil and plant material (inoculum) is to be distributed in the upper 

marsh and lower buffer zone areas. Distribution of the inoculum should occur between 

December 1 and March 1. Salvage· and redistribution of the inoculum will be directed by a 

botanist or horticulturist experienced in salvaae of native species. 

5.5 Mainteaaaee and Moaitoriaa 

Lona-term success of this restoration project requires ldequate design, quality construction and 
• 
post-construc1ion monitorin& and maintenance. Post-construction monitoriDJ and mainteDance 

activities involve biological and engineerina measurements. Concept-level monitoring 

JiquUements are presented here as a basis for formulation of a more refined monitorin& plan to 

be prepared during subsequent project review. The program should. be implemented for a period 

of S years after completion of construction, with the exception of culvert maintenance which w111 

occur into perpetuity. The specific monitorina and maintenance program is discussed below. 
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5.5.1 Maintenauce 

Regular intervals of maintenance are recommended; these should be more frequent during the 

first two years of the five year monitoring program. Tasks should include clearing debris, 

weeding, maintenance of the culvert, removal of sediment and predator control. Maintenance 

personnel should avoid, as much as possible, damage to tbe wetland plants and communities, and 

, should avoid areas where nesting birds are present Costs for maintenance could be covered by a 

~ maintenance account to be established prior to construction. The responsibility for maintenance 

will rest with the landowner and property manager. 

... 

.. 

.. 
'· 

1. Debris Clearing- As needed, debris which may become deposited within the salt marsh 

will be cleared and removed from the project site. A debris boom shall be installed at the 

lagoon end of the culvert to catch flotsam and jetsam if observations indicate a need for · 

2 . 

3. 

4. 

the protection . 

Weed Control- Weeds which may become established in the salt marsh area will be 

removed by hand on an as-needed basis . 

Replanting- Replanting of material which does not survive will be performed as 

necessary. Monitoring will provide information on the need for replanting . 

Culvert Maintenance- The culvert will be visually inspected iftbe tidal elevations in 

tbe marsh drop substantially (greater than 0.5 feet) from tbe target elevations. Regular 

inspection shall also occur quarterly for the first year, and semiannually into perpetuity to 

identify obstnlctions and the rate of marine growth. If obstnlctions or excessive growth 

occurs limiting tidal flow, they are to be removed immediately. 

S. Sedimentation - Sedimentation may occur from storm flows which enter the marsh 

through the culvert, and by marsh sediment mobilized as an equilibrium geometry 

develops following construction or bank erosion. Sediment will accumulate in the 

deepest portion of the tidal basin, located within the -4.0 foot MSL contour near the 

culvert entrance. Depth readings shall be obtained quarterly during the first year of 

operation, and semiannually thereafter. If the depth of the tidal basin becomes shallower 
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than ·2.0 feet MSL, the basin shall be dredaed to restore the sediment retention • 

7. 

capabilities of the basia. 

Predator Control- Control of feral cats, does. coyotes, foxes and other predators to the 

salt marsh will occur throuab a propam of proactive trappina of animals and education of 

pet owners. Traps will be set up throUJbout the marsh buffer area to attract and catch 

predators, which will be removed &om the site. AD education proaram ofnotiema to 

nearby landowners and businesses will occur to recommend pet control for marsh 

protection. 

Sipaae- Signs specifyina the sensitivity of the marsh area and the restricted access 

: 5!.2 Monitoring 

• ' Recommended monitorin& activities are described below. The proJfiJD will specify measures 

t required to mitigate for significant, adverse environmental impacts caused by the project. 

"· Certain measures may apply to the salt marsh which will be considered in preparation of a final 

monitoring and maintenance program. In addition, the Coastal Commission will stipulate 

monitoring requirements which will be incorporated into the monitoring program. 
>;:~· 

''~The primary purpose of the monitoring is to verify that the restored wetlands actually develop 

-biological and environmental characteristics that are ICtUally superior to those of the site in its 

present condition. If results are unsatisfactory, subsequent tanedial iction will be based on the 

monitorin& proJ1111D findings. Monitoring will be the responsibility of the landowner. 

Monitorina surveys for plant arowth. benthic invertebrate use, shorebird use, and end•naered 

species shall be conducted by qualified specialists who have previous experience conductiDg 

.-these types of wetland restoration monitorina programs. Monitorina surveys should be 

CODducted at the following intervals: 
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• Pre-plant salvage, during plant salvage, during the grading process, and post-grading . 

• Post-planting surveys weekly for the flrSt month, monthly for one year, at three 

month intervals for two years, and six-month intervals for years three through five. 

Routine replanting can also be conducted on this schedule to replace dead material. 

Biologists will monitor the presence or absence of planting units until vegetative 

growth appears. Once vegetative spreading bas begun, total aerial cover and plant 

height will be used as a measure of transplant success. Other important features that 

will be monitored include soil salinity, soil chemistry, the presence and types of 

other plants, invertebrates, and birds using the revegetated areas. 

• Monitoring the benthic invertebrate communities will occur at intervals of 6 months, 

one year, three years, and five years following the transplant. Organisms will be 

collected in three replicated samples at each of two sites within the Hellman mudflat 

habitat with a 0.01 m coring device, screened through a O.S mm mesh screen. 

• Samples will be returned to the laboratory where the organisms will be sorted and 

identified to the lowest possible taxonomic category. The abundance, richness, and 

diversity of the community will be determined and reported. 

;.;, • Shorebird activity will be monitored by a qualified shorebird specialist. Two 2·hour 

surveys will be conducted during low tides on two successive days at the project site 

and at either the Cerritos Wetland or Bolsa Chica. Data collection and analysis will 

include identifying all shorebird species and counting the nwnber of birds using the 

project area. Based on the time of observation, the nwnber of sightings per hour will 

be calculated. Behavioral data that will be collected will focus on foraging behavior, 

but also include resting, breeding, and flying behaviors. The monitoring surveys will 

assist in determining the rate at which mudflat community function (i.e, providing a 

shorebird foraging habitat) is developing and the degree to which the sediments are 

being colonized by benthic invertebrates. Shorebird use of the mudflats .will be 

quarterly for the first year following creation of the mudflats, and anBually for the. 

remaining four years (ten surveys). 
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• Annual surveys will be conducted between late-March to late-September of each of • 

the five-year proarams, to docwnent the preSence ofBelcting's savannah sparrows 

and California least tems by a qualified endangered species biolopst. 

Hydra alia 

''Tidal elevations will be recorded to identify whether appropriate tidal reJimes are being provided 

to the salt marsh habitat. MoDitotina of tides can be done automatically with paes. An 

automatic gage should be installed and maintained for the first six months of operation. 

Alternatively, longer-term measwanent by manual observations of a staff gage should be made 

dUJ'itla several periods of neap and sprina tides. 

Sedimeatatioa 

1 Substantial sediment accretion or movement within the salt marsh is not expected, since 

upstream drainage from the Specific Plan Area is being diverted to the retarctin& basin and the 

Jo. sea water source is relatively free of suspended solids. Any sedimentation will be detected by 

·"' recordin& bathymetry in the deep areas of the wetland near the culvert mouth at yearly intervals. 

If sedimentation is determined to be attributable to floodin.& from stormflow, the culvert sbal1 be 

... fitted with a "stop-loa" pte at the culvert entrance to the San Gabriel River. The aate can be 
:~~'!. 

, , manually inserted prior to storms which may contn*bute sediment to the marsh. Use of the stop-. 
loa is also recommended dlD'ina the first flush storm of each wet season to prevent inflow of 

undesirable materials into the mesh. 

Water Quality 

-
Water temperature and levels of dissolved oxygen are to be recorded in the marsh, at the San 

Gabriel River and at a control site such as Inner Bolsa Bay at Bolsa Chica. The monitori.na 

objective is to identify whether these water quality parameters remain within nm.aes acceptable to 

wetliJlds. If ranges extend beyond the appropriate limits for the wetland and the habitat 

monitoring identifies potential adverse reactions to these conditions, the site will be retrofitted 

with measures to improve water quality conditions. 
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Such measures may include: 

• Utilize aeration systems within the culvert and in areas of the wetlands to increase the 

level of dissolved oxygen when levels fall below S mg/1. 

• Control the inflow of water from the San Gabriel River during episodes of flooding, 

oil spills, or other periods of water quality degradation through the manual or 

automatic opening of the tidal gate. 

• lnst.ali a trash and debris screen on the culvert to reduce the inflow of trash and 

riverbome debris from entering the wetlands 

• Install a secondary culvert and pipe in the San Gabriel River to collect deeper and 

cooler river waters during incoming {flood) tides that would be oxygen-richer than 

ebbing river waters. 

• Collect cooler waters from the Haynes Alamitos Cooling Channel rather than the 
'· 

thermally-elevated Waters of the San Gabriel River, or use this second connection as 

back up source during periods of degraded water quality. 

"' • Monitor water quality conditions on a bi-weekly basis in the San Gabriel River and 

the Hellman Wetland Channels to plan for potential times when water quality may 

become adverse to the wetlands. 

5.5.3 Salt Manh Performan.:e Criteria 

Short-term and long-term success criteria are needed because of the relatively slow rate of 

development of salt marsh communities compared to other habitat types. Criteria and goals for 

each phase, or year will be re-evaluated regularly by the resource agencies and the project team 

when monitoring reports are submitted. . 

Preliminary criteria that will be evaluated for vegetation and wildlife habitat use include: 

• Maintenan~ of soil salinities between 10 and 4S parts per thousand by using soil 

additives for five years of monitoring; 

• 90 percent survival of replanted material at the end of the third month of monitoring; 
~s \ 
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• 80 percent survival of replanted vegetation at the end of the first year and 2S percent 

cover of the revegetation area; 

• 7S percent cover of the replanted vegetation at the end of the fifth year of monitoring 

and plant height of each species that is no less than 7S percent that of each species in 

Bolsa Chica or the Cerritos Wetlands; 

• A mudflat benthic invertebrate community that has SO percent the diversity and 

abundance of a control area in Bolsa Chica or Cerritos Wetlands, as selected by the 

project bioloaist, after the first year, and SS percent the diversity and abundance at the 

end of the fifth year; 

• Evaluation of the shorebird richness compared to the richness of a control site located 

at Bolsa Chica or the Cerritos Wetland as an indicator of habitat success. Lack of 

shorebirds will trigger evaluation of the salt marsh for inadequacy of ecosystem 

!'mctioning, and 

• Evaluation of the utilization of the recreated wetlands as a foraging or nesting habitat 

by the Belding's savannah spmow and the California least tem at the completion of 

the five-year monitoring program. This information will also indicate the status of 

the ecosystem, and may require further study to identify shortcomings of the salt 

marsh. 

ReportiD& 

Pre-and post-construction field survey results will be submitted to the Corps of Engineers and the 

resource agencies in the form of a written status report within 60 days of each survey. 1be report 

will present field methods, results, and discussion of the results rating the level of mitigation 

success relative to specified criteria and propose recommendations and alternatives if the 

restoration project is not meeting mitigation success requirements. Annual reports will also be 
. . 

prepared to identify ttends in salt marsh evolution. A final project report at the end of the five-. . 

year period will be prepared, analyzing the long term success of the project and making a fiDa1 

determination of restoration success. 

• 
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Remedial Work 

Remedial work will be performed as necessary to meet the performance standards within reason. 

Such work may include, but not be limited to regrading, replanting, modifying irrigation 

systems, adjusting the tidal regimes, modifying the culvert system (additional culverts), and 

weed eradication. 

Coatin&eacy Plu .... 

If at the J .. year milestone within the S·year monitoring period the site is not functioning as 

anticipated, remedial measures will be taken to bring the site into compliance with performance 

criteria. Specific remedial measures will be determined at that time in coordination with 

regulatory /resource agencies. 
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6.0 FRESHWATER MARSH RESTORATION PLAN . 

In order to provide hiah quality wetland habitat, consistent with the Specific Plan and the 

Resources Management Plan for the Hellman Ranch, a wetland complex consistina of 

approximately 8.S acres of open water and freshwater marsh will be incorporated into the golf 

course and designated as Conservation Area 2. The open water/freshwater marsh complex has 

been designed to provide habitat for water fowl, herons and epetS, as well as passerines such u 

Jed-winaed blackbirds and tricoloted blackbirds. Addition of the 9. 7-acres of open water ad 

freshwater marsh will add to the value of the 17.7 acres of created/restored coastal salt marsh by 

providing additional areas for foraging as well as cover for resting and nestinJ. 

6.1 Habitat Goals 

,The goal of the freshwater marsh creation program is twofold: 1) establishment of approximately 

8.S acres of high quality open water/freshwater marsh habitat which is structurally and 

· floristically diverse, thereby providing maximum value for wildlife, and2) aesthetically and 

functionally consistent with the aolf course design. 

, 6.2 GndiDg 

j 

j 

j. 

l 
l 
l 
1 

-., 

The open water/freshwater marsh complex will be created by fonning a series of seven 

interconnected basins which extend from the coastal salt marsh near the southwest comer of the 

site to the east end of the site adjacent to the maintenance area. Figme 20A and B depicts the 

aradina of the basins. Combined, the basins will cover a total of approximately 9. 7 acres 

including approximately 3.6 acres of open water and approximately 4.9 acres of freshwater · 

marsh as specified in Table 9. 

The basins will be excavated to a depth of approximately 10.0 feet in the center with sballow 

shelves between O.S- and 1.5-feet-deep around the perimeter of each basin. Fiaure 21 depicts the 

cross section ofbasins. Each basin will have a manufacturecl bentonite hardpan to preveDt 

percolation as well as prevent saltwater intrusion into the basins near the salt marsh clue to a 

fluctuating water table. A soil layer of approximately 12 to 18 inches will be placed over the 

bentonite hardpan for establishment of the wetland vegetation. The rapid change in depth from 

tbe sballow shelves, aloq the pcrimelet of the basins, 10 the middle of each basin will discourap 
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establishment of emergent vegetation (m the deep water areas) thereby retaining open water iD 

f:he center of each buiD. . 

TABLEt 

SIZE OF FRESHWATER MARSH BASINS 

Buill OpeaWater Freshwater Mania Combiued OpeD Water 
Compoueat Compoaeat aud Freshwater Mania 

1 1.6 acres 1.3 acres 2.9 acres 
0.3 acre O.S acre O.lacre 
0.7 acre O.lacre l.S acres 

2 
~· ~--~--+---~~----~--~~------~----~~~----~ 3 

4 0.2 acre O.S acre 0.7 acres 
s 1.0 acre 1.7 acre 2.7 acres 
6 0.4 acre 0.7acre 1.1 acre 

TOTAL 4.2 acres 5.5 acres 9.7 acres 

{6.3 HydroloiY 

>,. 

Water for the basin complex will be provided by an onsite groundwater well which will also be 

used to provide water for irrigatiDg the golf course. Water will also be provided to the basin · 

complex through direct precipitation and nmoff durin& storm events.1 All of the basiDs will be .. 
. llydrologically connected by an uaderaround pipe system aDd the water level will be maintained 
' . 
at approximately +3.0 feet MSL. The underground drainaae system consists of l-inch PVC pipe. 

Seasonal tlushin& of the ponds is expected to occur durin& the late W'mter or early Spring storms. 

6.4 PlaDtiD& 

All plant species selected for ihe created habitat are native to coastal Oranae County ftesh'Witer 

(or brackish water) marshes. 

6.4.1 Doaon 

\Vhere feasible, cuttings or seeds will be collected oa, or iD the viciDity of the Hellman RaDch. 

Commercial nmseries will also be used as suppliers offresh'Witer marsh plants. 
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6.4.2 Plantin& Palette 

Vegetation will consist of emergent hydrophytes which will be established on the shelves in 

water between 0.5 and l.S feet deep. Moving close to the shore, where the water becomes less 

than 0.5 feet in depth, there will be a variety of rushes, sedges and other hydrophytes. 

Dominant species within the created freshwater marsh community will consist of perennial 

emergents including Olney's bulnlsh (Scirpus americanus) and narrow-leaved cattail (7}:pha. 

angustifolia) with sub dominants including coastal bulrush (Scirpus robustus)2
, small-fruited 

bulrush (Scirpus microcarpus), and California bulnlsh (Scirpus californicus). Near the shore of 

the ponds where the water is only inches deep, smaller stature species will be utilized including 

creeping spikerush (Eleochari.s macrostachya), needle-stemmed spikerush (Eleocharis 

aciculari.s), rugulose rush (Juncus rugulosus) and iris-leaved~ (Juncus xiphioides). 

Olney's bulrush, narrow-leaved cattail, small-fruited bulrush, and coastal bulrush have been 

selected as dominants (or sub-dominants), because these species are lower in stature (typically 

reaching heights of less than five feet) than other species of bulrush or cattail (often reaching ten 

to lS feet). This will allow for better lines-of-sight over the pond/marsh areas for the golfers 

. while still providing dense cover and large seeds for wildlife. Areas away from tees and greens 

ii will receive scattered plantings of the taller California bulrush, adding greater structural diversity 
f . 

to the marsh. 

The freshwater hydrophytes listed in Table 10 below constitutes the plant palette for the 

freshwater marsh. Figures 22A and B show the freshwater marsh planting plan . 

~aritime bulrush (Scirpus marltimus) is closely related to the coastal bulrush and may be substituted if necessary 
due to availability. 
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TABLEIO • FRESBW ATER MARSH PLANT PALETTE' 

No. ofUIIits 
s .Jt. per Acre Size D _ ... ·-··.T Narrow-leaved cauai1 2,722/acre liners 4ft. 

(Typha anF'_I/olitl) 
Olney's buJnash 2,722/acre liners 4ft. 
(Sdrpus ameriCtl11116) 
Califomia bulrush 500/acre liners scattered 
(Scirpus Cllli/omiCJa) 
Small-ftuited buJnash SOO/acre liners scattered .. 
(Sclrpus micr .... ~ ,..-) 
Coastal bulrush SOO/acre liners scattered 
(Scirpus robustus) 
Creeping spikenJSh 1,000/acre liners scattered 
(Eleocharis macrostllChya) 
Needle-stemmed spikerush 1,000/acre liners 
(Eleocharis acicularis) 
Rugulose rush SOO/acre liners scattered 
(Juncus ruguloms) . 
Iris-leaved rush SOO/acre liners scattered 
(Juncus xiphiodu) 
Mexican rush SOO/acre liners edge of poDds 
(Juncus mexicanus) 
Common monkey flower 4 Jbslacre seed scattered 
(Mimulus guttatus) 
Scarlet monkey flower 2lbslacre seed SCf,uered 
(Mimulus cardi111llis) 
Clustered field sedge SOO/aere liners edge of pond 
(Carex praegracUis) 
San Diego sedae 1 lb/acre seed scattered 
(Cmex sptua) 
Hooker's evening primrose llb/aae seed scattered 
( Oenothera elata hook.ri) 

'This is a proposed plant palette; however. in the event that one or more of the proposed species are DOt IVIillble at 
1be time of plantiD&. similar Dltive hydrophytes will be substituted a dlrermmed approptiltt by the Project 
Jtatondon SpecialistiEcoloJist. 
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6.4.3 Freshwater Manh Butfen 

As a buffer, extending for approximately S to 10 feet from the edge of the ponds, wet meadow 

species will be planted, including clustered field sedge (Care praegracilis) and Mexican rush 

''(JIIIICUS mexicanus). The buffer will provide a transition area from the freshwater marsh to the 

turfgrass of the golf course.• 

6.4.4 Taraet Species 

The open water/freshwater marsh complex has been designed to attract a large variety of native 

resident and overwintering birds may of which are also expected to utilize the onsite saltwater 

marsh habitat as well. A total of 20 species have been targeted as species for which to provide 

breeding and/or foraging habitat as well as cover and a reliable freshwater source. Table 11 lists 

the target species, their residential status and types of habitat (freshwater versus saltwater) most 

commonly utilized. 

TABLEU 

TARGET BIRD SPECIES 
OPEN WATER/FRESHWATER CREATION AREAS 

ResideDt Freshwater (F) 
Tar2et Species Period or Saltwater (S) CommeDts 

Podilymbus podiceps Winter 
pied-billed grebe 

F&S High Potential 

Ardea herodias Resident F&S High Potential 
great blue heron 

Ardeaalbus Resident F&S High Potential 
great egret 

Egrena thula Resident F&S High Potential 
snowy egret 

Butorides striatus Resident F&S High Potential 
green heron 

Nycticorax nycticorax Resident 
black-crowned night-

F&S High Potential 

heron 

A.nas platyrhynchos Resident F&S-Open High Potential 
mallard Water 

"The wet meadow species are typically low crowiD& and wiJI not require mow'.DJ or sprayiDa with herbicides. 
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TABLE 11 (Continued) 

TARGETBDiDSPECDS 
OPEN WA TERI.FRESHW ATER CREATION AREAS 

Resldeat 
Freshwater (F) 

or 
Target Species Period Salh\•ater (S) Com meats 

AntJS IJCUtll W'mter F .t S ·Open Hip Potentiel 
northern pintail Water 

A.ntJS cyanoptertl W'mter FAS·Open High PoteDtial 
cinnamon teal Water 

.A.nas c/ypelllll W'mter F.tS-Open High Potential 
northern shoveler Water 

A.ntJS tmltrlclliUJ Winter F&S·Open High Potentiel 
American wigeon Water 

Aythya tzffinis Winter F.tS·Open Hip Potential 
lesser scaup Water 

Oxyura jamatcensis 
ruddy duck 

Winter F • Open Water High Potential 

. 
Rallus limicola Winter F Rare-
Virginia rail Possible in 

Winter 

Po7Zll111l carqlina Winter F Rare· 
sora Possible in 

Winter 

Gal/inula chloropus Winter F High Potential 
common moorhen 

Ceryle lllcyon 
belted kingfisher 

R.esideD.t F.ts Hip Potential 

Geothlypis trlclw Resident F High Potential 
common yellowtbroat 

Passerclllus Resident s Hip Potential 
stmdwlchensls beldingi 
Belding~s savamaah 
sparrow 

..tpuma phoeniceus Resident F High Potential 
red-winged blackbird 

AJelaius tricolor Resident F High Potential 
tricolored blackbird 
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6.4.5 Freshwater Manh Habitat Site Preparation 

• A biological monitor will be on-Site on an as-needed basis to facilitate appropriate soil 

treatments, weed removal activities, etc. 

..... 

• 

• 

Site Gradiag- Surface grading will be accomplished during the construction of the golf course 

including excavation and grading of the 7 basins. 

SoDs Treatment - Soil tests will be performed prior to the development of construction-level 

documents to determine the necessity of any soils amendments. Soil will be tested for saliDity 

levels and petroleum content (from heavy machinery). It is anticipated that little or DO 

amendment will be necessary in portions of the revegetation sites covered with salvaged 

vegetation and topsoil materials. The sites will not be fertilized to discourage the establishment 

of weed species. 

Weed Removal - Any weed species that become established at the revegetation sites, prior to the 

initiation of revegetation implementation, will be removed by hand or with minimal amounts of 

the herbicide Rodeo. Weed species expected to occur at the sites include mustard (Brassiea 

spp.), pigweed (Amaranthus spp.), tumbleweed (Sa/sola /rQiz), mustard (Brassica spp.), and non

native grasses . 

. Irriaation ·Because the basins will be fully filled (to +3.0 feet MSL) upon completion of the 

installation of the plants, it will not be necessary to provide additional sources of irrigation. 

6.4.6 Construction Sequence of the Freshwater Manh 

Cons1rUCtion of the freshwater marsh requires completion of a series of tasks. Construction may 

occur during the nesting season between September and March because the existing nesting 

potential on the site is low. Pre-construction nesting surveys will be conducted to verify the 

nesting status, and constnlction will be prohibited during any documented nesting. 

Creation of the freshwater marsh will include grading and construction of the basins, purchase 

and installation of the vegetation, maintenance and five years of biological monitoring . 
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• Grade habitat to final restoration contours and initiate construction monitoriDa; 

• Initiate irrigation activity to acclimate sons to the site; 

• Plant and maintain fieshwater marsh vegetation with an irrigation system; all planting 

will be conducted between September and March; 

• Initiate post-construction monitoring and maintenance propams, and 

• Evaluate and report project findinp. 

• 
1be follow further clarifies details of the construction process. The seven basins will be planted 

with approximately 6.1 acres of emergent wetland species, IS container stock or band broadcast 

·' as seed. Final plant quantities, plant locations and spacing, and plant sizes will be determined 

, during the development of detailed construction level documents. 

(< A biological monitor will be onsite during planting implementation on an as-needed basis to 

., facilitate compliance with specified plant locations and planting methodologies, and to ensure 

that delivered plant materials are healthy and vigorous. 

"' . Plant species will be obtained from native species nursery suppliers such as: .. 

• Tree of Life Nursery, (714) 728-0685 

• Mockingbird Nursery, (909) 780..3571 

• Native Sons Wholesale Nursery, (80S) 481-5996 

""·: • Consentinos Nursery, (310) 456-6026 

• s & s Seeds, (805) 684-0436 

• Coastal Zone Nursery, (310) 457-3343 

Seeds, cuttings, etc. will be collected from as many local or site-specific sources IS poss1ole. 
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Container species will be stored onsite in a secme area and will not be allowed to dry out, 

become sun-burned, or suffer any type of mechanical damage. Plant rootballs will not be 

exposed to drying or beating conditions. 

6.5 Maintenance and Monitorial 

6.5.1 Maintenance 

· A landscape maintenance Con1raetor experienced in maintaining revegetation/mitigation projects 

~ be retained. The maintenance Contractor will be responsible for performing weed conttol, 

replacing failed plant species, providing generalsite maintenance, and performing any other 

maintenance tasks necessary to facilitate the successful establishment of the revegetation species 

as determined by the Project Restoration Specialist.' The maintenance Contractor will also be 

responsible for coordinating with the Project Restoration Specialist regarding site maintenance 

activities and any necessary remedial measures. At the end of each month, the maintenance 

Contractor will provide the Project Restoration Specialist with a report that swnmarizes all 

maintenance activities. The responsibility for maintenance will ultimately rest with the 

landowner and property 1118Jl&ier. 

·Debris Clearin&· As needed, debris which may become deposited within the freshwater marsh 

babitat will be cleared and removed ftom the project site. 

Weed Control· In any newly established area, weedy species will easily become established. 

Some of these will be naturally suppressed by inundation. Others, however, if allowed to 

become established, can suppress the desired native species. Of particular concern in the 

freshwater marsh areas are, giant horseweed (Conpa canadensis), cocklebur (Xanthium 

strumtzrlum), saltcedar (Tamari:..k ramosissima), curly dock (Rumex crispus), and possibly giant 

reed (A.rundo donax). The freshwater marsh will be closely monitored for the presence of these 

species. As they appear, the maintenance Con1raetor will remove them by hand (herbicides will 

not be used). Weed control activities will be performed on an as-needed basis. It is anticipated 

that weed control will occur most frequently during spring and summer months. · 

'Where appropriate, lhe aolf course IJ"'UDdskeeper may perform routine maintenance such as· weed controlll'ld 
repliDtina 11 the direction of 1be Restoratioa Specialist · 
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ReplantiD&· ReplantinJ and meedina will be performed by the maintenance Contractor to • n:place any failed plants or to compensate for lack of seed mix aermination at the direction of the 

Project Restoration Specialist. The Project Restoration Specialist will detennine the quantity and 

size of replacement plants necessary to facilitate compliance with specified performance 

standards (see Monitoring section below). 

6.5.2 Monitoria& 

The applicant will be responsible for retainina a Restoration Specialist to perform vqetation 

monitorin& durin& the 5-year maintenance and monitorin& period. The Project Restoration· 
~ 

S,pecialist will be responsible for monitorina revegetation species' health and powth 

performance, facilitating compliance with specified performance standards throuah the provision · 

of appropriate remedial action recommendations, and coordinatin& with the maintenmice 

Contractor. The Project Restoration Specialist will have experience in native wetland creation, 

ecolo&Y, and monitoring. 

MonitoriD& Sun'eys 

;, Upon completion of planting, accurate records will be made of the germination success, species 

planted, species quantities, plantinalocations, and types ofplantin& (container size, cutting, etc.). 

Any significant problems encountered, such as site conditions unsuitable for planting and pest 

infestation, will be recorded. Permanent photo documentation stations will be established at 

approp.date Jocat;ions within the freshwater marsh creation areas to photographically record the 

propess of habitat establishment over the 5-year monitoring period. Pennanent veaetative 

sampJina stations will be established within the freshwater marsh. Transect lines and quadrmts, 

encompassina at least 10 percent of the total freshwater IDII'Sh creation area, will be used to 

determine success (one quantitadve survey per year). 

After the initial plantin& effort bas been completed, the freshwater marsh creation area will be 

monitored on a monthly basis for the first year and qUil'terly for the followin& 4 years. If cturiDa 
tbe last 2 years the planted species meet or exceed specified performance standards and 

pidelines, monitorin& frequency will be decreased to three times a year, based on resource 

apncy approvals. Quantitative data will be collected once a year usin& the wgetative samplina 
methodolOJY outlined below to determine revqetatiQ'DaiCt'eSS. QualitatM .veys CODSis1iD& 
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of a general site walkover and characterization of the revegetation sites will be completed durina 

each monitoring visit General observations, such as fitness and health of the vegetation and 

weed problems will be noted in each site walkover. 

lnfonnation gathered during quantitative surveys will include species' densities, and species' 

coverage for all target plant species within the habitat creation areas. An average percent 

coverage and species' density will be ealcuJated for all appropriate species in the habitat creation 

test areas and will be used to evaluate the overall growth performance of the entire site. In the 

·event that any or all of the habitat creation should fail to meet the specified requireme• 

compliance will be ensured by performing appropriate remedial procedures listed in Table 12. 

Monitoring procedures will be as follows: 

• During the first year, monitoring will occur every month. One quantitative survey 

will be performed to determine planted species' growth performance and compare the 

revegetation site to existing similar habitats (control sites) . 

• During the second year, third, fourth, and flfth years, monitoring will occur on a 

quarterly basis. One quantitative survey will be performed to determine planted 

species' growth performance. 

Replanting will be performed as necessary with the appropriate-sized stock to ensure that these 

performance standards are met. If substantial non-compliance with the performance standards 

listed above occurs, the permittee will consult the resource agencies to determine whether 

corrective measures and an extension of the 5-year monitoring period will be necessary. A report 

summarizing site performance will be submitted to the resource agencies at the end of each of the 

S years • 
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Performaace 
Staadard 

SO-percent survival of 
planted species (first 
year); 1 00-percent 
survival the • • rem•mma 
4yem 

. 

35·, SS·, 1S·, IS·, and 
90-perc:ent coverage at 
years 1, 2, 3, 4, and S 

D :'With 
aWt-opria~ species and 
species quantities to 
obtain <.20-percent 
deviation 1iom taraet 
species' densities. 
Supplemental weed 
removal will be 
performed as necessary. 

Plantina with 
appropriate-sized stock 
to maintain <1 0 percent 
deviatioa from 
specified coverages 

TABLEU 

REMEDIAL PROCEDURES 

Noa-Complluce Remedial Measure 

<SO-percent survival of trees; Replanting to ensure SO-percent 
:1 ().percent deviatioa in survival of target species aad 
understory species' IUI'Yival <1 O.percent deviatioa in 
rates understory species" survival rates 

throuJbout the 5-year moaitoriaa 
period. Provide supplemental 

.. monitoring for 5 years followina 
planting (dependina oa resource 
agency input). Supplemental 
weed removal will be performed 
IS necessary. 

:S-percent deviation 1iom Replanting usina appropriate 
specified coverage sizes and quantities to provide 

<S·perc:ent deviation from 
specified percent coverages. 
Supplement'll weed removal will 
be performed IS necessary. 

Tree listed in Table 9 - <1 0-perc:ent deviation from 
(to be used as guidelines) specified coverages 

At the end of the fifth year, the coverage suidelines will be used to evaluate the success of the 

habitat creation. The Project Restoration Specialist will determine the appropriateness of any 

variance in tree heiaht ( <1 0 deviation allowed). 
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6.5.3 Freshwater Marsh Performance Criteria 

1he performance goals for the wetland creation site include success standards and species 

composition guidelines detennined during surveys of freshwater marsh habitats in coastal 

southern California. The performance standards and guidelines to be used include SO-percent 

survival of all planted species the first year and 1 00-percent survival for the remaining 4 years 

and/or 75-percent coverage of planted species at 3 years following planting and 90-percent 

coverage at 5 years following planting. The performance standards and guidelines listed below 

will be used as guidelines for providing functional habitat for wildlife species and for 

determining revegetation suc=ss. 

• 35-percent coverage of target wetland species (<5-percent deviation allowed) at the 

end of first year of monitoring. 

• SO-percent survival of all planted wetland species (<tO-percent deviation allowed for 

understory species) at the end of first year monitoring . 

• 55-percent coverage of target wetland species (<5-percent deviation allowed) at the 

end of the second year. 

• 75-percent coverage of target wetland species (<5-percent deviation allowed) at the 

end of the third year. 

. 
• S5-percent coverage of target wetland species ( <5-percent deviation allowed) at the 

end of the fourth year. 

• 90-percent coverage of target wetland species ( <5-percent deviation allo~) at end 

of fifth year. 

• 1 00-percent survival of all planted wetland species ( <1 0-percent deviation allowed for 

understory species) at the end of second, third, fourth, and fifth years. 

1he use of the site by wildlife species for foraging, nesting, and sheltering pmposes will be 

considered as well as plant-growth rates and coverage, when evaluating success of the created 

habitat. The freshwater marsh creation will be considered successful if specified survival rates, 

species' composi1icmldensities, IDd coverages are achieved aDd the site provides adequate babitat # 
15 \0\ ~' 
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for wildlife species. The Project Restoration Specialist ~ use both qualitative (site walk

throuahs, photo documentation, etc.) and quantitative (transects. quadrants, etc.) methods to 

evaluate compliance and non-compliance with specified performance standards, IS well IS the 

use of the planting area by wt1dlife species in the overall determination of success for the createc1 

habi1at. The Project Restoration Specialist will recommend remedial actions as necessary to 

facilliate compliance with performance standards and successfW establishment of Beshwater 

manh species. 

• 

• Reportlaa 

At the end of the first, second, third, fourth. and fifth years, an annual report that discusses the 

JeSUits of the monitoring efforts for each year and determines whether all the requirements 

specified in the habitat creation program have been achieved, will be submitted to the resource 
agencies. Surviving species' nwnbers, overall composition/densities. heights, and coverage, pest 

problems, additional maintenance procedures, and aeneral health of the plantings will be 

summarized in these reports. Photographs from each photo docwnentation station will be 

included in the reports to provide visual docwnentation of the mitiaation progress. Should it be 

determined at the end of any year that part of the planting has substantially failed to meet the 

requirements (percent coverage, percent survival rates, species' composition/densities. etc.) 

specified by the creation plan, and this report. recommendations for corrective measures wi1l be 

listed in these reports so that the habitat establishment effort may be broUJht back into 

compliance as quickly as possible. If at the end of the S-year monitoring period there is 

substantial non-compliance with specified performance standards, the pennittee wi1l consult the 

resource aaencies. This consultation will be to determine whether the habitat creation effort is 

acceptable and represents the broad l'lllge of normality for each of the freshwater matsh habitats 

aated. If such a determination cannot be made, additional maintenance by the permittee or 

comctive measures shall be prescribed. 

Remedial Work 

Remedial actions sball be based on detailed investigations (such as son tests, and excavation of 

• 

failed plantings to examine root development) to detenDine causes of failure and appropriate • 

zemedial actions. A brief report summarizing habitat creation site conditions includina plant 

pwrh pafounant=~ plant heiJth, the plant IDOI1ality, the pmence of pests. the piCM!IIte of weed 
16 
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species, and any necessary remedial measures will be forwarded to the maintenance Contractor 

and the applicant by the Project Restoration Specialist following each monitoring site visit. 

Contingency Plan 

It at the 3-year milestone within the S-year monitoring period the site is not functioning as 

anticipated, remedial measures will be taken to bring the site into compliance with performance 

criteria. Specific remedial measures will be determined at that time in coordination with 

, regulatory/resource agencies. 
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7.0 AGENCY C.OOBDINADON 

Coordination wiD occur with resource agencies (CDF&G. USFWS, and the NMFS), rep1ato.ry 

agencies (U.S~ Army Corps of Engineers and the California Coastal Commission), the County of 

Oranae (Department of Harbors. Beaches, and Parks), and the City of Seal Beach. Coordination 

will help to refine mitigation aoals and objectives, and evaluate the results of the mitip.tion 

~. program at key project miJestcmes. Coordination meetings will also address issues of compliance 

?~ with state and federal mitiaation and regulatory permittina requiremellts. 
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8.0 RESPONSIBLE PARTIES 

The applicant has prepared a preliminary proposed Restoration Plan and Specific Plan. These 

project plans have undergone environmental review under requirements of the California 

Environmental Quality Act to evaluate potential environmental impacts, project alternatives, and 

the need for mitigation measures. Ultimately, the Coastal Commission and the U.S. Army Cmps 

· of Engineers will make key pennitting decisions with the input of the U.S. Fish and Wlldlife 

Service, California Department ofFish and Game, National Marine Fisheries Service, Regional 

Water Quality Control Board and others including the City of Seal Beach. As described in the 

draft HRSP, the applicant is consulting closely with these agencies to identify their requirements. 

The proposed project is designed to meet and exceed all agency requirements. 
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Exec:uti,•e Summaa 

•. The Hellman Ranch Reserve Project (RESERVE) is a proposed 27 acre salt marsh wetlands 
restoration program in connection with 7 acres of freshwater marsh habitat associated with the 

~ adjacent RESERVE aolf course.• · 

. - A fimctionaJ assessment of the existina 27 acres of severely degraded and dearaded wetland 

.~ habitat2, on the RESERVE was conducted in order to compare the fUnctions performed by the 
existina wetlands with the fimctions that would be expected with the 27 acres of restored coastal 
saJt marsh wetlands. 

., Based on criteria developed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, a Hydrogeomorphic (HGM) 
approach was utilized which considers physical, chemical, and biological characteristics of 
various wetland subclasses within a region. The details and precise methodoloay are described 
in the body of this report. 

Based on the HGM approach, it bas been determined that festored functions compared to 
,· esistin& functions at the RESERVE "·ould increase by a ratio of 3.6:1. On a qualitative 
· basis, the Resen·e restoration project represents a 3.6:1 mitiaation ratio. The table below 

summarizes the analysis. 

. 

Summary of\\'etland Functional Capacity 

Ratio of Existing 
.. Function Existing Functional Restored Functional FC to Restored FC 

Capacity Capacity 
Tidal Surge Attenuation Not Applicable Not Applicable -

Sediment Deposition 1.14 S.7 S.0:1 
Tidal Nutrient Removal 1.0 3.4 3.4:1 

Paniculate Organic Carbon 2.7 6.6 2.4:1 
Expon 

Maintain Characteristic Plant 3.6 JO.O 2.8:1 
Structure and Composition 
Resident Nekton Utilization 0.62 1.7 J4:1 

Potential 
Non-Resident Nekton 0.62 1.7 14:1 
Utilization Potential 

Nekton Prey Pool Potential 0.71 1.2 ll.S:l 
Wildlife Habitat Utilization 1.9 17.9 2:1 

Potential 
Total 193 69.2 3.6:1 

I 'Jbe 7 1m freshwiter marsh habitat associated With propO.cs Jb)f Course and the J$.4 ACreS Of OiJ production land 
reserved for a wetJand mitiaation bank, are not bein& consjdmd. Only the sah marsh restoration component 
IIIOCiated with the project which is currently before the Califomia Coastal Commission under COP 5-97·367 is 
...,, analyzed. . 
1 California Depanmnt ofFish and Game Depaded Wetland DetamiDaticm. 
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FUNCTIONAL AS~ESSMENT 

. · A fUnctional assessment of the existina approximately 27 acres of dearaded and severely 
• · dearaded wetland habitat, on the Hellman Ranch Reserve, (Reserve) was conducted in order to 

compare the functions perfonned by the existina wetlands with the runctions that would be 
expected within 26 acres of restored coastal salt marsh wetlands. For purposes of this analysis, 
he :freshwater marsh associated with the Reserve Golf Course was not included. The functional 
assessment was perfonned using the Hydrogeomorphic (HGM) approach developed by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps).1 

Jotrodudioa 

In order to assess runctions provided by wetlands, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has 
• developed the Hydrogeomorphic (HGM) approach which considers the physical, chemical, and 

biological characteristics of various wetland subclasses within a region. The HGM approach 
provides a methodology' whereby changes in runctional capacity of wetlands, due to project
related impacts can be quantified. This is accomplished by assigning values (runctionaJ indices) 
to each of the functions perfonned by the wetland being assessed which can then be compared· 
\\ith kno·wn indices from reference wetlands in the same regional subclass. 

The same type of assessment can also be used to compare wetland runctions perfonned by a 
given wetland with the runctions performed by the same wetland following restoration or 
enhancement efforts. This runctional assessment was prepared by Tony Bomkamp of Glenn 
Lukos Associates and Rick Ware of Coastal Resources Management. Mr. Bomkamp is a 

• wetlands ecologist and botanist with over 20 year experience in California botany and ecology 
and has focused on wetland ecology over the last eight years. Mr. Bomk.amp has extensive 
experience in wetland delineation, wetland functional assessment, and wetland restoration. In 

' addition to his work as a consultant Mr. Bomkamp is a part-time instructor at Cal-State Fullenon 
where he teaches course on "endangered habitats" as well as a course on "wetlands". Mr. Ware 
is a marine biologist with over 20 years of experience in coastal habitats including coastal salt 
marsh. Mr. Ware has particular expertise in fisheries biology. and ecology as well as in wetland 
restoration. 

Methodology 

Reference wetlands for the coastal salt marsh subclass have not been designated for the Southern 
California region by the Corps. In order to conduct the analysis provided below, reference 
wetlands were selected to provide a means for comparing the existing functions and the restored 

1 Brinson, M.M. 1993. "A hydrogeomorphic classification for wetlands" Technical Report 
'WR.P-DE-4, U.S. Army Engineer Waterways Experiment Station. Vicksberj, MS. 
Smith, R.D., D. A. Amm~ C. Bartoldus, and M.M. Brinson. 1995 ... An approach for 

assessing wetland functions using hydrogeomorphic classification, reference wetlands, and 
functional indices," Technical Report \VRP-DE-9, U.S. Army Engineer Waterways Experiment 
Station, Vicksberg, MS. l.'f!l 
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fUnctions at the Reserve with taraet wetlands in the ~eJion. Taraet wetlands included BoJsa •• 
Chica, Upper Newport Bay, and Los Cemtos. Functions performed by coastal salt marsh 

~. habitats have been provisionally determined by the Los AnaeJes District of the Corps. The 
fUnctions include: 

~ 
{; 

.. • Tidal Surae Attenuatloa 

• Sediment Deposltloa 

• Tidal Nutrient Removal 

• Particulate C?raanle Carboa Export 

• M~intafn CharacCeristle Plant Structure and Composltioa 

• Resident Nekton Utllizatloa Potential 

• Nekton Prey Pool Poteatlal 

• \\riJdlife Habitat Utilization Poteatial 

In conductina the HGM assessment it was necessary to perform the followins operations: 1) 
determine the functional capacity index for the wetland (or portion of the wetland) and 2) 

· calculate the functional capacity for the wetland. 
:~ 

~ Determination of Functional Ctpaelty Jadg .;.; 

The functional capacity index (FCI) is a measure of the ability of a wetland (or portion of a 
wetland) to perform a certain ftmction. The HOM approach assips a value of 1.0 for the bipest 
level of fUnction and a value of 0 when the function is not present Since, as mentioned above, 
reference wetlands have not be desipated for Southern California coastal salt marsh habitats, 
this study uses the above-mentioned wetlands as templates in assigning functional indices to the 
existing wetland functions at the Reserve IS wen IS for the proposed restoration wetlands. It is 
important to note that the HGM approach recognizes that in many cases, the assessment of 
wetland functions under predicted fUture conditions is done in the same manner as an assessment 
of existin& conditions with the exception that the assessment of future conditions must be made 
based upon expected conditions. 

• 

Much of the information upon which this assessment~ based comes &om direst observation of 
lite conditions by Mr. Bomk.amp and Mr. Ware. Mr. Bomkamp hu performed wetland 
clelineation. veaetation mappina. focused botanical surveys, and aeneral botanical surveys on the 
lite. Mr. Ware was responsible for conducting the most recent wetland delineation and assisted • 
in the preparation ofLthe coastal salt marsh restoration plan. · 
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'alculation of Functional 'apacity 

In order to calculate fUnctional capacity (FC), it is necessary to consider the size of the wetland 
(or portion of the wetland) in conjunction with the FCI. This is important, because consideration 
ofFCI alone could Jead to erroneous conclusions. A 10 acre coastal salt marsh with a FCJ of 0.8 

._ would be more valuable than a 2 acre coastal saJt marsh with an FCI of 0.8. In order to calculate 
Functional Capacity it is therefore necessary to multiply the FCI by the size of the tar&et wetland. 

ANALYSIS OF FUNCTIONS 

Tidal Surae Attenuatiop 

Because tidal exchange on the site is muted by a culvert which connects the site to the San 
Gabriel River, this fUnction is not provided by the wetlands on the site. Because tidal exchanae 
would still pass through the existing culvert, there would be no change associated with this 
fUnction from pre-project conditions to post-project conditions (Table 1 provides a summary for 
of the Functional Capacity values determined for each wetland function including existin& 
conditions and restored conditions). 

Sediment Depositioa 

Es.fstin& Conditions· Determination of functional Capadty 

"The only area of wetlands on the site which receives tidal flow is the 3.1-acre tidal channel which 
~ varies in width from a few feet to 15 feet in some areas and extends for approximately 3,000 feet. 

The ability of the channel to remove sediments from inllowing tides or runoff from the site, 
discharging through the channel to the San Gabriel River is based upon three variables (V): 

V(fd) • flooding Duration 

V(d) • Distance 

V(r) • Roughness 

The FCI is detennined according to the following equation: 

[V(fd) + V{d) + V(r)] /3 • FCI 

Under existing conditions the residence time of the 3.1-acre channel (floodina Duration) is four 
days, meaning that a complete exchanae of tidal waters occurs every four days at the extreme end 
of the tidal channel. It is expected that the difference in the V(fd) for existing conditions and 
restored conditions would be proportional, based upon the residence time of each, with the 
existing V(fd) value of 0.4, correspondina to a residence time of 4 days (a residence time of 8 
days would result in proponional amount of sediment settlina out of the water column and based 
upon proponionality would have a V(fd) value of0.8). 

6../i 7· '"? A-"'•••"'*" '-lt"r 3 
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Under the existing conditions, the distance traveled by the flows within the 3.1-acre tidal cbamel •• 
. , is approximately 3,000 f'eet to the most distant segment of' the tidaJ channel. As above, the 

-·· relationship between the existina conditions wben compared with the conditions after mitiptkm 
are expected to be proportional to the distance traveled. Therefore the existina V(d) vaJue is 0.3 
correspondina to 3,000 f'eet (a distance of' 4,000 f'eet wouJd aJiow f'or more sediments to drop out 

:; of' the water column resu1tina in a V{d) value of'0.4). 

· ·Tablet 
Summal')' of\\1etland Functional Capacity 

Ratio of 

Functioa Existing Functloaal Restored Functioaal Existlaa 
FCto 

l Capacity Capacity Restored 
FC 

Tidal Surge Attenuatioa Not Applicable Not Applicable -
Sediment Depositioa 1.14 5.7 5.0:1 

Tidal Nutrient Removal 1.0 3.4 3A:l 

Particulate Organic Carboa 2.7 6.6 2.4:1 
Export 

Maintain Characteristic 3.6 10.0 . 2.8:1 
Plant Structun aad 

Coaapositioa 

Resident Nekton Utilizatioa 0.62 8.7 14:1 
Poteatial 

Noa·Resideat Nektoa 1.62 L7 14:1 
Utilizatioa Poteatial 

Nekton Prey Pool Poteatial 0.71 L2 11.5:1 

WDdUfe Habitat Utlllutioa L9 17.9 2:1 
Potatial 

Total 19.3 69.2 3.6:1 
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For coastal salt marsh habitats, roughness is generally a measure of the cover or density of 1he 
vegetation within the wetland which would seiVe to "filter" the water as it moves through the 
wetland. The channel exhibits approximately 40-percent vegetative cover with a correspondina 
V(r) value of 0.4 {lOO.percent cover would result in a V(r) value of 1.0). 

The FCI for sediment deposit under existing conditions is: 0.4 + 0.3 + 0.4/3 • 0.367 

Functional Capacity (FC), as discussed above is determined by multiplying the FCI by the size of 
the wetland area. Therefore, under the existin& conditions. the FC for sediment deposit is 
determined to be .367 multiplied by 3.J (acres) which equals 1.14 

Restored Conditions • Determination of Functional Capaclt)' 

Under restored conditions, the residence time of the wetland (Fioodin& Duration) would be 
approximately two days, meaning the a complete exchange of tidal waters would occur every two 
days within the created wetland. It is expected that the difference in the V(fd) values for existing 
conditions and restored conditions would be proportional, based upon the residence time of each 
with the restored V(fd) value of 0.2, corresponding to a residence time of 2 days (a residence 
time of 8 days would result in proportional amount of sediment settling out of the water column 
and based upon proponionality would have a V(fd) value of0.8). 

Distance traveled by the flows would be approximately 2,300 feet to the most distant segment of 
the restored wetland. As above, the relationship between the existin& conditions when compared 
\\ith the conditions after mitigation are expected to be proportional to the distance traveled. 

' Therefore, under the restored conditions the V(d) value is 0.23 corresponding to 2,300 feet. 

~ Roughness is generally a measure of the cover of the vegetation within the wetland which wi11 
.- seiVe to "filter"' the water as it moves through the wetland. The 1arget cover for the restored 

wetland is 75·percent which is reflected in a V(r) value of0.7S. 

Therefore the FCl for sediment deposit under restored conditions is expected to be: 0.2 + 0.23 -+ 
0.75/3- 0.393 

Functional Capacity (FC), as discussed above is determined by multiplying the FCI by the size of . 
the wetland area. Therefore, under restored conditions, 1he FC for sediment deposit is 
determined to be .393 multiplied by 14.5 acres(of subtidal, mudflat, ud low marsh) which 
equals 5.7. 

Thus, upon implementation of the project 1he Functional Capacity for Sediment Deposition 
would increase from 1.14 to 5.7 or an increase ofS;l. 
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]jdaJ Nutrient Remml • 
Exlstin& Conditions • Determination of Functional Capacity 

;;. The only area of wetlands on the site capable of tidal nutrient removal is the tidal channel. The 
ability of the ch&Mel to remove nutrients from inflowina tides tbrouah the San Gabriel River is 

L~ based upon three variables (V): 

V(fd) • Floodina Duraticm . 

V(cc) • Emeraent Macrophyte Community Composition 

V(s) • Macropbtye Structule 

The FCJ is determined accordina to the foDowina equation: 

[V(fd) + V(cc) + V(s)] /3 • FCI .. 
· Under exisiting conditions the residence time of the 3.1-acre channel (Flooding Duration) is four 

days • l'l)eaning that a complete exchange of tidal waters occurs every foW' days at the extreme • 
end of the tidal ch&Mel. Jt is expected that the difference in the V(fd) for existina conditions and 
restored conditions would be proportional, based upon the residence time of each with the 
existina V(fd) of 0.4, coiTespondina to a residence time of 4 days (a residence time of 8 days 
would result in proportional amount of sediment settlin& out of the water column and based upon 

.. proportionality would have a V(fd) value of0.8). 

The Emergent Macrophyte Community Composition aeneraJJy consists of species which are 
inundated for significant periods of time with cordarass (Spartillll foliosa) as the dominant 
emergent. In some cases, pickleweed (Salicornia wirginica) will occupy the low marsh areas and 
perform the function of an emeraent macropbyte. The existina tidal channel supportS no 
cordarass and only limited pickleweed in the lower portions of the chatmel. The banks of the 
tidal channel suppon sampbire (Salicornia ~~tbtemiMlls), a species most commonly fOlmd in 
upper marsh areas which experience only limited periods of inundation. For the 2.o-acre tidal 
channel, the V(cc) value is 0.1 based upon the nearly complete absence of emeraent wetland 
veaetation. 

The macrophyte structure on the banks of the channel, as described above consists primarily of 
samphire. Areas adjacent to the chatmel which are subject to Vf!ftY limited tidal influence support 
a moderate diversity and cover of species includina alkali heath (Fran.Unia JIJiiNI), saltps 
(Distichlis spicata), and fleshy jaumea (Jaumea carnosa). Based upon the moderate diversity 
and cover, the V(s) value is O.S. 

Therefore the FCI for tidal nutrient removal under existina conditions is: 0.4 + 0.1 + O.S I 3 • 
0.333 

5·'17·~7 ~-f 
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Functional Capacity (FC), as discussed above is determined by multiplying the FCI by the size of 
the wetland area. Therefore, under the existing .:onditions, the FC for sediment deposit is 
determined to be .333 multiplied by 3.1 (acres) which equals 1.0 

Restored Conditions • Determination of Functional Capacity 

Under restored conditions the residence time of the wetland (Flooding Duration) would be 
approximately two days, meaning the a complete exchange of tidal waters would occur every two 
days within the created wetland. It is expected that the difference in the V(fd) values for existing 
conditions and restored conditions would be proportional, based upon the residence time of each. 
with the restored V(fd) value of 0.2, corresponding to a residence time of 2 days (a residence 

.., time of 8 days would result in proportional amount of sediment settling out of the water column 
and based upon proportionality would have a V(fd) value of0.8). 

The restored salt marsh would include 2.4 acres of cordgrass habitat as well 3.6 acres of tidal 
pickleweed habitat. Based upon the success criteria provided in the mitigation plan the restored 
area is expected to achieve a minimum of75-percent cover for a V(cc) value of0.75. In addition 
to the emergent cordgrass and pickleweed marsh areas, the lower portions of the restored 
saJtmarsh would include alkali heath. saJtgrass, California sea lavender (Limonium californicum), 
and fleshy jaumea. The moderate diversity of species coupled with the minimum of 75-percent 
cover results in an FCI of 0. 75. 

The FCl for Tidal Nutrient Removal, under restored conditions, is expected to be: 0.2 + 0.15 + 
. 0. 75 /3 - 0.57 

Functional Capacity (FC), as discussed above is determined by multiplying the FCI by the size of 
the wetland area. Therefore, under the restored conditions, the FC for Tidal Nutrient Removal is 

J detennined to be 0.57, multiplied by 6 (acres) which equals 3.4. 
" 
- Thus, upon implementation of the project the Functional Capacity for Sediment Deposition 

would increase from 1.0 to 3.4 or an increase of3.4:1. 

Particulate Oaanic Carbon E1port 

l ExistiD& Coaditions • Determination of Functional Capadty 

Much of the wetland habitat on the site is in isolated depressions or in areas separated from tidal 
influence by berms, roads or fill and are therefore not connected to the 3.1-acre tidal channel. 
However, there are approximately 7.0 acres of wetlands that during times of flooding exhibit 
sufficient connection to the channel that they conuibute through surface flow to the tidal channel 
thereby contributing to Particulate Organic Carboa Export. The ability of the wetlands to 
conuibute to organic carbon export is based upori three variables (V): 

7 
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V(fd) • Flooclina DuraUoD • V(cc) • Emeraent Macrophyte CommUnity Composition 

V(s) • Macrophtye Structu.re 

·~ 1be f'CJ is detennined accordina to the followina equation: 

~ 

i 

[V(fd) + V(cc) + V(s))/ 3 • Fa 

Under existina conditions the residence time of the chaMel (Fioodina Duration) is four ~ 
meanina that a complete exchanae of tidal waters occurs evezy four days at the extreme end of 
the tidal channel. 1be 7.0 acres of wetlands beyond the tidal channel that are expected to 
contribute to organic carbon would experience only brief duration of floodina, bein&limited to 
heavy. rainfall events. The V(fd) for the tidal chaMel has been established at 0.4; however· 
incJudin& the 7.0 acres of adjacent wetlands that would contribute some organics durin& heavy . 
rainfall would sianificantJy reduce the .averaae floodin& duration. Althoup the floodiq 
duration durin& rainfall events has not been calculated it is not unreasonable to expect a 
sianificant reduction in floodina duration when the 7.0.acre area is averaaed with the tidal 
channel. Thus a V(fd) value of 0.2, which includes the residence time for the tidal chaMel and 
an undetennined (but very brief) duration for non-tidal channel areas would appear to be a 
conservative estimate. • 

Emergent Macrophyte Community Composition generally consists of species which are 
inundated for sianificant periods of time with cordgrass (Spartina foliosa) as the dominant 
emeraent. In some cases, pickleweed (Salicornia virginica) will occupy the low marsh areas and 

r serve the function of an emeraent macrophyte. The existina tidal channel supports no cordarus 
and only limited pickleweed in the lower portions of the channel. The banks of the tidal channel 
support samphire (Salicornia subteminalis), a species most commonly found in upper marsh 
areas which experience only limited periods of inundation. For the 3.1-acre tidal chiDnel, the 
V(cc) value is 0.1 based upon the nearly complete absence ofemeraent wetland veaetation. 1be 
macrophyte structure on the banks or the channel, IS described above consists primarily of 
samphire. Areas adjacent to the channel which are subject to very limited tidal influence support 
a moderate diversity and cover of species includina alkali heath (Frtmlcenia .raliu), saltarus 
(Distich/is splcata), and fleshy jaumea (Jaumea Ctullf)$1l). Based upon the moderate diversity 
and cover, the V(s) value is 0.5. 

Therefore the f'CI for Tidal Nutrient Removal under existin& conditions is: 0.2 + 0.1 + 0.5 I 3 • 
CU7 

Functional Capacity (FC), IS discussed above is detenninecl by muJtiplyina the FCJ by the sia of 
the wetland area. Therefore, under the existina conditions, the FC for Tidal Nutrient Removal is 
determined to be 0.27 multiplied by 10.1 (acres) which equals 2.7. • 

•• 
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· Restored Conditions· Determination of Functional Capacity 

Under restored conditions the residence tirne of the wetland (Flooding Duration) would be 
approximately two days, meaning the a complete exchange of tidal waters would occur every two 
days within the created wetland. It is expected that the difference in the V(fd) values for existina 
conditions and restored conditions would be proportional, based upon the residence time of each 
with the restored V(fd) value of 0.2, corresponding to a residence time of 2 days (a residence 
time of 8 days would result in proportional amount of sediment settling out of the water column 
and based upon proportionality would have a V(fd) value ofO.B) . 

. The restored salt marsh would include 2.4 acres of cordgrass habitat, 3.6 acres of tidaJ 
pickleweed habitat, and 5.7 acres of upper marsh pickleweed habitat. Based upon the success 
criteria provided. in the mitigation plan, the restored areas would achieve a minimum of 75· 
percent cover for a V(cc) value of 0.15. 

In addition to the emergent cordgrass and pickteweed marsh areas, the lower portions of the 
restored saltmarsb would include alkali heath, saltgrass, California sea lavender (Limonium 

• californicum), and fleshy jaumea. The moderate diversity of species coupled with the minimum 
of75·percent cover results in a V(s) value of 0.75. 

.• . Therefore the FCI for Particulate Organic Carbon Transport under restored conditions is 
expected to be: 0.2 + 0.75 + 0.75/3 • 0.566 

·Functional Capacity (FC), as discussed above is determined by multiplying the FCI by the size of 
·' the wetland area. Therefore, under the restored conditions, the FC for Particulate Organic 

Carbon Export is determined to be 0.566, multiplied by 11.7 (acres) which equals 6.62 . 

• , Thus, upon implementation of the project the Functional Capacity for Particulate Organic Carbon 
Transport would increase from 0.2.72 to 6.62 or an increase of 2.4:1. 

Maintain Characteristic Plant Structure and Composltioa 

EsistiD& Conditions· Determination of Functional Capacity 

• The wetlands on the site have been determined to be degraded to severely degraded due to a lack 
of tidal influence for all areas outside of the tidal channel. As such many of the wetland areas 
support non-native species such as five-book bassia (Bassia hyssopifolia) and otherwise exhibit 

. sipificant disturbance. 

V(cc) • Emeraent Macrophyte Community Composition 

V(s) • Macrophtye Structure 

The FCI is determined according to the following equation: 

S·17·" 1 ~ ..... 4f9,tt. 
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(V(c:c) + V(s)]/2 • FCJ •. 

Emeraent Macrophyte Commumty Composition aenerally consists or species which are 
inundated for sianificant periods of time with cordarass (Spartina foliosa) IS the dominant 

~ emeraent. In some cases, pickleweed (Salicornia vlrJinica) wiU occupy the low marsh areas and 
~, serve the function of an emeraent macrophyte. The existina tidal channel supports no cordpass 

and only limited pickleweed in the lower portions of the channel. The banks of the tidal channel 
support samphire (Salicornia JUbttminalis), a species most commonly found in upper marsh 
areas which experience only limited periods of inundatiou. For the 3.1-acre tidal channel, the 
V(c:c) is O.J based upon the nearly complete absence ofemeraent wetland veaetatiou. 

The macrophyte structure on the banks of the channel, IS descnDed above consists primarily of 
aamphire. Areas-adjacent to the channel which are subject to very limited tidal influence support 
a moderate diversity and cover of species includina alkali heath (Franitnia salina), saltarus 
(Distich/is spicata), and fleshy jaumea (Jaumea carnosa). Other areas of wetland consist of 
dearaded salt marsh and meadow habitats which have been established on areas of fill. Recent · 
surveys, conducted for Beldina's savannah spmow. identified only about 2.3 acres of 

.,_ pickleweed habitat suitable for foraaina for this state-listed species (the pickleweed is not 
suitable for nesting as evidenced by the fact that the species has never been recorded IS nestina 
on the site). The remaining areas were determined to be degraded such that they would not 
provide even foraaina habitat for the sparrow. Based upon the degraded conditions of the. 
wetland vegetation on the site the V(s) value is 0.3. 

Therefore the FCJ for maintenance of the characteristic plant structure and composition under 
existin& conditions is: 0.1 + 0.3 /2 • 0.2 

• Functional Capacity (FC), IS discussed above is determined by muJtiplyina the FCI by the size of 
.. 1he Wetland area. Therefore, under the existing conditions, the FC for plant structure and ,. 

composition is 0.2 multiplied by 18.0 (acres ofveaetated wetlands) which equals 3.6. 

Restored Conditions • DetermiDatioa of Functioaal Capacity 

Restoration would include approximately 2.4 acres .of emeraent cordpass habitat and an 
additional 3.6 acres of emergent or low marsh pickleweed habitat Based ~n the success 

'f. criteria provided in the mitiaation plan, after restoration the site would achieve a minimum of75· 
_. percent vegetative cover for a V(c:c) value of 0.75. 

.. The restored salt marsh would include 18.7 acres of wetland area incJudina, cordJI'US habitat, 
low marsh pickleweed habitat, amd hiah marsh habitats. Based upon the success criteria provided 
iD the mitiption plan. after restoration the site would achieve a minimum or 75-percent 
veaetative cover for am V(s) value of0.75. 

Therefore the FCI for plant structure and composition UDder restored conditions is expected to • 

be: 0.75 + 0.75/ •.0.75 . , ,.,A I) l. 
5·'11·-P7 ~~·I:L ~ 
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Functional Capacity (FC), as discussed above is detennined by multiplying the FCI by the size of 
the wetland area. Therefore, under the restored conditions, the FC for plant structure and 
composition is determined to be 0.75, multiplied by 13.4 (acres) which equals 10.0 

" ,.. Thus, upon implementation of the project the Functional Capacity for Plant Structure and 
Composition would increase from 3.6 to 10.0 or an increase of 2.8:1. 

Non-Resident Nekton Potential 

E:listin& Conditions· Determination of Functional Capacity 

Non-resident, transient nekton are defined as those species of fish and macrocrustacea which are 
. not dependent upon the on-site tidal habitat on a year-round basis for foraging, breeding, and/or 

nwsery habitat. These species may transit in and out of the wetland channels during the course of 
tidal exchange through an existing tidal gate and a 48 inch diameter, SJO foot·long culvert leading 
from the San Gabriel River. This culvert supplies brackish-to-marine influenced tidal waters and 
flows from the San Gabriel River to 3.1-ac:re tidal channel on the property. For the subject site, 
three variables were identified which are important in determining the Non-resident Nekton 
Potential: 

V(ae) • AquaticEd.ge 

V(fd) • Flooding Duration 

V(bc) • Habitat Complexity 
,. 
• Aquatic edge considers the relationship between tidal channels and other deepwater areas with 
., wetland areas. Because of the narrowness of the channel, its proximity to severely degraded 

wetland and upland areas, and the lower density of vegetation within the lower (relative to 
elevation) parts of the channel, the V(ae) value is 0.3. 

Flooding Duration, as it relates to nekton, must consider the following. Although the bottom of 
the narrow channel is at approximately -l.OMSL and therefore always has a reservoir of standing 

, water the conditions in the channel exhibit very poor quality for nekton. The existing non·resident . 
.. , nektonic potential is low due to the extremely reduced, muted tidal reJime, the poorly maintained 

culvert and resulting limited tidal circulation, and limited area in the tidal channel. In addition, 
cJirect observations indicate that only part of the channel appear to be deep enough to support water 
column nekton (i.e., topsmelt) near the culvert at the southwest section of the property. Species 
which may occasionally occur include juvenile topsmelt (Atherinops qffinis) and deepbody 
anchovy (A.nchoa compressa). Macrocrustaceans (i.e., shrimp) are not expected in this habitat. 
Based on the above, the value for V (fd) is 0.1 . 

For Non-Resident Nekton, habitat complexity relates to the 3.1-acre tidal channel only. The tidal 
channel consists of a narrow linear man-made ditch which is generally unvegetated except on 
the banks. Habitat complexity is very low ~th a V(bc) value of0.2. 

~·' 7 ... ;r, 7 4:tJ,b·f#l•••·rJ#J li f -
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The FCJ for Non-Resident Nekton Potential, under existina conditions, is 0.3 + 0.1 + 0.2 1 3 • • • 
0.2 

Functional Capacity (FC), as discussed above is determined by multiplying the FCI by the size of 
the wetland area. Therefore, under the existina conditions, the FC for Non-Resident Necton 

• Potential is determined to be 0.2, multiplied by 3.1 (acres) which equals 0.62 

.~ 
Restored Conditions· Determination of Functional Capaclt)t 

The restored wetland will be created with a number of finger channels (suagested by both the 
Corps reauJatory staff and the Coastal Commission bioJoJists) to increase the ratio of deepwater 

"" aquatic habitat to wetland habitat . and will cover approximately 1 1. 7 acres. In addition, 
approximately 2. 7 acres of Jow marsh habitat would be adjacent to the deepwater and mudflat 
areas, with an additional 8.6 acres of adjacent upper marsh. The presence of significant areu of -
native wetland habitat adjacent to the deepwater areas includina numerous finaer channels wi1l 
result in a V(ae) value of 0.1S. 

'l'be restored wetland will have have deepwater areas to -4.0MSL meanina that there will 
significant U'lter in the wetland at alJ times (at least 4.1 acres under water at alJ times). 
Residence times wiU be approximately 2 days enhancina water quality. Improved muted fJushina 
and lower residence times will increase water quality in the system. An improvement of the • 
system's water quality, an increase in acreage, and creation of deeper, pennanent channels will 
increase the functional value of the estuarine/tidal habitat for non-resident nekton incluctin& 

·aopsme)t, deepbody anchovy, shiner perch (Cymatogaster aggregata) California halibut 
{Paralichthys californicus), and diamond turbot (Hypsopetta guttulata). Few, if any non-resident 

.,. macrocrustacea uill be present. The non-resident nekton potential under fUture conditions will also 
;, be a function of the quality of the San Gabriel River inflow, which periodically em be low in 
.\ dissolved oxyaen, salinity, and exhibit hip water temperatures. Based on all of these future 

conditions, the values for V(fd) and V(hc) are 0.7S. 

The FCJ for Non-Resident Nekton Potential under existina conditions is 0.7S + 0.1S + 0.1513 
• 0.1S 

Functional Capacity (FC), as discussed above is detennined by multiplyina the FCI by the size of . 
1he wetland area. Therefore, under the restored conditions, the FC for Non-Resident Nekton 

~· Potential is expected .to be 0.75 multiplied by 11.7 (acres) which equals 1.7 

'l'bus, upon implementation of the project the Functional Capacity Wildlife Habitat Utilization 
Potential would increase from 0.62 to 8.7 or an increase of 14:1. 
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~ .. Resident Nekton Potential 

·- E:dstin& Conditions· Determination of Functional Capacity 

,_ Resident "nekton" as defined here includes species of fish and macrocrustacea which are either 
water column or benthic occwrlng and whose populations will occur year around within the 
system. They will reproduce, forage, and feed in the wetland channels. Planktonic larvae and eags 
of future adult resident nekton enter the wetland channels through tidal flows of the San Gabriel 

.;:. 
River through the nearly-closed tidal gate. Eggs and larvae of residents are also transferred out 
through the system through the muted-tidal outflows. It is not currently known if any resident fishes 
occur in the 3.1-acre tidal channel. For the subject site, three variables were identified which are 
important in detennining the Resident Nekton Potential: 

V(ae) • AquaticEc:lge 

V(fd) • Flooding Duration 

V(bc) • Habitat Complexity 

Aquatic edge considers the relationship between tidal channels and other deepwater areas with 
wetland areas. Because of the narrowness of the channel, its proximity to severely degraded 
wetland and upland areas, as well as based upon direct observations the V(ae) value is 0.3. 

Flooding Duration, as it relates to nekton, must consider the foUowing. Although the bottom of 
the narrow channel is at approximately -l.OMSL and therefore always has a reservoir of standing 
water, the conditions in the channel exhibit very poor quality for nekton. The resident nektonic 

& 
+'' potential under existing conditions is extremely low as a result of the extremely reduced, muted 

tidal regime,.and limited circulation in the tidal channel. Only a few, very tolerant benthic fishes 
) 

are believed to be present because of the extremely limited circulation and flushing conditions. 
Species which may be found in very low numbers include brackish-tolerant species of gobiid fishes 
(i.~ cheekspot-goby Rlypnus gilberti, Jongjaw mudsucker Gillichthys mirabilis, and the hi&hJy 
opportunistic yelJowfin goby Acanthogobiw jlavi1111lnus); killifish (Fundulw parvipinnw); and 
mosquito fish ( Gambwia affinis). 

During prolonged freshv.'Bter flows, crayfish (Procambtuis clarldzj may occur in the upstteam 
regions of the drainage channel. Based on the above, the value for V(fd) is 0.1. 

For Resident Nekton, habitat complexity relates to the 3.1-acre tidal channel only. The tidal 
channel consists of a narrow linear man-made ditch which is generally unvegetated except on 
the banks. Habitat complexity is very low with a V(bc) value of 0.2. 

The FCI for Resident Nekton Potential under existing conditions is: 0.3 + 0.1 + 0.2/3 • 0.2 

**'" ,.;;lwi» 4f'IP' we t,{lf f 
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FunctionaJ Capacity (FC), as discussed above is detennined by muJtiplyin& the FCJ by the size of. . 
the wetland area. Therefore, under the existina conditions, the FC for Non-Resident Necton 
Potentia! is detennined to be 0.2, multiplied by 3. J (acres) which equals 0.62 

;, Restored Coadltfoas • Determfaatlon ofFuactloaal Capacity 

The restored wetland will be created with a number of finaer channels (suaaested by both the 
Corps rep!atory staff and the CoastaJ Commission bioloaists) to increase the ratio of deepwater 
aquatic habitat to wetland habitat and will cover approximately 11.7 acres. In addition, 
approximately 2. 7 acres of low marsh habitat would be adjacent to the deepwater and muc:lflat 

. areas, with an additionaJ 1.6 acres or adjacent upper marsh habitat. The presence or significant 
areas of native wetland habitat adjacent to the deepv.'lter areas includina numerous rmaer 
cbannels will result in a V(ae) value of 0.75. 

The restored .wetland wiJJ have have deepwater areas to -4.0MSL meanina that there· will 
significant water in the wetland at aJJ times (at least 4.1 acres under water at aJl times). 
Residence times will be approximately 2 days enhancina water quality. Improved muted f1usbina 
and lower residence times will increase water quality in the system. Improved tidaJ ranaes and 
lower residence times will improve the water quaJity in the system, thus increasina the overall 
habitat quaJity and the functionality of the system. Species richness and abundances will increue, 
aJthouah it \\ill not attain the diversity or the nekton potentia! which would be expected for full • 
tidal regimes, or muted-tidaJ habitats that have a direct connection to more· saline, marine waters. 
Based on other muted·tidaJ reaime wetlands, about 13 species of fish could colonize the Hellman 
wetland channels, of which several are know to be residents in southern California muted tidal 
habitats. These fonns could include topsmelt, mow aoby (Ciewlandia los), cheekspot-aoby 

;:.. (11/ypnus gilbertz), shadow aoby Quietula-y-cauda), lon&jaw mudsucker (Gillichlhys mlrabilis), 
·- yellowfin aoby (Acanthogobiusj/avlmanus), mosquitofish (Gambusia ajfinis), killifish (FIIIttlulus 

'"·· parvipinnus), shiner surfpercb Cymatogaster aggregata), bay pipefish (Syparhus leptorhynchus), 
tiJapia (Til apia mozambique) and staahom sculpin (Leptocottus armarus). Based on all of these 
fUture conditions, the values for V(fd) and V(hc) 1ft 0.75. 

The FCJ for Resident Nekton Potential under existin& conditiODS is 0.75 + 0.75 + 0.75 I 3 • 0. 75 

Functional Capacity (FC), as discussed above is detennined by multiplyin& the FCI by the size of 
the wetland area. Therefore, under the restored conditions, the FC for Resident Nekton Potential 
is expected to be 0.75 multiplied by 11.7 (acres) which equals 8.7 

nus, upon implementation of the project the FuocticmaJ Capacity W'udlife Habitat U1ilization 
Potential would increase from 0.62 to 8.7 or an increase of14:1. 
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Nekton Pro· Pool Potential 

Existing Conditions· Determination of Functional Capacity 

In order to support both· resident and non-resident nekton there must be fodd sources available. 
The Nekton Prey Pool Potential is detennined by the following variables: 

V{fd) • Flooding Duration 

V(ae) • Aquatic Edae 

V(pvc) • Percent Vegetative Cover 

Flooding Duration as it relates to nekton prey pool potential must consider factors similar to 
resident and non-resident nekton since they generally inhabitat the same areas. Although the 
bottom of the narrow channel is at approximately -l.OMSL and therefore always has a reservoir 
of standing water, the conditions in the channel exhibit very· poor quality for nekton prey. The· 
resident nektonic prey pool potential under existing conditions is low for the same reasons that 
potential for resident and non-resident is Jow, i.e., the reduced muted tidal regime, and limited 
circulation in the tidal channel. The V(fd) value for nekton prey is 0.2. 

Aquatic edge considers the relationship between tidal channels and other deepwater areas with 
wetland areas. Because of the narro\\ness of the channel, its proximity to severely degraded 

"'wetland and upland areas, as well as based upon direct observations the V(ae) value is 0.3. 

The bottom one foot of the tidal channel, which is the area which is iunundated is generally 
UDvegetated. At high tides, the water levels will reach some of the vegetated areas for short 
duration. Because of the lack of vegetation in the portion of the channel which is always 
inundated the V(pvc) value is 0.2. 

Therefore the FCI for Nekton Prey Pool Potential under existing conditions is: 0.2 + 0.3 + 0.2 I 
3•0.23 

Functional Capacity (FC), as discussed above is detennined by multiplying the FCI by the size of 
the wetland area. Therefore, under the existing conditions, the FC for Non-R.esident Neeton 
Potential is determined to be 0.23, multiplied by 3.1 (acres) which equals 0.71 

Rescored Conditioas • Determinatioa ofFunctioaal Capacity 

The restored wetland will have have deepwater areas to -4.0MSL meaning that there will 
significant water in the wetland at all times (at Jeast 4.1 acres under water at all times). 
Residence times will be approximately 2 days enhancing water quality. Improved muted flushing 
and lower residence times will increase water quality in the system. Improved tidal ranges and 
lower residence times \\ill improve the water quality in the system, thus increasing the overall 
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habitat quality and the functionality of the system. As such the biomass of prey which waser 
column and benthic fish utilize (i.e., plankton poJychaetes, amphipods. insect larvae, snails, ad 
clams) are expected to increase to levels which will support a areat population of resident 
organisms and the V(fd) value is 0.6. 

- The restored wetland wiJJ be created with a number of finger channels (suggested by both the 
:: Corps regulatory staff' and the CoastaJ Commission bioJoafsts) to increase the deepwater aquatic 

habitat to wetland habitat edge and will cover approximately 11.7 acres. Immediately adjacent to 
_. the deepwater and mudflat areas will be cordgrass marsh and Jow marsh pickleweed habitat 
~ areas. coMected to the deepwater areas which would be inundated for significant periods of time. 

Based upon the success criteria detailed in the mitjgation plan these areas would exluDit at least 
75-percent vegetative cover. Therefore the value for V(ae) and V(pvc) is 0.7S. 

The FCI for Nekton Prey Pool Potential under restored conditions is 0.6 + 0.7S + 0.7S /3 • 0.7. 

Functional Capacity (FC), as discussed above is determined by multiplying the FCI by the size of 
• ~ the wetland area. Therefore, under the restored conditions, the FC for Nekton ·Prey Pe»ol 

Potential is expected to be 0.7 multiplied by 11.7 (acres) which equals 1.2. 

Thus. upon implementation of the project the Functional Capacity Wildlife Habitat Utilization 
Potential would increase fiom 0.71 to 8.2 or an increase ofll.S:l. 

_ Wildlife Habitat Utilization PotegtiaJ 

,. E:listin& Conditions • Determination of Functional Capaehy 

The wetlands on the site receive limited use by wildlife with the 3.1-acre tidal channel used most 
.... hquently by herons and earets. As noted above, the Belding's savannah spanow was observed 
- foraging in a limited area of' pickleweed in the fall of 1996; however they ctid 119t remain on the 
. site for purposes of nestina. Wildlife Habitat Uilization Potential is based upon three variables 

(although it should be noted that numerous biological investigations have been conducted on the 
site and information reaarding usaae, often limited useage, by wildlife is welJ documented): 

V(ae) • Aquatic Edae 

V(ue) • Upland Edp 

V(bc) • Habitat Complexity 

Aquatic edge considers the relationship between tidal channels and other deepwater areas with 
. wetland areas. Because of the narrowness of' the channel, its proximity 10 severely dearaded 
. wetland and upland areas, as well as based upon direct observations the V(ae) value is 0.3. 

• • 

• 

• EcotonaJ areas (areas where two different habitats come toaetber) often exhJDit hip species 
cliversity; however, because all of' the. upland area on the site consists of non-native arassland, 

6·'11·WI1 1/ ·f'll'w}-
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ruderal habitats, and developed areas (roads, drillina pads, etc .• ) which have low habitat value. 
Due to the degraded condition of the upland habitat the V(ue) value is 0.3. 

For Wildlife Habitat Utilization Potential it is important to consider habitat complexity of all the 
wetlands on the site. Direct observations of the wetlands indicated that complexity of the 

·· vegetation on the site is low with many of the wetland areas exhibiting very sparse vegetation or 
. monocuJtural stands of saJtgrass or alkali weed (Cressa tnalllensis). Approximately 2.3 acres of 

pickleweed habitat exhibit moderate diversity and habitat complexity. Overall the habitat 
complexity is low to moderate with the V(hc) value of0.4. 

The FCI for Wildlife Habitat Utilization Potential under existing conditions is 0.3 + 0.3 + 0.4 I 3 
•0.33 

Functional Capacity (FC), as discussed above is determined by multiplying the FCI by the size of 
the wetland area. Therefore, under the existing conditions, the FC for Wildlife Habitat . 
Utilization Potential is determined to be 0.33. multiplied by 27 (acres) which equals 8.9 

Restored Conditions - Determination of Functional Capacity 

~- The restored wetland will be created with a number of finger channels (suggested by both the 
Corps and the Coastal Commission biologists) to increase the deepwater aquatic: habitat to 
wetland habitat edge. In addition, approximately 18.7 acres of wetlands would be adjacent to the 
deepwater and mudflat habitats. The presence of significant areas of native wetland habitat 
adjacent to the deepwater areas including numerous finger channels will result in a V(ae) value 
of 0.75. 

The restored wetland wiJJ have a transition zone which will be planted with native species 
typically found in trasitional areas between salt marsh and upland habitats. Addittionally the 
Golf Course Reserve has been designed as a "links" style course that will incorporate areas of 
native vegetation along the fairways. The incorporation of extensive areas of native habitat 
adjacent to the coastal salt marsh would result in a V(ue) value of0.5. 

The 27-acre restored wetland will incorporate deepwater habitats, mudflats, low marsh areas with 
cord grass and pickleweed, high marsh areas with pickleweed, samphire, alkali heath, and fleshy. 
jaumea, and transition zones with transitional species resulting in a V(hc) value of0.75. 

The FCI for Wildlife Habitat Utilization Potential under existing conditions is 0.75 + 0.5 + 0.75 I 
.3. 0.67 

Functional Capacity (FC), as discussed above is determined by multiplying the FCI by the size of 
the wetland area. Therefore, under the restored conditions, the FC for Wildlife Habitat 
Utilization Potential is expected to be 0.67, multiplied by 27 (acres) which equals 17.9 

Thus, upon implementation of the project the Functional Capacity Wildlife Habitat Utilization 
Potential would increase from 8.910 17.9 or an iDaease of 2:1. 

$·'11·3(,7 ~144••· ~11--
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INTRODUCTION 

; This report is an addendum to the Conceptual Wetlands Restoration Plan (Restoration Plan) for 

~the Hellman Ranch. The Restoration Plan was initially prepared in October of 1996 in 

• association with entitlements issued by the City of Seal Beach. and revised in November of 1997 

.~:in conjunction with the application package submitted to the California Coastal Commission 

\"(CCC) by Hellman Properties, LLC. The Restoration Plan initially proposed 23.1 acres of lilt 

~marsh and 9. 7 acres of treshwater marsh. 

~ 

The Restoration Plan now proposes 32.8 acres of wetland. comprised of a 26.0..acre salt marsh 

and a 6.B:acre freshwater marsh. The 26.0-acre salt marsh is envisioned to be in the same 

location on the site u initially proposed in the Restoration Plan. with the addition of an adjacent· 

2.9-acre pool which was initially proposed u freshwater marsh. 

CCC staff' bas requested that Hellman Properties, LLC reserve land currently in oil production 

for future additional wetland restoration u a wetland mitigation bank. The mitigation bank 

would be phased into the project u Phases 2 and 3, assuming that the area initially restored is 

Phase 1. A 6. ?~acre area along the Haynes Cooling Channel would be Phase 2, and B. 7 acres of 
i~ 

the central oil production area would either be Phase 3 of the salt marsh or would be phased into , . 
. the freshwater marsh. A total of 15.4 acres of wetland are included in the mitiaation bank. 

Approximately 48.2 acres of wetland may ultimately be created. consisting of 41.4 acres of salt 

marsh and 6.8 acres of freshwater marsh. 

This report discusses the feasibility of implementina the proposed phased salt marsh 8Dd 

includes preliminary gradinJ concepts, hydraulic analyses, and created wetland habitat areas for 

acbphase. 

All.Mf'tillw.QIIIII"l..,..., • .2 ~ 
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GRADING PLANS 

fhasel 

Grading for Phase 1 is conceived to provide an initial area of wetland restoration, with a tidal 

channel. intertidal area and buffer area which can be connected to Phase 2 in the future. Phase 1 

was modified :from the initial Restoration Plan to provide a channel extending further northeast 

. towards the Phase 2 area. and an interim dike separating the Phase 1 and 2 areas. The dike will 

-.reach an elevation of+10 feet relative to mean sea level (MSL) and extend along the Phase 

boundary. Also, inclusion of a 2.9-acre area. which was initially proposed as :freshwater marsh 

in the initial Restoration Plan, is now being included in the salt marsh. It is connected to the 

main body of the matsh by an open channel. Figure A 1 shows the grading plan for Phase 1. The 

total area in Phase 1 would be 26.0 acres. 

Phase2 

The arading plan for Phase 2 is a physical extension of the plan for Phase 1. The subtidal 

, channel (denoted by the ·2 feet MSL contour) in the center of the Phase 1 marsh and the higher 

contours along the northern edge of the marsh extend into the Phase 2 area. The surface fo~ the 

. Phase 2 area could be graded in its dry condition prior to being opened to saltwater flows. The 

- temporary dike would be removed as one of the last construction stages and the grading could 

.:then be completed. Figure A2 shows the arading plan for Phase 2. The additional area in Phase 

~ 2 is 6. 7 acres for a total salt marsh area of 32.7 acres. 

Phas;3 

Phase 3 consists of 8. 7 acres of land currently in oil production. The Phase 3 area may be 

connected to the Phase 2 area with a narrow open channel. The total salt marsh area after 

implementation of Phase 3 would be 41.4 acres. The Phase 3 wetland would reach to -1 foot 

MSL and would be sloped to provide sufficient areas of habitat around the perimeter of the 

intertidal area. Figure A3 shows the proposed salt marsh grading plan for Phase 3 •. 
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HYDRAULIC MODELING 

Hydraulic modeling was perf'onned on the Phase I, 2 and 3 wetlands to identify tidal elevatiODS 

•and ranaes. and residence times of tidal flows. The modelina method used for this effort was the 

~e as that used for the Restoration Plan. A numerical hydrodynamic circulation model (HCM) 

was applied to simulate tidal flow conditions in the entire marsh in each phase. As specified on 

paae 40 of the Restoration Plan. the model solves physics equations for a hydraulic system 

represented by a series ofbasin (nodes) interconnected by channels (linb). 

A drivina tide is specified at the San Gabriel River. The drivina tide is a statistically-derived 

artificial tide representing Jona-tenn conditions of the nearest tidal aaae (Los Anaeles Harbor). 

The maximum tidal range is approximately 1.3 feet, occunina between +4.0 feet MSL at sprina 

hiah tide and -4.3 feet MSL at spring low tide. The tide includes semi-diurnal and mixed · 

components. Tidal flows will pass through the existin& 48-inch culvert. Tidal hydraulics and 

residence time analyses for each phase are descnDed below. 

Phase 1 Tidal HYdr&uUcs and Residence Times 

t~ link-node system used for modeling the Phase l area is shown in Fiaure A4 and simulated 

tidal elevations for the area are shown in Fiaure AS. FiJUre AS is a plot of the fbll tidal 

amplitude of the drivina tide in the San Gabriel River {the River), overlain by a plot of the 

resulting muted tide in the Phase 1 marsh. The tidal amplitude computed for the Phase 1 marsh 

is muted from that in the River due to the effects of flow through the culvert. The maximum 

tidal range is approximately 1.5 feet, with a spring low tide at +0.6 feet MSL and a sprina hi&h 
!*at +2.1 feet MSL. This compares with a tide ranae ofl.O feet in the Silt marsh of the initial 

Restoration Plan. 

Only one daily low and hiah tide occur in the marsh between the time period of approximately 

100 to 225 hours of the simulation. This period corresponds to when the River experiences very 

small tide ranges between the most extreme tide ranges of the simulation. Two daily low and 

.~ 
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high tides occur in the marsh when the tide ranges in the River are most even, during the period 

between 0 and 100 hours, and between 22S and 32S hours. 

the lowest low tide in the marsh reaches +O.S feet MSL, and occurs after the lowest hiah tide in 

the River (at approximately hour 170). Durina this condition, low hiah tide conditions in the 

River create relatively low water levels in the marsh for a prolonged period of time, allowing the 

marsh to drain to its lowest elevation. 

A phase Jag of several hours occurs between hiah and low tides in the River and hiah and low 

tides in the marsh. the Jag is a function of the constriction imposed by the culvert. 

the storage curve of the Phase l marsh is shown in Figure A6. The figure shows the areas 

calculated at 1-foot elevation increments for the proposed wetland. The storage curve is used to 

perfonn the numerical modeling, and is the basis for creation of the planting plan once tidal 

elevations are determined. 

Residence times in the salt marsh during Phase 1 are shown in Figure A 7. Residence time 

represents the relative frequency of tidal flushing of the marsh and is an indirect indicator of 

·water quality. The maximum residence time in Phase 1 will be approximately 1.3 days. 

Phase ' Tidal HYdraulics and Residence Times 

The link-node system used for modeling the Phase 2 area is shown in Figure AS. Simulated tidal 

elevations for the entire salt marsh in Phase 2 are shown in Figure A9. The tidal amplitude 

computed for Phase 2 is further muted from that in the River as compared to Phase 1. The tidal 

tange is approximately 1.2 feet, with a spring low tide at +0. 7 feet MSL and a spring high tide at 

+ 1.9 feet MSL. One daily low and high tide occur in the Phase 2 marsh, similar to that of the 

Phase 1 marsh. Mixed tides in the marsh occur opposite in time from those in the River, as in 

Phase 1. The lowest low tide in the marsh reaches +O.S feet MSL and occurs after the lowest 

hiah tide in the River. A phase lag of several hours occurs between high and low tides in the 
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River and high and low tides in the marsh. The Jaa is approximately equal to that of Phase 1 
• tidal hydraulics. 

1be storage curve of the Phase 2 marsh is shown in Figure AlO. The fip,re shows that 

expansion of the marsh has resulted mainly in additional area above the mean water surface, 

aj>proximately + 1.0 MSL. Areas above this elevation provide pickleweed habitat for the 

!'eldina's Savannah Spmow. An increase in subtidal habitat hu also occurred to provide for 

fish habitat. The plantina plan is addressed in a subsequent section of this Addendum. 
•. 

Residence times in the salt marsh durina Phase 2 are shown in Figure All. The maximum 

residence time will be approximately 1.6 days. Tidal flushina has improved in the cemra1 

portion of the marsh over Phase 1 conditions, and in the southern Jea. 

base 3 Tidal Hydraylics and Residence Times 

1be link-node system used for modeling the Phase 3 area is shown in Fiaure A12. Simulated 

tidal elevations for the entire marsh durin& Phase 3 are shown in Fipre A13. The tidal 

amplitude. computed for the Phue 3 marsh is further muted from that in the River compared to 

Phases 1 and 2. The tidal range is approximately 1.0 feet, with a sprina low tide at +0.8 feet 

'MSL and a spring high tide at+ 1.8 feet MSL. One daily low and high tide occur in the Phase 3 

~ similar to that of Phases 1 and 2. The lowest low tide in the marsh reaches approximately 

+O.S feet MSL and also occurs after the lowest hiah tide in the River. A phase lag of several 

kNrs occurs between high and low tides in the River and those in the marsh. 'Ibe Jaa is similar 

to that of previous phases. 

The storaae curve of the Phue 3 marsh is shown in Fipre A14. 'Ibe figure shows that 

expansion of the marsh bas resulted in additional area above the mean water surface 

<aPProximately+ 1.0 MSL) for pickleweed habitat. A relatively small iDcrease bas also occurred 

iD subtidal habitat. 
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Residence times in the salt marsh during Phase 3 are shown in Figure AlS. The maximum 

residence time will be approximately 2.8 days in the most distant pool. Implementation of Phase 

3 will cause residence times to increase throughout the system. 

SALT MARSH PLANTING AND HABITAT AREAS 

The plan for planting of the salt marsh is similar to that presented in the initial Restoration Plan. 

Salt marsh habitats will colonize at specific elevations relative to the tides. Areas of each habitat 

type are provided below for each phase. 

A breakdown of the areas for each habitat within the Phase 1 area is shown in Table Al. 

TABLE AI 

PHASE 1 HABITAT AREAS 

Habitat Type 
Subtidal Basin and Channels 
Unvegetated Mudflat 
Pickleweed- Low Marsh 
Pickleweed- High Marsh 
Transition Zone/Buffers 
TOTAL 

Area (acres) 
9.S 
2.6 
2.9 
8.8 
2.2 

26.0 

A breakdown of the areas for each habitat within the Phase 1 and 2 areas is shown in Table A2. 

TABLEA2 

PHASE 2 HABITAT AREAS 

Habitat Type 
Subtidal Basin and Channels 
Unvegetated Mudflat 
Pickleweed- Low Marsh 
Pickleweed- High Marsh 
Transition Zone/Buffers 
TOTAL 

6 

Area (acres) 
12.0 
3.0 
3.1 

11.8 
2.8 

32.7 
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A breakdown of the areas for each habitafwithin the Phase 1, 2 and 3 areas is shown in Table 
·.·~A3. 

TABLEA3 

PHASE 3 HABITAT AREAS 

Habitat Type 
Subtidal Basin and Cbamnels 
Unvegetated Mudflat 
Picldeweed- Low Marsh 
Pickleweed- High Marsh 
Transition Zone/Bu1fers 
TOTAL 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Area(acrea) 
14.9 
3.2 
3.7 
15.6 
4.0 
41.4 

Implementing Phases 1, 2 and 3 of the proposed salt marsh as part of the Hellman Ranch 

Specific Plan are technically feasible based on tidal hydraulics and residence times. Tidal 

residence times are an indirect indication of water quality. Implementation of Phases I and 2 

will result in acceptable hydraulic and water quality conditions in the salt marsh. 

Implementation of Phase 3 will cause a reduction in the wetland tidal range and an increase in 

tidal residence times which may be undesirable. 

T"adal hydraulics of the marsh in Phase I are more efficient than those in Phases 2 and 3. The 

tidal range is pater in Phase l than in subsequent phases. A phase Jaa exists between hip IDd 

low tides in the marsh and those of the River. The phase Jaa is approximately the same for each 

phase. Residence times vary between the phases, with relatively shorter times du:ring Phase 2 

than in other phases, although the most distant reach of the marsh has a slightly lcmaer residence 

time in Phase 2 than in Phase 1. Residence times are highest at Phase 3. All residence times are 

within standards recommended for successfUl marsh restoration \1 days according to the County 

of Orange in DEIR sst. 1996). 

Implementing Phases 21Dd 3 will decrease the tidal range of the marsh established in Phase 1 . 

'Ibis may adversely affect wetland habitat, which will have colonized in response to the Phase 1 
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tidal elevations. The habitat will have to naturally adjust to the modified tidal range at each 

Phase. The effect generated from Phase 1 to Phase 2 may not be significant, but the effect from 

Phase 1 to Phase 3 is more pronounced. To address this issue, the following options could be 

considered: 1) provide multiple connections to the San Gabriel River at Phase 3 to maintain the 

initial tidal range of Phases 1 and 2, or 2) do not include Phase 3 in the salt marsh. 
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DAf.B: 

f'O: 

ATrBNTION: 

MEMORANDUM 

URI£ 1, J,l 

BELLMAN PROPBR.TlBS ££C 

DAV.I' SARTLBJT 

G. VICTOR LEIPZIG, I'A.D. 

P.2 

ll.B: R.EVIB'W OF BBUMAN 'WBTL4NDS PLAN AND 
COASTAL COMMISSION STAFF UPOllT 

11tank you f'or the opportunity to comment on your plan lor the restoration of aa1t 
marsh at Helln\an Ranch. I have reviewed both the lte5toration Plan (and its 
.Addendum) and the Coastal Commission 5tafl comments and recommended 
modificaticma. · 

My overaD Impression is that the restoration plan r.eem.s qu!te weD crafted, pvtftS tt 
cood prospects to achieve a successful functiMin& llltrrwlh ecosystem. · 

Of the modificatiON suggested by Commission staff, there are two on which I would 
Ike to comment:· 

L Sugnted Exp;wlon of tbe Pb•e 1 BestoratiDD AaL 
As proposed by the applkmt, the Phase I restoration woulcl aeate a muted ticla1 

.,stem 't\ith expected tidal range of approximately 1..5 feet (from +0.6 to +2.1 feet MSL). 
After addition of Phase 2, this range wm drop to 1.2lert (&om +0.1 to 
-tl.9 feet MSL). With Phase 3, this range drops further to about 1.0 loot. 

A.fty farlher expmsion of the aaease of the proJect will have the effect of reduc:IDC 
lhls muted ran1e even further and. should be avoided. 

A muted tidal system il pnerally 1\ot u deeinble u one wttJoa a lull ddaJ ~ It il 
tbe intertidal zone which is the mott valuable component of a saltmarlh, and this zone 
fl maximized when the tidal range ill maximiaeci, u in nat\:&ral bays and estuariel 
which communicate freely with the oc:ean. 

Unfortunately, a mut.d tidal range II Inevitable at thiJ lite bteause the culvert to the 
Sin Gabriel River restrld:l the supply of water. 1he diameter of the culvert J.iJnitl the 
total ati\OUftt of water that can flow in or out on a &fven tide eyckt. U the 1ettoration 
area were larger, the same amount of water would still be exct.ansed, but, tpraad over a 
luger aJU, the ticlal re.np would be even IW'J'O'We'r. Jt. a rewlt, the intertidal aone 
would 'be even smaller, and the value of the restored habitat would be reduced rather 
than enha:nced. 

Other rrws'hes provide valuable compa:rilcml. Two of the znore .wx:cssful projldl 
in ncent yean ue Talbert Marsh in Hunt.tnpm Beach and Batiquitoa Lapm iD 
Carlsbad. Both rely on a fully open IU!faee eonneetlon directly to the oeean and both 
!lave relatively high tidal ....._ 

1be 1978 restoration that cratlte! Inner Bola Bay II moderately lti4XelafuL Ita tidal 
..-.p is only about 1.5 feet, but the value of the alte wu enhanced by aeatian ol two 

,-.q? .. ~(,7 11:-

u Rbitit e ·~ 
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· MEMORANDUM 
/ ' . Bellmaa Propertl• LLC 

' · ' Re: Wetlancl Restoradoa l'laa -.1 Coattal CoiDDI.Ialoa 8Wr Rcpon 
April 7, Btl · . 
P!p2 

P.3 

artificial tem nesflnS Uland.a whkh have bee&\ wDcUy ncctSifuJ. tmer Bolla Bay aJio 
benefits from It$ proXb:nlty to Outer Bolla Bay (fully tid.J). However, Inner Bolli lay 
hat not Hen &ignlficant esta'bJWunent of either corc:1g~M or mudJiat habitats. lnMr 
lay lw &Ud\ a uUnimaJ Intertidal z.one that avifauna which feed Sn the tntertlclal-, 
IUCh u the maJority of tborebhd spedes, do Mt lozaae 1ft Inner Bay, but rather mova to 
Outer Bay for feediDI. . 

Futthennore, Ill expan.tiol\ of Inqer Bolla lay wu att~tec! in the Jate 198D'a. nat 
~has been conaldered a dlsml1 faDure by Rth lnCI Cam~ becau.e of poor 
hydrolo&J. ~~fa ~te llld lel5dence time il exceAively high. '11\e culYerll 
JeadfnS Into Inner Bay have Umlted flow capacity (Ukt the situation at lfenman Rmc:h) 
and expandina the areal extmt of Inner Bay wu 6ft \U\tUC:alllul attempt lo atretch that 
&u~ca~. . 

The HeDDWl reatotatloa plan already envlslonaa tlclaJ ran1e the IJaJM .., • 
pottntWly narrower dlut, that at Inner Bolu BaJ. I would definitely not ad'riH 
adudn& it luther. 

INulficient tidal fluahlfts r. one of the prime reasons for the Jack of aua:el$ ol tome 
llltm.arsh restorations. Glvea lhe limitecl water sapplJ for UU. project, apan4ins the 
tidal .rea would pat the ncccu of the proJect at Iedou jeoparcly. I woulcl pre&:r loMe 
a ttacceuful28 acre project than a faUecl H acre proJect. 

Besides tbe teehNca1 inadvisability o( expandins the restoration area, theze woald .. 
appear to~ a real question u to the merit Of staff's upunent that nch expaNioll II 
required. 'lllere II no pauase Ill the Couta1 Act that mandata aspedflc ICIUJt. The 2· 
ID-l ratio mentioned by staff m&J, laowever, be alona ttuullns O,mmlnlon poll.ty. If 
.o, then this woulcllte an appropriate time to &lmate from that po1ky ID the llltenilt of 
acbicviD& the bat pouibla resloralia. 

2. S!I&Snttd Dqfnap of StooD BJJDOffto fhc Sew• 5p1rm, 
·As a fonner member of the Board of Direclols of tht County s.nitatlon Di1tricta Of 

Orartp County, 1 c:aniiiU.'N you that INC'h a coanectlon would be tot.ally unacceptable. 
Sewer treatment fadlitie& II\ Orartp County (or anywhere elle lor that matter) ue aot 
llzed to accoDUI\OClate ttonn flows in addition to NWap flow. I know of no urbAn 11'11 
in this county wheN ltOaD NnOif. directe4 tiD the .wan. 

I helieYa the two modlficaticM dtlcuaec! aboft to 'be poodJ thouJ,ht tluouP by llaff. 
On these pol!*, I~ JOV. to ldd out for~ apPftml ol JCUf 
applkatlon 111Ubmlttad. 

~: '17 .. ~(, 1 l•t4t*fl ... ' **" Ji ei 4 i• 
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STATE Of CALIFOINIA-TH! IIESOUIC!S AGENCY GEOitG! DfUICMEJIAN, C: 

:• ~--CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION ~ 

12/11/Sfi 
1/29/90 
6/9/90 
LJS/SF 

4/26/90 
5/10/90 

~ 31 HOWARD STREET, 4TH FLOOit 
~N FIAHOSCO, CA J"OHfn 

(415) S4I5S5 
Hotorint l..!poited/TDO (415) 196-1125 

Ftled: 
49th Day: 
180th Day: 
Staff: 
Staff Report: 
Hearing Date: 
Comm. Action on Findings: 

STAFF REPORT: REVISED FINDINGS 

APPLICATION NO.: 5-89-1087 

APPLICANT: Mola Development Corporation AGENT: Nancy Lucast 

PROJECT LOCATION: Hellman Ranch, between Pacific toast Highway and Seal Beach 
Boulevard, in the City of Seal Beach • 

. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Subdivision of the 192-acre Hellman Ranch property into 
,, seven parcels; three are designated for purchase and further development by 

the applicant (149.7 acres), and four will remain in oil production under the 
ownership of the Hellman Trust (42.3 acres). The applicant proposes to 
further subdivide the 149.7 acres into 355 residential lots and 22 non
residential lots; construct 355 single family dwellings, roads and utilities, 
a 15.2-acre community park, and off··site street and utility improvements; 
preserve an existing 10.4-acre natural park; and restore 36.8 acres of wetland 

-habitat. The proposed development includes 1.3 million cubic yards of cut and 
1.4 million cubic yards of fill. 

COMMISSION ACTION: Approval with Conditions. 

DATE OF COMMISSION ACTION: 1/12/90. 

COMMISSIONERS ON PREVAILING SlOE: Calvo, Cervantes, Franco, Glickfeld, 
Howard, MacElvaine, Malcom, Nathanson, Neely, Wornum, and Wright. 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
... _ 

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following revised findin1 
in support of the Commission's action on January 12, 1990, approving with 
special conditions coastal development pen1it 5-89-1087 for wetland 
restoration and residential development at the Hellman Ranch, Seal Beach, 
Orange County. · 
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Phase II Special Conditions. 

5-Bt-1087 

Page 4 
5-81-1017 

2. Offer to Dedicate Fee Title for Open Space/Wetlands. 

Prior to the issuance of the permit for Phase II development improvements, the 
applicant shall execute and record an irrevocable offer to dedicate to the 
California State Lands Ccnnhston, or other public agency or private 
association acceptable to the Executive Director, fee title to Lots A and B, 
Lots 288 through 313, inclusive, and streets D and E, of City of Seal Beach 
Yesttng Tentative Tract Map No. 13198, as shown on Exhibit 6~ Title shall be 
offered subject to the reservation of an eas11111nt, 1n favor of the applicant 
or its designee, for the construction, aonitoring, and aeintenance of the 
Commission-approved restoration project,·including any remedial work which may 
be required to achieve the perfonmance standards tn the approved plan for said 
restoration project. Any public agency or private association accepting such 
dedication shall limit uses tn the area to habitat creation and restoration, 
and natural resource education, research, and/or enhancement programs. 

The offer shall be irrevocable for a period of 21 years, shall run in favor of 
the People of the State of California, binding successors and assigns of the 
applicant and/or landowners, and shall be recorded prior to all other liens 
and encumbrances, except tax liens, which the Executive Director detenmines 
may affect the interest being conveyed. The offer to dedicate shall be, in 
fonm and content, acceptable to the Executive Director. 

This condition can be satisfied by means of an escrow account assuring 
concurrent recordation of the offer with the final tract map for Phase II in • 
order to provide a final legal ~escription of Lots A and 8, Lots 288 through 
313, inclusive, and Streets D and E, provided prior authorization of the 
Executive Director is obtained. 

,~.3. Wetland Restoration Pl~n. 

'Prior to the issuance of the permit for Phase II development, the applicant 
shall submit, for Ccnnission review and approval, the •Hellman Property 
Wetland Restoration Plan• (December 15, 1989), prepared by LSA Associates, 
Inc. and Moffatt & Nichol Engineers, which shall be revised and modified as 
follows: 

a. Within the dedicated 36.8-acre dedication area (Lots A and B), the 
29+ acres of proposed fish and wildlife habitat, shall contain a 

•tnimum of 25.6 acres of wetland habitat at elevations above the 
annual extreme low spring tide and at least periodically saturated, 
exclusive of buffers as defined below. 

b. Prior to or concurrent with the disturbance of 1.2 acres of degraded 
wetland within Phase II, restoration of pickleweed habitat on 6.5 
acres of Lot 8 shall be commenced. Slid restoration work shall be 
completed prior to occupancy of any Phase II unit. 

c. The wetland buffer configuration shall be as follows and as depicted 
in Exhibit 16: · • 
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(1) Adjacent to proposed residential and park areas (buffer 
condition 'A'), a 100-foot buffer shall be provided along with a 
6-foot fence at the upland edge. Buffer condition 'A' shall 
include a revetted slope at the upland edge, adjacent to the 
6-foot fence to discourage access by cats, dogs, and humans, as 
well as subtidal area and intertyidal revetted slope. 

(2) Adjacent to First Street (buffer conditions 'B' and 'D'), 
the buffer shall consist of a 6-foot fence and a vegetated slope 
having a horizontal distance of 11 feet from the wetland habitat. 

(3) Except adjacent to First street, the buffer condition at the 
perimeter of Lot A shall be a 6-foot fence on the lot line 
(buffer condition 'C'). 

The 8-foot tidal intake culvert shall be completed and operable, and 
initial planting and all restoration improvements shall be completed 
prior to occupancy of any Phase III unit. 

Specific performance standards for each habitat area in the 
restoration plan shall be incorporated into the Monitoring/Corrective 
Action Program. The specific performance standards shall be based on 
comparable wetland habitat areas located wtthin the following three 
wetland areas: 

The Department of Fish and Game restoration area in Upper 
Newport Bay. 

The Department of Fish and Game restored wetland at the Bolsa 
Chica Ecological Reserve. 

The existing high-quality wetlands in Los Cerritos subject to 
tidal action identified in the 1981 Departmwent of Fish and Game 
wetland determination for Los Cerritos. 

The specific habitat restoration performance standards shall be based 
on and reflect the range of variability for comparable areas in the 
above three wetland complexes. 

f. Prior to the occupancy of the Phase III units, the applicant shall 
establish a capital fund (e.g. by means of assessment district or 
Mello-Roos) sufficient to generate annual revenues to meet projected 
innual maintenance and corrective action needs, conditional upon 
Executiv.e Director and Department of Fish and Game review and 
approval of the Mello-Roos bond, and compliance with acceptable 
fiduciary standards. The district shall include both Phase II and 
Phase III development. 

•· The wetland restoration area shall be expanded to include Lots 288 
through 313, inclusive, ·and Streets D and E. Within this 
approximately 4-acre expansion area, •itigation credits for future 



4. 

Page i 
5-81-1087 

Port of Long leach fill projects shall be allowed. Th• mitigation 
credit value of the 4-acre expansion area ~11 be determined by 
Commission staff 1n consultation with state and federal wildlife 
agencies and Port staff. Mitigation credits realized from this 
expansion area w111 be utilized by the Port. 'n accordance with one of 
the projects 1n the certified Port Master Plan, or w111 be •banked• 
for future projects which require a port master plan amendment. 

In addition, the Commission shall hold a public hearing on the wetland 
restoration plan and reserves the right after said hearing to impose 
additional reasonable conditions of approval on, and/or revisions and 
modifications to, the restoration plan for the purpose of insuring 
conformity with Coastal Act policies, except that the boundaries of the 
wetland restoration area, as altered in •g• above, shall not be enlarged. 
The applicant shall be bound by the terms and conditions of the 
Commission's final action on the restoration plan. 

Prior to the issuance of the permit for Phase II de¥.elopment, the applicant 
shall submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director, final 
construction and implementation plans for.the restoration project, including I 
construction schedule. Said final plans shall be prepared in consultation 
with and receive prior approval of the Department of Fish and Game and shall 

• 

be in substantial conformance with the Commission-approved restoration plan • 
required in Special Condition No. 3 above •. The Executive Director shall 
complete his review of said plans within 30 days fr011 their submittal. The 
Executive Director's approval shall not be unreasonably witheld. 

5. Security to Insure Implementation of wetlands Restoration. 

:Prior to the issuance of the permit for Phase II development, the applicant 
· shall post a bond, letter of credit, or other security, in a form acceptable 
to the Executive Director, in favor of the CAlifornia Coastal Co.tssion, in 
an amount sufficient to cover the projected cost of construction, monitoring, 
and maintenance of the Commission-approved wetland restoration plan for both 
Phases II and III, including reasonable reserves for remedial work. 

6. Final Plans for Phase II. 

Prior to~he issuance of the permit for Phase II development, the applicant · 
shall submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director final site, 
grading, drainage, landscape, and improvement plans and specifications, . 
including foundation plans, for Phase II of the develo.,..nt. Said plans shall 
substantially conform to the plans submitted with the permit application, 
subject to any modifications necessitated by the approved special conditions 
stated herein. 

1. &toloaic Hazard Mitiaation· 

All Phase II and III earthwork construction and foundation design and • 
construction shall compl~ with recommendations contained in the following 
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reports and documents: Leighton and Associates, •Prelimtnarr Subsurface 
Investigation for,.Vesting Tentati.ve Tract Map 1319B, City of Sea~ Beach, 

· California,• October 31, 19B9; Leighton and Associates, •Addendum to 
Preliminary Investigation for Vesting Tentative Tract 13198, City of Seal 
Beach, Orange County, California, • November 8, 1989; BCL Associates, Inc., 
•Environmental Site Audit and field Investigation, Hellman Oilfield, Seal 

'seach, California,• June 19B7; and The Earth Technology Corporation, •Draft 
Scope of WOrk and Bid Specifications, Hellman Oil field Site Remediation, Seal 
Beach, California,• October 19B9 • 

. 8. Assumption of Risk • 
... 

Prior to issuance of the penait for Phase II development, the applicant shall 
execute and record a deed restriction as to Phases II and III, in 1 form and 
content acceptable to the Executive Director, which shall provide: (a) that 
the applicants understand that the site may be subject to extraordinary hazard 
from liquefaction during seismic events, and (b) that the applicants hereby 
waive any future claims of liability against the Commission or its successors 
in interest for damage from such hazards. The document shall run with the 
land binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior 
liens and any other encumbrances which the Executive.Director determines may 

!. affect the interest being conveyed • 

. g. Drainage Design Plans. 

,As to Phases II and III, final drainage design shall include destlting and 
pollution filtering devices for all drains 'Which flow into the 4l.4-acre 
wetland restoration complex • 

• 10. Temporary Erosion Control for Phase II. 

Prior to issuance of the permit for Phase II development, a construction phase 
erosion control plan for Phase II shall be submitted for the review and 
approval of the Executive Director. Said erosion control plan shall insure 
•inimal soil loss from the Phase II construction site through the use of such 
temporary erosion control measures as ben~~, interceptor ditches, sandbagging, 
filtered inlets, silting basins, silt traps, and erosion control planting as 
necessary. ·All required temporary erosion control shall be in place on or 
before November 15 of any year in which Phase II construction is on-going. 

11. Archaeological Mitigation Plan. 

Prior to,ssuance of the permit for Phase II development, the applicant shall 
provide for the review and approval of the Executive Director a subsurface 
archeological study and •itigatfon plan for the site. The plan shall include 
.•thods for capping archeological sites, for recovery of significant 
archeological materials, and for monitoring the site during construction. 
Prior to Executive Director review, the plan shall be reviewed and approved by 
the State Office of Historic Preservation and the appropriate Hattve American 
group designated or deemed acceptable by the Native American Heritage 
Commission. The study and plan shall be consistent with the archeological 
impict standards established by the State Office of Historic Preservation, and 
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shall include a signed contract for archaeological salvage that follows 
current professional practice. In addition, should mitigation measures 

, require a 1110d1fication or reconftguration of the tract. 111p, the applicants 
" shall submit t~ the Coastal Commission an amendment to the permit. 

12. peviatton from Park Improvement PlanJ. 

As to Phases It and III, any substantive deviation from the submitted park 
improvement plans for Lots D, E, and F as shown on Exhibit 3, shall require 
review and approval of the Executive Director and lilY require an amendment to 
the penatt. 

·, 13. State Lands Commission Review. 

Prior to the issuance of the permit for Phase II develoPMnt, the applicant 
shall obtain a written determination from the State Lands Commission that, as 
·to Phases II and III: 

a. 

b. 
• 

No State lands are involved in the development; or 

State lands are involved in the development, and all permits required • 
b~ the State Lands Commission have been obtained; or 

c. State lands may be involved in the development, but pending a final 
determination, an agreement has been made with the State Lands 
Co11111ission ·ror the project to proceed without prejudice to that 
determination. 

Phase III Special Conditions. 

14. Final Plans for Phase III • 

.;:Prior to the issuance of the permit for Phase III development, the applicant 
t:shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, final 
'site, grading, drainage, landscape, and tmprovtMnt plans and specifications, 
·including foundation plans, for Phase III of the development. Slid plans 
shall substantially conform to the plans submitted with the application, 
subject to any modifications necessitated by the approved special conditions 
stated herein. 

"15. Temporary Erosion Control For Phase III. 

·Prior to the issuance of the permit for Phase III develoPIIInt, the applicant 
shall submit a temporarr erosion control plan for the review and approval of 
the Executive Director. Said erosion control plan shall insure mimi111l son 
loss from the Phase III construction site through the use of such temporarr 
erosion control measures as berms, interceptor ditches, sandbagging, filtered 
inlets, silting basins, silt traps, and· erosion control planting as 
necessary. All required temporary erosion control shall be in place on or 
before November 15 of any year in which Phase III construction is on-going • 

. •• 

• 

• 
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The tennis courts identified in the conmunft¥ park, Lot D of Tentative Tract 
Map 1319B, shall !!21 be lighted, and adjacent Lot 8 (restored wetland area) 

' shall be shielded from adverse lighting iapacts. 

IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIQNS. 

The Commission hereb¥ finds and declares: 

~ A.· PROJECT DESCRIPTION. The Mole Development Corporation proposes to 
· construct a joint 36.8-acre wetland restoration project and 355-unit single 

famfl¥ residential housing development on the Hellman Ranch propert¥ in Seal 
Beach. Construction of the wetland complex would be completed prior to 
occupant¥ of the Phase III residential units, the restored wetland complex 
would be dedicited in fee to a qualified public agent¥ or private association, 
and financing for the wetland restoration construction, monitoring, and 
maintenance would be provided through the residential development project. 
The applicant submitted a wetland restoration plan prepared b¥ LSA Associates 
and dated December 15, 1989; .this plan calls for a restored wetland and 

t buffers within the 36.8-acre parcel designated for wetland restoration • 
. Provisions. for phased implementation, 110nftoring, remedial work, and 
maintenance of the project are included in the LSA plan. Detailed anal)fsis of 

:the proposed restoration plan will follow later in this report • 

t The project site is located between .. Pacffic Coast Htghwa)f, Seal Beach 
Boulevard, and the San Gabriel River flood control channel, in the Cit¥ of 

. Seal Beach, approximatel¥ one mile from the Pacific Ocean (Exhibits 1-3). The 
r applicant proposes to subdivide the 192-acre Hellman Ranch propert¥ into seven 
;parcels. Four parcels totaling 42.3 acres would remain tn oil production 
'under the ownership of the Hellman Trust, and three remaining parcels totaling 
149.7 acres would be purchased and developed b¥ the applicant. The applicant 
proposes to further subdivide the 149.7 acres into 355 residential lots and 22 
non-residential lots; construct 355 single famil¥ dwellings (ranging between 
2,100-3,800 sq.ft.), roads and utilities, a 15.2-acre communit¥ park, and 
off-site street and utilit¥ improvements; preserve an existing 10.4-acre 
natural park; and construct a 36.8-acre wetland restoration complex. The 
proposed development includes 2.7 million cubic )fards of grading (1.3 million 
c.)f. cut and 1.4 million c.)f. fill). 

The applicant proposes to phase the development as follows: .... 

Phase I. Land division of the 192.3 acre Hellman propert¥ into seven 
parcels for conve)fance purposes as shown on Cit¥ of Seal leach Tentative 
Parcel Map No. 86-349. Three of the newl)f-created parcels (1, 2, and A) 
are designated for development b¥ the applicant; the remaining parcels 
would remain in o11 production (Exhibit 4·). · 

Phase II. Creation of residential lots 1 through 193, and lots A, a. F, 
I, J, K, L, M, N, 0, P, R, and S, all as shown on the Cit¥ of Seal Beach 
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. Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 13198, and construction of single fa11ily 
residential homes on lots 1-113. In addition, on- and off-site 
subdivision 1mproveJDents for said lots .consisting of: grading, drainage 
and utility improvements: off-site Seal Beach Boulevard, Hellman Ranch 
load, and Regency Court improvements; internal street improvements l111ited 
to Streets L through Z and the northerly 350 feet of Street F; dedication 
of Street A right-of-way: Street A improvements between existing Hellman 
Ranch Road and Street F: and connunfty park iJiprovements on Lot f (ExMbft 
5). 

•• 
I 

Phase ttl. Creation of residential lots 114 through 355, and lots C, D, 
t, &, H, and Q, all as shown on City of Seal Beach Vesting Tentative Tract 
Rap No. 13198, and construction of single f .. tly residential homes on lots 
194-355. In addition, subdivision improvements for said lots consisting 
of: grading, drainage and utility improvements; Street A; internal 
streetfmprovements for Streets 1, C, D, £, F, H, I, J, and K; emergency 
access between Streets I and F; and community park improvements on Lots D 
and £ (Exhibit 6). 

A Specific Plan wes prepared for the 225-acre Hellman Ranch area and adopted 
by the Ci~y of Seal leach in 1181. The origf'nal plan designated the Hel1111n 
property for single-family and multiple-family residential, oil production, 

1 .• flood control, and public park uses. Under the original specific plan, 1,000 
., dwelling units were allowed on 110.5 acres of the site. An EIR (SCH No. 
# 81040953) was prepared and certified by the Ci.ty of Seal Beach prior to the 

adoption of the Hellman Specific Plan. In 1182, Ponderosa Homes proposed to 
develop the site with 33 sfngle-famtly units, 200 units of 11Ultf-fam11y units • 
as senior citizen housing, and 467 condomtnimum units. While the Connissfon 

_did approve a conceptual Coastal Conservancy wetlands restoration plan for the 
-Hellman property in March 1982, Ponderosa Homes withdrew their application for 

1 coastal development peratt (5-82-221) in November 1982, and the site wes not 
,_developed nor were any wetlands restored. 
i. 
~Mole Development Corporation secured an option to purchase a 149-acre parcel 
; of the Hellman Ranch site 1n April 1186, and fn that same year notified the 
:city of Seal Beach that they would be preparing an admendment to the Hellman 
Specific Plan. An EIR was also prepared to evaluate potential environmental 
effects associated with the development proposed under this amendment. The 
1111nded Hellman Specific Plan substantially revised the land use designations 
and residential densities on the 141-acre Mole Project Area. The oil 

"'.production and flood control land use des1gnattons on tl\e remaining 76 acres 
6 1n the amended Hellman Specific Plan r1111ined unchanged from the original 
,. . .plan. Thi City of Seal leach certified a final subsequent EIR and adopted the 

revised Hellman Specific Plan 1n November 1187. In August 1188, Nola 
submitted a Tentative Tract Map, a Suppl1111ntal EIR, and a second amendment to 
the Hellman Specific Plan, calling for residential development and 20 acres on 
cr.s1te restored wetlands. The City of Seal leach, after requesting 
examination of ilternattves to the Mola· plan, and after an additional 
revisions to the development proposal by Mole, conditionally approved on 
OCtober 1, 1189, the development plan now before the Commission. On Novetlber 
14, 1189, the Commission dented the current applicant's coastal development 
pen~ft 5-89-814 for a residential housing project and wetland restoration on • 



• 
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the Hellman property. However, the Commission at that time also waived the 
six-month time limit for a rehearing of the project, hence the application · 
before the Commission today. 

8. SITE DESCRIPTION. The Mola project site on the Hellman Ranch property 
consists of degraded and severely degraded wetlands, filled historic wetlands, 
and uplands. A tidal channel totaling approximately two acres is the primary 
wetland area on the project site with a substantial degree of productivity 

~· (Exhibit 7). Degraded wetlands scattered across the lowland portion of the 
property exhibit biologic productivity typically only after winter rains 
create ponded water and saturate the saline soils. Historically, and as 
recently as the late 1890's, the subject property was part of the 2,400-acre 
Alamitos Bay wetland complex at the mouth of the san Gabriel River, and 
contained a network of tidal channels and salt marshes (Exhibit 8). All that 
remains of this complex today a~e 25 acres of degraded and severely degraded 
wetland on the Hellman property, and the Los Cerritos wetland west of the san 
Gabr.iel River flood control channel. On the latter site, 129.5 acres of 
wetland are scattered around the 244-acre site, with about 100 acres of those 
wetlands functioning at a relatively high level~ 

Substantial degradation of wetlands on the Hellman property began with oil 
t production tn the 1920's, which resulted tn fill of wetlands for access roads 
·and production facilities. In addition to expansion of oil production, other 
fill activities took place on the property over the years. Nevertheless, the 

~san Gabriel River continued to meander through the western end of the subject 
~property, and in conjunction with sloughs and channels allowed the 

continuation of·both tidal and freshwater inundation of the site. The removal 
' of these hydrologic regimes on the site followed the rerouting and 

channelization of the San Gabriel River between 1930-34. Marsh land receded 
further as canals and levees were built to control water on the property. 

~.However, aerial photographs of the site taken tn 1955 show the present-day 
drainage/tidal channel on the site located in what appears to be marsh. At 
the time of channel construction, and although scattered fill existed on the 
site, remnant San Gabriel River channels still existed and functioned it least 
partially as tidal sloughs, and much of the site was still a functioning 
•rsh. 

The construction between 1961-63 of the LADWP Haynes power plant cooling 
channel east of the San Gabriel River flood control channel resulted in the 
deposition of large quantities of fill on the subject property and increased 
destruction of the wetlands. The site was further degraded by the deposition 
of hydraulic dredge spoil from maintenance dredging of the adjacent flood 

-control abd power plant cooling channels. The City of Seal beach permitted 
fill to be placed on the property from 1960 through 1975, and the Coastal Zone 
Conservation Commission approved fill activity here between 1972-75. The end 
result is a near-complete loss of coastal wetlands on the Hellman property due 
to oil production activities, removal of tidal influence, and deposition of 
fill. A 1980 report by the California Department of Fish and Game (OF&) 
stated that:· 

••• the wetland area south of the San Gabriel River ts a heavily impacted 
remnant of its former grandeur. 



Page 12 
5-89-1081 

[The extensive fill] areas are prtm~r11y historic wetlands wh'ch have been 
degraded. · 

· Most of the flat lowland that dominates the site is now covered with a varying 
! depth of of fill material (averaging five feet), while 1 low aerine terrace 
~ reaching an elevation of 66 feet provides a distinct upland section on the 
· south and east ends of the property. A culvert underneath the LADWP cooling 

channel connects the project site with the San Gabriel River and provides 
· ainimal tidal influence to the site. A flap gate at the west end of the 
· culvert, installed to prevent river flood flows fro. reaching the site, 1s 
, nearly frozen shut but does allow a mtntul tidal flow to enter the property 

via the aforementioned tidal/drainage channel. However, tn addition to the 
narrow channel that cuts across the lowland portion of site, rtmnant wetla"ds, 
although severely degraded (seasonally ponded water, salt/brackish water 
marsh, and alkaline flat), are scattered throughout the lowlands. Pickleweed 
is the dominant salt aersh indicator species in the study area. The wetlands 
are seasonally flooded and saturated by stona runoff and the high groundwater 
table. Off road vehicle use occurs on the property, and fill is still 
occasionally illegally placed on the site. 

· In January 1982, California DF& submitted to the Commission a fonaal 
;~eten.inatton of the status of the wetlands within the City of Seal Beach, 

immediately south and east of the San Gabriel River channel. DFG found that 
the project site included approximately 25 acres of wetlands and that 23 acres 

· were severely degraded pursuant to Section 30411 of the Coastal Act. The 

. . 

• 

report states that wildlife use· and species diversity is low in all identified • 
·wetland areas· except the tidal channel and that: ~ · 

This condition is caused by the continuing use of the area by ORv•s and as 
a dump site for fill aeterials. Tidal flows have been eliminated except 
within the narrow tidal channel. 

The report noted that although bird use of the wetland area is low, 

The endangered California least tern ts known to forage in the tidal 
channel. T.he endangered lelding•s savannah sparrow has also been 
observed. 

The report concluded by stating that: 

~ Measures necessary to assure that potential wetland values of this area 
are .aximized should be incorporated into the Local Coastal Program for 
the City of Seal leach, and/or incorporated 1nto any Coastal Development 
Ptl"'llit for the area •. 

LSA Associates, the wetland consultant for the applicant, reported in the 1989 
Supplemental EIR, that tidal influence ·is primarily confined to th• first 300 
fHt of the on-site channel, and that: 

Beyond this point, the channel exhibits some of the same water quality 
characteristics as a tidal channel, and it supports some flora and fauna 
associated wtth true tidal channels, but any tidal range is severely muted. • 



• 
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Away from the central channel, the remaining wetland areas have been 
significantly altered from their original condition by fill or major 
disturbances such as dfscfng or recreational vehicle traffic. All of 
these areas are technically classified as wetlands ••• but they are degraded 
or severely degraded and do not function as they do when in their original 
condition. The wetland characteristics are primarily due to local runoff 
and the saline nature of the soil, including nwch of the fill soil, rather 
than the river morphology and tidal influence, which originally created 
the wetlands. 

Finally, the subject property 1s crossed by the Seal Beach splay of the active 
Newport-Inglewood fault system. The fault area on the site is within an 
Alquist-Priolo special studies zone, which provides that no new real estate 
development shall be penmitted to be placed across the trace of an active 
fault. In addition, the seismic hazards associated with this property are 
seriously compounded by the nature of the soils at the site, which developed 
under marshy conditions and are comprised of silts, sandy silts, and sands. 

,As a result, h·igh and moderate 11quffaction zones have been mapped on the site 
:6Y numerous consulting geologists (Exhibits 9 and Ia). 

c. WETLAND RESTORATION. Prior to the analysis of the proposed wetland 
,restoration and residential development - and its implications for existing 
on-site wetlands and other California wetland resources subject to pen.it 
~.control by the Connission - it 1s helpful to examine four related topfcs,that 
help to provide the context in which the Mola project must be viewed: assorted 
wetland definitions: the scarcity and value of Southern California wetlands; 
the Commission's regulatory and policy framework regarding development in and 

.,,restoration of coastal wetlands, in particular, severely degraded wetlands; 
and feasibility of wetland restoration. 

(1) Definitions. As several wetland-related tenas will be used repeatedly 
in the analysis of the proposed development, the following definitions are 
provided: 

Wetland: Under Section 30121 of the Coastal Act, lands within the coastal 
zone Which may be covered periodically or permanently with shallow water 
and include saltwater .arshes, freshwater .arshes, open or closed brackish 
water marshes, swamps, mudflats, and fens. Section 13577(b) of the 
Commission's Administrative Guidelines and Appendix D of the Connission's 
Wetla~d Guidelines also provide definitions of wetlands. 

$evere1y degraded wetl,nd: Under Section 30411, a wetland with natural 
processes so severelympaired that tt is not capable of recovering and 
.. tntaining a high level of biological productivity without major 
restoration acttv1t1es. , · 

wetland buffer: Under Sectton VII of the Commission's Wetlands Guideline, 
an area that provides essential open space between development and a 
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wetland, to ensure that development does .. ot stgntf.icantly degrade the 
wetland habitat. A buffer area is not a part of the wetland, and is • 
uasured frOIR the landward edge of the wetland. · 

Wetland restoration: Under Section 30601.1 of the Coastal Act and Section 
lv(D)(2)(b) of the Wetland Guidelines, a fora of mitigation that involves 

. a program and effort to return a wetland back into its prior, natural 
condition. Also under Section 30233(a)(l), restoration is an allowable 
wetland use where there is no feasible less environmentally damaging 
alternative and where feasible mitigation 111asures are provided. Under 
Section 30233(a)(3) of the Coastal Act, DF&-certified degraded wetlands 
under Section 30411 can, under certain conditions, be restored and 
•intained in conjunction with a boating fac111ty. 

Wetland enhancement: A progra• to increase the biologic value of a 
wetland by a pre-deten.fned 1ncr1111nt. 

Wetland restoratien plan: Under Section 30607.1 of the Coastal Act and 
Section IV(D)(2)( ) of the Wetland 6u1de11nes, a form of 111tfgatton that 

.includes but is not li11ited to the following: restoration objectives 
~ consistent with regional habitat goals; restoration construction occurring 

'simultaneously with project construction; a 111nage111nt plan constituting 
an agreement between the applicant and tbe Commission to guarantee that 
restoration is COIRPleted by the applicant; historical and baseline habitat 
analysis; grading, drainage and tidal flow, planting, and buffer plans; 
•intenance and monitoring progra111: performance and evaluation standards; 
remediation and mid-course ~orrection progra•; feasibility assess111nt; • 
construction .. schedule; hydr.ologic and engineering analysis; cost estimate 
and funding guarantee for all facets of the plan; and environmental impact 
studies for the restoration plan • 

... 
, (2) Value of Southern California Wetla~s. The Commission is being asked 
~·to foreclose the option of restoring wetla s in excess of that proposed by 
the applicant in the submitted restoration plan. All interested parties 

.appear to agree that wetlands once encOIRI)assed auch of the 100-acre lowland 
··area on the subject property: but, since only 25 of these acres presently 
exh1bit wetland characteristics, only those 25. acres are subject to the 
allowable use provisions of Section 30233 of the Coastal Act. While the 
feasibility of restoring severely degraded and lost wetlands here will be 
exa•ined later in this report, the policy issues of preserving critical land 
,use and resource ~~anage~~~nt options and avoiding irreversible decisions 
~affecting exceedingly scarce and valuable resources aust r1111in •t the 
forefront•througbout the Commission•s analysis of the applicant~s proposal. 
As docu~~ented earlier in this report, the historic wetland complex at the 

·110uth of the San &abrtel River has bten reduced fr011 2,400 acres to 155.acres 
(130 at Los Cerritos, 25 at Hell111n Ranch), of which only 102 acres are 
f~ncttoning at a 110derate to high level· of productivity. This destruction of 
the Al111ttos wetlands, and the severe degradation and loss of biologic 
productivity of re~~nant wetlands on the Hell111n Ranch property, are clearly 
not isolated incidents in southern California, where only 101 of the 11,300 
acres of historic coastal wetlands 1n Los Angeles and Orange counties r1111in 
(DF&, 117i)(Exhib1t 10). • 
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· In western Los Angeles (ounty, Bellona Lagoon has a severely reduced area of 
tfdal wetlands, salt marsh, and fresh water marsh, down from 1,550 historic 
acres. (Note: the acreage estimates in this section of the report are t•ken 
from a preliminary copy of •southern California Regional Wetland Restoration 
Study• by Jens Sorensen and Associates, March 19B2; these estimates are 
approximete, may have been refined and updated, and are used here to only 
provide an overall context. The acreage estimates for Bolsa Chica are taken 
from the California Department of Fish and Game's degraded wetland 

·determination.) The previously-mentioned Alamitos Bay/San Gabriel River 
wetlands consist of the 130-acre Los Cerritos wetland in Los Angeles County, 
and the 25-acre Hellman wetlands in Seal Beach (Orange County), down from 
1,400 acres. The next wetland to the south, Anaheim Bay, is currently a 
national wildlife refuge. The wetlands of Anaheim Bay consist of 749 acres of 
intertidal marsh with no freshwater marsh remaining. Historically, Anaheim 
·Bay included about 2,300 acres, including large areas of freshwater marsh. 

Bolsa Chica is the next wetland south of Anaheim Bay, presently consisting of 
approximetely 852 acres of functioning wetlands (EPA calculates that 927 acres 
of wetlands exist). Historically, Bolsa Chica included an estimated 2,300 
acPes. The separate Huntington Beach and Santa Ana River mouth wetlands were 
once part of a single wetland system at the aouth of the santa Ana River. The 
historic wetlands of the Santa Ana River are estimated to have totaled 2,950 
acres. Within the City of Huntington Beach, DF6 estimates that 170 acres 
remain; these were a major subject of concern in the City's local Coastal 
Program. At the mouth of the Santa Ana River are an additional 270 acres, 
consisting of 55 acres of tidal marsh, 197 acres of non-tidal salt marsh and 
salt pan, and 18 acres of fresh wetland. The last major wetland in Orange 
County is Upper Newport Bay, historically an area of 2,350 acres. Presently, 
the wetlands of Upper Newport Bay include 482 acres of tidal wetlands and 430 
acres of freshwater wetlands, for a total of 912 acres. 

An additional concern relates to the potential adverse effects of sea level 
rise on coastal wetlands. A 1989 report prepared by Maguire Thomas Partners 
for the Interagency Biomitigation Task Force associated with the Ports of Los 
Angeles and Long Beach stated that: 

A one-half meter rise in sea level in southern California would destroy 
nearly all of the region's remaining wetlands because the transitional and 
adjacent upland habitats needed to support the rising marshlands are 
presently developed. 

-Protecting, enhancing, and restoring wetlands has over the past several years 
gained a highly visible position on the list of local, state, and national 
issues receiving attention from the general public, government agencies, and 
leading political figures. The Bush Administration, through the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), has set a polt~y that calls for no net loss of 
wetlands, enhancement of damaged wetlands, restoration of lost wetlands, and 
creation of new wetlands. EPA ts becoming .ore stringent in its review of 
projects that entail modification or destruction of wetland resources, and 
will be involved in the Federal agency review of the proposed development 
through its review of the applicant•s Corps of Engineers Section 404/Clean 
W.ter Act permit. In addition, the Corps and EPA have executed a Memorandum 
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of Agreement on wetland •itigatton standards. Federal and State resource 
agencies carefull~ examine all development projects in or adjacent to wetlands • 

c. along the California coast, and private organizations scrupulousl~ MOnitor the 
''wetland regulatory actions of these agencies. The State of California has a 

stated policy objective, Senate Concurrent Resolution 29, in place since 1180, 
:calling for an increase in the State's wetland acreage by 50S by the ~ear 
~2000. wetland trusts continue to spring up throughout the state with the 
~ objective of preserving and enhancing wetlands within their geographic 

locale. Symposiums and professional Mettngs dedicated to wetland issues 
occur with increasing regulartt~. Media reports documenting the loss of 

·wetlands in California and across the nation, and editorials supporting the 
. preservation and restoration of wetland resources are commonplace. 

An increasingly important factor in wetland resource 111nage111nt and 
restoration along the southern California coast 1s the involvement of the 
Ports of Los Angeles and Long leach as potential sponsors of wetland 
enhancement and restoration projects. loth po~s are developing plans for 
.. sstve landfill expansions in san Pedro lay over the next thirty years (The 
•2020 Plan•) and as a result, are required to •ittgate the environmental 
impacts of and compensate for the habitat losses associated with the proposed 
landfills. A limiting factor in this process continues to be a shortatt of · 
sites along the SOuthern California coast, particularly tn Los Angeles and 

.orange counties, for tn-kind habitat restoration and/or creation. The~ 
Anaeles Times reported on December 10, 1989, that: 

[A] mid-1990 proposal to substantially expand Los Angeles and Long Beach 
harbors will require special planning to save valuable but fast-dwindling • 
coastal wetland wildlife habitat from dredging, filling or other 

~ environmental degradation • 

.trhe Port of Los Angeles is pursuing mitigation and compensation work at 
·aatiquitos Lagoon in San Diego County, and the Port of Long Beach has 
tundertaken mitigation and compensation work at Anaheim and Newport Bays in 
Orange County. The Interagency Biomitigation Task Force, set-up by the two 

, ports in part to examine proposed landft 11 expansion impacts, developed a list 
of potential habitat mitigation sites in SOuthern california; this list 
includes the Hellman Ranch wetlands (Exhibit 11). A further indication of the 
importance of the port factor associated wtth the applicant's project is a 
bill signed into law this ~ear by the Governor (AI 2356) requiring the 
California Coastal Conservancy to complete a stud~ of the •itigatton and 
e.~tpansion needs of California ports. The C01111hsion has in the past expressed 
~oncern ~ver the location of potential •1t1gation sites for port ·landfill 
~expansion~ The Commission is therefore concerned that ~n evaluating 
development proposals for large, vacant properties within the coastal zone 
that were at one ti .. functioning wetlands, the option of enhancing and/or 
restoring sites to the •x1IIUII extent feasible is given consideration. 

(3) Regulatorx FraNWOrk. The third toptc necessary to bu11d a context 
for review of the Mola~]ect is the regulatory and polic~ franework guiding 
restoration of and development in coastal wetlands. In reaching a decision on 
I particular wetland development proposal, the CoaM1ss1on is guided by the 
resource protection policies contained in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The • 
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Commission also considers its adopted Wetland Guidelines and, pursuant to 
· Section 13057(7) of the Administrative Regulations, wetland-related findings 

supporting previous Commission actions. In addition, the Commission relies on 
the expertise and consultation of other State and Federal agencies. The 
consideration of these factors, along with the particular characteristics of a 
given site and a proposed development, combine to provide the Commission 
direction and guidance in the decision~king process. • 

· Since wetlands are so valuable from both an economic and biologic perspective, 
the Coastal Act mandates government regulation of these areas. Several 
sections of the Coastal Act protect the resources of coastal wetlands and 
guide the use and restoration of these areas. The relevant Chapter 3 sections 
include: 

Section 30230. Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where 
feasible, restored. Special protection shall be given to areas and 
species of special biological or economic significance. Uses of the 
marine environment shall be carried out in a manner that will sustain the 
biological productivity of coastal waters and that will maintain h•althy 
populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for long-te~ 
commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational purposes. 

Section 30231. The biological productivity and the quality of coastal 
waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain 
optimum populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human 
health shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among 
other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and 
entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water 
supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging 
waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that 
protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

Section 30233(a). The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, 
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes shall be penmitted in accordance with other 
applicable provisions of this devision, where there is no feasible less 
environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible mitigation 
measures have been provided to minimioze adverse environmental effects, 
and shall be limited to the following: 

(1) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial 
facilities, including commercial fishing facilities • ... 
(2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in 
exi~ting navigational channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and 
~oring areas, and boat launching ramps. 

(3) In wetland areas only, entrance channels for new or expanded 
boating facilities; and in a degraded wetland, identified by the 
Departmenmt of Fish and Game pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 
30411, for boating facilities if, in conjunction with such boating 
facilities, a substantial portion of the degraded wetland is restored 
and maintained as biologically productive wetland. The size of the 
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wetland area used for boating facilities, including berthing space 
turning basins, necessar,r navigation channels, and any·necessary ' • 
support .. service facilities, shall ·DOt exceed 25 percent of the 
degraded wetland. 

·~ .. 
(4) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams, 
estuaries, and lakes, new or expanded boating facilities and the 
placement of structural pilings for public recreational piers that 
provide public access and recreational opportunities. 

(5) Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited to, 
burying cables and pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance of 
existing intake and outfall lines. 

(6) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoration beaches,except 
in environmentally sensitive areas. 

(l) Restoration purposes. 

(8) Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource-dependent 
activities. 

Section 30240 

(a) Environmentilly sensitive habitat areas shall be protected 
against,..any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses 
dependent on such resources shall be allowed within such areas • 

(b) Develof)ment in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and 
designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade such 
areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of such habitat 
areas. 

;In addition to the above Chapter 3 policies, wetlands are also the subject of 
~Section 30411 (found in Chapter 5 of the Coastal Act), which states in part 
that: 

{b) The Department of Fish and lame, tn consultation with the Commission 
and the Department of Boating and waterways, .. Y study degraded wetlands 
and identify those which can 110st feasibly be restored tn conjunction with 
development of a boating facility as provided in subdivision (a) Section 
30231. Any such study shall include consideration of all of the following: 

(1) Whether the wetland ts so severly degraded and its natural 
processes so substantially impaired that tt ts not capable of 
recovering and .. tntatning a high level of biological productivity 
without .. jor restoration activities. 

(2) Whether a substantial portion of the degraded wetland, but tn no 
event less than 75 percent, can be restored and maintained as a 
htghly .Productive wetland tn conjunction with a boating facilities 
project. 

• 

• 
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.. 
3) Whether restoration of the of the wetland's natural values, 
including its biological productivity and wildlife habitat feature~ 
can most feasibly be achieved and aaintained 1n conjuction with a 
boating facility or whether there are other feasible w•ys to achieve 
such values. 

Once the California Department of Fish and Game designates a particular . 
wetland as 'degraded• and in need of restoration, the Commission could then 
find that an adequately-designed restoration plan for that wetland is an 
allowable use under and consistent with Section 30233. This procedure guards 
against the possibility of restoration occurring tn a wetland that is in fact 
not degraded nor in need of restoration, and guards against the subsequent 
generation of adverse impacts to wetland resources from unnecessary wetland 
intervention. {The California Department of Fish and Game has made a degraded 
wetland determination for the Hellman Ranch wetlands: see page 12 above.]-

ln 1982 the Commission gave conceptual approval, under Section 30233(a)(3) of 
the Coastal Act and provisions 1n the Wetland Guidelines, to California 
Coastal Conservancy wetland restoration projects (Los Cerritos, Hellman) that 
included, as a project component, land uses not specifically allowed under 

, 30233, but which were deemed •a feasible way• to assist wetland restoration. 
·It is important to note, however, that these were approvals of conceptual 
projects and that neither of them reached the level of coastal development 
permit approval or actual project residential construction and wetland 
restoration. In these cases the Commission deferred approval of specific 
development plans - and findings of conformance with Coastal Act policies -

·until more detailed restoration plans and feasibility analyses were 
submitted. However, none·came forth. 

The Commission also approved a Conservancy wetland enhancement and restoration 
~project that also included construction of flood control channel improvements 
(CP-~-87, Huntington Beach Wetlands). However, this restoration plan did 
eventually proceed to coastal permit approval and project construction, and 
early indications are that wetland habitat enhancement and restoration are 
succeeding and that wetland acreage has increased. Here, the Commission 
approved a wetland use not allowed under Section 30233 because this use was 
directly associated with a detailed wetland restoration plan, provided 
•itigation for wetland impacts, and was the least environmentally damaging 
alternative. 

The wetland Guidelines conclude by stating that •the Commission his ·the 
independent authority and obligation under Section 30233 to approve, condition 
or deny projects which the Department [of Fish and Game] may have recommended 
as appropriate under the requirements of Section 30411.• Clearly then, the 
~tland restoration project and residential housing project proposed by the 
applicant must .. et the strict allowable use, alternative, and •itigation 
tests of Section 30233 in order for the Commission to grant its approval. 

(4) FeasibilitY. Feasibility is an i~ortant consideration under some but 
not all of the Coastal Act•s wetland policies. Wetlands must be protected, 
regardless of the feasibility of protection or its effect on perceived 
property values. However, in dealing with restoration, there are a number of 
different feasibilit¥ tests. First, restoration in general is encouraged by 
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Section 30231, but subject to a feasibility test. Second, any modification to 
a wetland must, under Section 30233, be the least environmentally~damaging 
feasible alternattve. Third, where a severely degraded wetland has been • 
determined under Section 30411 to be tn need of aejor restoration, the 

~1> restoration project IIUSt be consistent with Section 30233 of the Coastal Act. 
;;; 

"As part of a previous Coastal Conservancy project (1-B2) for this site, DFG 
:-.prepared a report on the status of wetlands for the Hellman property (January 

11B2). In that report, DFI evaluated the site under Section 30121 of the 
Coastal Act which defines wetlands. DFG concluded, based upon •careful 
analysis of aerial photographs 1n combination with extensive ground truthing•, 
that there are approximately 24.6 acres of wetland in the study area. DF& 

~identified the wetlands of the Hellman site as severely degraded, excepting 
only the tidal channel and its two acres of wetlands. The Commission 
conditionally approved Conservancy Project 1-B2 (Hellman/Seal Beach Wetlands) 
in March 1182, and found that functioning and severely degraded wetlands 
existed on the stte: · 

The site contains vegetation characteristic of wetlands, including, but 
not limited to, Salicorn1a tubttrminallis. Vegetation characteristic of 
wetlands is found both adjacent to the drainage course, and in other parts . 
of the site. With this evidence, the Commission concludes that the area 
is indeed a wetland •••• 

The Commission attached a special condition to its conceptual approval that 
required the Conservancy to prepare and bring back to the Commission 
feasibility 'studies of the three restoration alternathes presented -

,restoration on-site and at two off-site locations. [The feasibility studies ~ 
·never came back to the Commission for action.] 

·,·As part of the 11B9 Supplemental Environmental Impact Report prepared for the 
·current project, the Hell•n wetlands were surveyed by the applicant's 
"biological consultant (LSA Associates) in consultation with the u.s. Ant)' 
Corps of Engineers, u.s. Fish and Wildlife service, California Department of 

.,fish and Game, and Coastal Coan1ssion staff. This effort concluded that 26.6 
~acres of wetland area are present on the Hellman site. 

In 19B9, the wetlands are still in a severely degraded state with the 
exception of the tidal channel, which is designated as degraded; the severely 
degraded wetlands exhibit biologic productivity primarily when winter rains 
create ponded water on the stte. Major restoration work would be required to 
~restore the wetland areas to a fully functioning tidal wetland. Extensive 
~grading wuld be required to remove the large amounts of fill on the site to 
restore wetland area to an intertidal syst .. rather than the brackish syst ... 
dominated by salt pan that now exists. The existing culvert would require 
repair and possible .adtftcation to assure adequate tidal flushing. 

In all of the other wetland areas tn Orange County, and even those wetlands in 
Long Beach to the immediate north, the •no actlon• alternative leaves 
substantial wetland values and biologic productivity. However, on the Hellman 
property the situation is somewhat different, as only two acres of the wetland 
are subject to direct tidal influence, and the degraded wetlands on the site 

~ 
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are at their aost productive only when winter rains introduce ponded water to 
-~ the scattered, degraded brackish areas of the site: In addition, the problem 

of illegal fill continues. The Commission finds that in this particular 
wetland, maintaining the status quo 1s an undesirable planning option, and 

·that restoration or enhancement should be actively and intelligently pursued, 
providing such activity otherwise conforms to the Chapter 3 resource 
protection poljcies of the Coastal Act. 

D. HELLMAN RANCH WETLAND RESTORATION PLAN. 

(1) Proposed Plan. There are presently only 25.6 acres of degraded and 
severely degraded wetlands on the Hellman Ranch project.site, including a 
tidal channel, salt marsh, seasonal ponds, and alkaline flats. Pickleweed and 
saltgrass are the dominant wetland indicator species on the site. Wildlife 
use of the site is relatively low, but increases when seasonal water ponds on 
the site and provides a food source. 

The applicant's wetland restoration plan proposes to: 

[M]aximfze the restoration of fish and wildlife habitat within a 36.8 acre 
dedication area and ensure that this restoration provides for a mfnfmum of 
25.6 acres of properly buffered, fully functioning wetland. This wetland 
habitat shall be at elevations above the annual extreme low tide and at 
least periodically saturated, exclusive of buffers •••• 

The wetland design evolved from meetings between the applicant, consultants, 
-·state and federal fish and wildlife agencies, and Commission staff. The plan 

currently calls for 13.2 acres of shallow subtidal habitat, 6.6 acres of lower 
intertidal habitat, 7.3 acres of low marsh habitat, and 1.3 acres of high 
marsh habitat (Exhibit 12). The habitat functions presented in the plan are 

;as follows: 

High and Low Marsh: provide potential Belding's savannah sparrow nesting 
habitat, and high primary productivity and refuge habitat during storms 
and high tides; replaces existing salt marsh vegetation. 

Lower Intertidal Zone: provides habitat for shorebirds, herons, egrets, 
and important invertebrates; replaces seasonal ponds and alkali flats. 

Subtidal Zones: provides habitat for herons, egrets, ducks, fishes, and 
invertebrates; provides foraging habitat for California least tern; 
replaces tidal channel and seasonal ponds. · · 

The restoration plan requires a significant removal of fill (approximately 
400,000 cubic yards) to create new elevations and slopes for the proposed 
wetland. These graded materials will be transported to adjacent areas on the 
Hell~en site for incorporation into the residential development plan. In 

·addition, four acres of existing degraded wetlands wtll be ftlled as a part of 
the overall development project. Tidal water currently reaches the site 
through a 4-foot-dfameter culvert from the San Gabriel River. A partially
open flap gate and sedimentation in the culvert severely restricts tidal 
influence on the site. The applicant proposes to remedy this situation by 
removal of the existing culvert and construction of an a-foot-diameter culvert 
fro. the san &abrtel River, around the Haynes Channel, to the s.all 
rectangular restoration parcel; a box culvert underneath the proposed First 
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Street extension would connect the two wetland parcels. As a result, the 
tidal range for t~e wetland ~11 range fro. a ML~ of -1.1 feet to a MHHW of • 

1 +2.2 feet, a ~ombined fluctuation of 3.8 feet. The plan envisions tidal water · 
residence times ranging from 8 to 32 hours •. Overland drainage from the 
proposed residential development, and froa adjacent off-site areas will flow 

..._into the wetland area. Contained in the restoration plan 1s a drainage plan 
whi~h includes sand filters at inlet points to intercept solfds and other 
urban runoff contaminants. 

After grading and slope contouring is completed, the restoration plan calls 
for planting/revegetating only the low •rsh and Mgh •rsh zones. In the low 

! •rsh, pickleweed will be hydroseeded; tn the htgh marsh, ptcklewed, samphire, 
flesh~ jaumea, frankenta, Calffornfa sea lavender, and EftiOry's bacc:haris will 
be hydroseeded. Saltgrass plugs froa nearby areas will be transplanted to the 
high marsh. At the upper .. rgtn of the high .. rsh, adjacent to the First 
Street extension; one-gallon stock of Emory's baccharis will be planted to 
accelerate development of this edge area. In addition, both marsh zones will 
be irrigated weekly using a temporary freshwater irrigation system in order to 
promote plant establishment until the tidal culverts are opened and water fs 
permanently on the site • 

. .::-Five distinct wetland· buffer zones are components of the wetland plan and will 
serve to control off-site impacts and intrusion. The buffers include a mix of 
fencing, open water, revetted slopes, and vegetation, and range in width from 
11 to 100 feet, depending on location and adjacent land uses. 

The applicant proposes to phase the wetland restoration with the construction • 
~_of the residential component of the Hellman Ranch project: 

[The three-phase] ~rocess 1s important, since the restoration project is 
dependent on the development project in order to economize on grading 
costs, while the development project cannot proceed without mitigating its 
unavoidable wetland impacts to approximately four acres of degraded and 
severely degraded wetlands. 

PhaJt 1 calls for the parceling of the Hell•n property for conveyance 
purposes only and does not allow for any additional development on any of the 
newly-created parcels. 

The concurrent steps 1n Phase 2 would include: 

Recor4at1on of Phase 2 tract .. p. 

lradtng and residential construction for Phase 2. 

Site improvement and dedication of first portion of Community Park. 

Construction level restoration design plans and schedule approved by 
Cotm~tssion staff prior to recordation of Phase 2 tract •P· 
Mola records offer to dedicate 36.8-acre wetland area to public agency. 
and bonds for costs of restoration, corrective action, and long-term • 
•tntenance; both actions are concurrent with recordation of Phase 2 tract 
•P· 
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Grading, planting, irrigation, and monitoring of pfctleweed in the 
6.5-acre Phase 2 restoration area adjacent to the First Street extension; 
planting ~ompleted prior to first Certificate of Occupancy of Phase 2 
residences. 

The concurrent steps proposed in Phase 3 are: 

Recordation of Phase 3 trac~ map. 

Grading and construction of Phase 3 residences. 

Site improvement and dedication of remainder of Community Part and Gum 
Grove Part. 

Restoration of the remaining 30.3 acres of wetland and wet fish and 
wildlife habitat, including construction of the tidal culvert, grading and 
contouring, planting, irrigation, and buffer construction. · 

Planting and culvert installation will be completed prior to first 
Certificate of Occupancy of Phase 3 residences. 

The ownership of the wetland restoration area would change as the project 
· 110ves through its phases: 

Phase 1: Mola gains ownership of the restoration area from the Hellman 
Estate, upon recordation of the parcel aep • 

Phase 2: Concurrent with approval of thegradtn' plans by Commission staff 
and grading permits by local government, Mola w 11 offer to dedicate the 
36.8-acre restoration area in fee to an entity acceptable to the 
Commission's Executive Director, reserving an easement for construction 
access. 

Phase 3: Upon completion of final restoration, the Mola construction 
easement will terminate. 

In order to provide financial assurance that wetland restoration will be 
implemented, the applicant would post bonds to cover the cost of restoration, 
in a mechanism and in amounts approved by the Commission's Executive 
Director. In Phase 2 Mola will bond for: (1) restoration construction costs 
and (2) operation and maintenance costs, both based on plans and 
specifications approved in Phase 2. At the conclusion of Phase 3 restoration 
activities, Mola proposes that all but 101 of the total construction bond be 
released, the 101 to be held for any required remedial wort. This latter 
remediation bond and the operation and maintenance bond will be held for a 
period of five years following completion of restoration, or achievement of 
the performance standards, whichever is longer. 

The restoration plan includes provisions for monitoring, remediation, and 
.. intenance of the wetland. Mola is responsible for monitoring during Phase 
2; 110nttortng during Phase 3 will be accomplished by the entity accepting the 
offer of dedication of the wetland parcel. Mola proposes monitoring at three 
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.anths and six months after completion of restoration in Phases 2 and 3. 
Afterwards, monitoring ~11 occur every six aonths for five years foll~ng 
completion of Phase 3 restoration •. Mola curriatly proposes two monitoring 
parameters - hydrologic regime and vegetation types/distribution - with 
performance standards that must be achieved through remediation if they are 
not .. t through planned construction and .. intenance: 

"Kdrolr,ir Substantial conformance with the predicted hydrolo,ic regt• 
s all e emonstrated at the 10 day nonttoring period. Therea ter, the 
.onitoring interval for the hydr~logic regi .. will be one year. 

Vegetation: 

3 Month: vegetation areas completed covered with hydroseeded mixture, 
and germination induced over 801 of the area; survival of container 
plantings shall be 101. 

1 Year: survival of substantial numbers of the seeded plants has 
occurred over 80S of the revegetation area; survival of container 
plantings should be 801. 

5 Year: cover of species planted should be 751 and can be projected 
to be 1001 after 10 years; cover of container plants should be 101 
and average height should be at least five feet. 

Intermediate monitoring between the above periods should indicate 
that projected growth rates will result in the achievement of the 
above performance standards •. 

~In addition, monitoring of benthic invertebrate abundance, aquatic vertebrate 
abundance, and bird usage will be assessed at one year monitoring intervals. 

t.The app1iocant states that performance standards will be based on compos1te 
~data for similar habitats from Upper Newport lay, Bolsa Chica wetlands, and 
:Los Cerritos wetlands. 

The restoration plan includes the provision for remedial work should the 
wetland performance standards not be achieved, and aay include, but is not 
Uaited to: 

• Replanting of seed or container plants. 
- Modifications to the temporary freshwater irrigat,on systems. 
- Add4tiona1 revetment to stabilize slopes. 
- Any practicable rtlltdtal measures to achieve standards for invertebrate 

and invertebrate ant .. ls. 

The 101 remediation bond discussed above will be available for any necessary 
,.--dial work for the five-year period following completion of res~oratton. 

. •• 

• 

The applicant states in the restoration plan that the restored wetlands will 
be a •naturally functioning system upon establishment,• and that no regular 
operations activities are anticipated except for .anitoring. Maintenance is • 
expected to be •tntmal (trash removal, cleaning of tidal culverts, .. tntenance 
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of culvert flap gates, maintenance of perimeter fencing). Nola will be 
responsible for Phase 2 maintenance, and the entity accepting the offer of 
dedication of the wetland parcel would maintain during Phase 3. The 
restoration plan states that: 

Operation and maintenance costs will be funded by Nola, in a manner that 
assures ongoing operation and maintenance funding. These assurances may 
be provided by means of assessment district/special district funding 
related to amortizing a fund sufficient to generate adequate annual 
funding resources. The amount of the capital fund and/or annual operating 
funds will be based on the projected operation and maintenance costs, as 
estimated by the time of Phase 2 approvals and as approved by the 
[Commission's Executive] Director. 

(2) Plan Conformance with Coastal Act. In order for the Commission to 
approve the proposed development, it must find that it is an allowable use 
under Section 30233 of the Coastal Act, specifically, that it is a qualified 
restoration plan under Section 30233(1)(7). The proposed Hellman Ranch 
wetland restoration is the primary component of the permit application now 
before the Commission; the associated residential housing development is a 
secondary component that provides the land and financing to allow the 

?.restoration to take place. The Commission has in the past consistently acted 
~ to regulate development on the subject property such that wetland restoration 

is the first priority, and that any associated development is clearly 
secondary in importance to preservation and restoration of on-site wetland 
resources. In finding that the proposed restoration/housing project complies 
with Section 30233(a){7) of the.Coastal Act, the Conwnhsion determines that 
there will be no net loss of wetlands, but rather that as a result of the 
proposed wetland restoration plan there will be a net increase in wetland 
~abitat acreage on the Hellman property. Currently there are 25.6 acres of 
degraded and severely degraded wetlands on the site, as determined by the 

,, California Department of Fish and Game in its 1980 and 1982 Hellman Ranch 
-wetland system asseslment reports. Under this conditionally-approved project, 
four of those acres will be filled (161 of the existing acreage) and the 
remaining 21.6 acres will be fully restored (841 of the existing acreage). 
The Commission finds that the four acres of existing degraded and severely 
degraded wetland to be filled is a necessary component of the overall 
36.8-acre wetland restoration project. The proposed wetland restoration plan 
would create an additional four acres of new wetland (replacing the four acres 
filled), yielding a total of 25.6 acres of fully-buffered wetland habitat on 
the site. In addition, the Nola wetland plan provides for the creation of 
11.2 acres of new non-fully-buffered wetland, new subtidal habitat, and buffer 
zones. lhe Commission also notes that the proposed plan has received an 
approval from the California Department of Fish and Game and incorporates 
changes to the plan suggested by OF& (Exhibit 13). 

levertheless, the applicant's currently submitted proposal does nat .. et the 
section 30233 test as completely as it aight. The Commission finds that with 
certain additional MOdifications and refinements, the development can be made 
acre fully consistent with the wetland resource policies of the Coastal Act. 
Pri .. ry among the aodifications is the expansion of the restoration area from 
36.8 acres to 41.4 acres by the incorporation of the high liquefaction soil 
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area (26 single famil~ lots) in the southwest corner of the property. ly 
conditioning the application to include this additional acreage in the wetland 
1rea, the Commission finds that the restored wetland would be of a she and 
areal extent that better ensures the success of restoration and the 
maintenance of wetland biologic productivity and health. This condition 

~eliminates a large intrusion of residential housing into the wetland, and by 
·"designating the expansion ana as shallow water habitat, provides additional 

buffer function between housing units and the wetland. The Commission agnes 
that this approximately 4-acn expansion area can be made available by the 

.~applicant to the Port of long Beach for habitat mitigation credits associated 
with Port developments. In addition (and discussed in greater detail in 

. Section E of this report, below), by incorporating this 4-acre area, hazardous. 
high-liquefaction sons an not developed for housing, but 110re safely 
.. intained in a wetland/open space land use category. 

The Commission also finds that the pen.it conditions currently proposed by the 
·appltcant must be formally adopted as. special conditions to the pen.it in · · 
order to ensure ~heir permanent incorporation into the proposed development as 
approved by the Commission. The wetland restoration plan, as conditioned by 
Special Conditions Number 1 through 5, is of a level of detail sufficient to 
aliow the Commission to find it a satisfactory Section 30233(1)(7) restoration 
project. However, several of the present design, implementation, maintenance, 
and funding aspects of the restoration plan need further refinement and 

~clarification to better ensure the ultimate success and permanent maintenance 
:of the wetland restoration effort. Therefore, the Commission finds that it is 
necessary to condition the permit so that the final design, implementation, 

~-.. intenance, and funding specifics of the wetland restoration plan are 
returned to the ..Commission for final- review and approval. As conditioned, the 

"wetland restoration plan conforms to Section 30233 and the resource protection 
policies of the Coastal Act. 

~ 

~E. BEOLOGIC AND NATURAL HAZARDS. The Commission is concerned about the 
.geologic and seismic safety aspects of developing portions of the project site 
!for residential housing. Several sections of the Coastal Act address this 
'issue: 

30231. The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, 
streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to .. tntatn optimum 
populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human health 
shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among other 
Mans, •fni•izing adverse effects of waste water discharges and 
entr~tnment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of groundwater 
supplies and substantial interference ~th surface water flow, encouraging 
waster water reclamation, .. intaining natural vegetation buffer areas that 
protect riparian habitats, and atni•fztng alteration of natural streams. 

302_4.0. (a) Enviro,.ntall~ sensfti.ve habitat areas shall be protected 
ijilist any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses 
dependent on such resources shall be allowed ~thin such areas. 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas and parks and recreatlon areas shall be sited and designed 

• 

• 

• 
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to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade such areas, and shall 
be compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas. 

30253. New development shall: 

(1) Ninimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, 
flood, and fire hazard. 

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create 
nor contribute significantly to erosion, instability, or destruction 
of the site or surrounding area or in any way require the 
construction of protective devices thot would substantially alter 
natural landfonms along bluffs and cliffs. 

(1) Seismic Stabilitf. The applicant has submitted numerous geologic 
reports regarding the ab 11ty of the subject property to safely support a 

· wetland restoration project and residential housing structures (see list 
contained in Special Condition Number l, page 6, above). The Seal Beach fault 
splay of the Newport-Inglewood fault system runs through the property, and the 
site 1s also subject to ground shaking from the Palos Verdes Fault, the 
Whittier-Elsinore Fault, the Sierre Nadre Fault, the Nalibu-Santa Nonica Fault 
a«d the San Andreas Fault zone (Exhibit 14). The fault area on the site is 
within a Alquist-Priolo special studies zone. In general, the Alquist-Priolo 

· Special Studies Zone Act of 1972 provides that no new real estate development 
shall be permitted to be placed across the trace of an active fault. Those 
faults which are currently believed to be active in coastal Southern 
California have been delineated by Special Studies Zones, in which detailed 
investigations must be performed to determine the locations of active fault 
traces. The California State Nining and Geology Board (1976) defines an 
•active fault as having had surface displacement during the past 11,000 years 
(Holocene time), and hence as constituting a potential geologic hazard•. 

The Seal Beach Fault zone runs across the site at 1 estimated depth of over 
4,000 feet. A geologic investigation performed on the site by Nedall, Aragon, 
Worswick and Associates, Inc. (NAWA) (December 11, 1981) for the then-proposed 
Ponderosa Home development, recommended that: 

No human occupancy structures be placed within a minimum horizontal 
distance of 50 feet from the fault zone (120-foot-wide total). The 
50-foot setback·ltne is .are than two times the total width of the Napped 
fault zone •. Because no fault splays were observed to diverge from the 
strikingly linear trend, 50-feet is deemed to be a·conservative setback • 

.... 
The applicants have incorporated this recommendation into the site plan and 
have set all residential structures back 50 feet from the 20 foot wide fault 
zone (120-foot-wide-total). The EIR prepared for the Hellman Specific Plan ,n 
1981 identified the Seal Beach Fault trace in a different location than the 
Fault trace identified in the amended Hellman Specific Plan EIR (11B9). The 
geologic data presented in the 1181 Hellman EIR was revised and updated by a 
subsequent geologic report prepared by Medall, Aragon, Worsw1ck and 
Associates, Inc. (1981) shortly after the EIR was released. The subsequent 
geologic report was able to document the accurate fault trace through a more 
complete geologic investigation. 
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' The seismic hazards of the site are compounded bw the nature of the soils at 
the site. Subsotls of 110st of the site are •rshy sons, characterized by 

~· stlts, sandy silts and sands. Soils have been deposited in layers which are 
highly susceptible to liquefaction from ground shaking. Liquefaction was 

•• 
·, addressed in the geologic investigation performed by MANA. In the report, 
~i. liquefaction areas on the site were delineated into high and 110derate 

liquefaction zones (Exhibits 1 and Ia). 

: In response to their evaluation of liquefaction potenttal, MAWA recommended 
: engineered fill and mat foundations for all structures. The reconnended fill 

would include stripping soils at the site to the 1-foot contour, additional 
,. excavation to remove all hydraulic and dump fill, placement of a 3 to 5 foot 

•blotting layer• of clean, open graded crushed rock or crushed slag, placement 
of at least 6 feet of compacted fill, and then use of rigid mat foundations on 
all structures. Under these conditions, and with rigid foundations. 
structures would be expected to •noat• on top of the engineered fill during 
liquefaction. The ability to float and the rigidity of the foundations is 
expected to prevent massive structural damage, but some structural damage and 
differential settling on the order of 6 inches would sttll be expected, 
depending on the severity of the earthquake and its location. 

In addition, 1 more recent geotechnical report was prepared for the site by 
·Leighton and Associates, Inc. (4/28/81), and addressed seismic hazards and 
~liquefaction on the site. Leighton and Associates also mapped high, moderate 
:·and low liquefaction zones on the site. 

The following analysis of the geologic aspects of the project and the • 
, submitted geologic reports was prepared by Richard McCarthy, the Coastal 
Commission's staff geologist [~lso see Exhibit 15]: 

Thi Seal leach fault, a segment of the active Newport-Inglewood Fault 
Zone, transects the site in 1 northwesterly direction. Should an 
earthquake occur on the seal Beach fault, fault ground rupture would aost 
likely take place along the existing fault trace. As required by the 
Alquist-Priolo Act, a fault setback zone approximately· 120 feet tn width 
has been established along the trace of the Seal Beach fault. Delineation 
of this zone was based on extensive trenching of the site. No habitable 
structures should be located within this zone. As presented, the 
applicant does not propose to locate single family dwellings wtthfn the 
setback zone. 

Violent ground shakin1 and associated ground settlemtnt and lateral 
spreading due to the iquifaction of soil are the aost significant hazards 
to development on the site. The developaent of high pore-water presures 
in certain types of sediments due to ground vibrations, such as can occur 
during an earthquake, can cause sediments to be altered from a solid to 1 
liquid state (liquefaction). In some cases, liquefaction of sand caused 
br earthquake ground aotions can cause overlying, sloping soil to slide 
laterally along the 11quif1ed layer (lateral spreading). 

After the October 17, lilt, La. Prieta Earthquake, soil ltquefaction • 
potential was re-evaluated by the applicant's technical consultants using 
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a peak ground acceleration of 0.28g. This excitation level corresponds to 
a magnitude 6.5 earthquake on the Newport-Inglewood fault with a 40 
percent probability of exceedence. A design life of 75 years (increased 
from 50 years) was used which represents a conservative upper bound of 
current practices. Areas of low, moderate, and high liquefaction 
potential are shown on Attachment 1. 

Rittyation of the liquefaction hazard to the proposed development will 
cons st of removal and recompaction of earth materials, control of ground 
water levels, and specialized foundations. Total remedial removal 
quantities are estimated to be approximately 950,000 cubic yards. This 
quantity is based on 15-foot-deep removals in the peat area and 
5-foot-deep removals in the remaining sliver cut areas of the site. These 
quantities are preliminary and could vary with the selected mitigation 
measures and the actual extent of unsuitable materials encountered dur1.ng 
grading operations. 

Studies indicate that the average ground water elevation within the 
lowland areas south of the proposed wetlands is at mean sea level (0 feet 
elevation). Future rises of the ground water table is possible depending 
on the amount of rainfall and surface infiltration. Therefore, potential 
hazards arising from high ground water levels should be mitigated by means 
of a subdrain system designed to maintain ground water levels deeper than 
five feet beneath finished grade. A network of appropriately placed 
shallow subdrains tied to the storm drain system will be required • 
Because of ~he low elevation of some building pads, pump stations may be 
needed locally to satisfy this recommendation. 

Foundations for the proposed residential units will consist of 
post-tensioned slabs for those areas labeled as having low to moderat.e 
liquefaction potential. For high liquefaction potential areas, deep 
foundations (precast concrete piles) are recommended. 

Underground utilities should be designed and constructed with the risk of 
strong motion and local secondary rupturing in •ind. For example, utility 
lines should be routed in areas where they are easily accessible for 
repair in the event of damage due to excessive ground movement caused by 
seismic shaking. In addition, flexible pipes and joints should be used 
where appropriate. Emphasis should be placed oon the design of the 
utility connections at relatively rigid pile-support structures.. Shallow 
ground water conditions should also be taken into consideration in 
plan~ing for the installation of underground utilities. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that as a result of the above analysis, two 
special conditions are necessary in order to ensure the safety of wetland 
restoration and residential housing. First, due to the documented geologic 
hazards present on the site, the Commh.sion finds that the applicant 11ust 
•dhere to the recommendations contained tn the following geologic reports: 

Leighton and Associates, •Preliminary Subsurface Investigation for Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map 13198, City of Seal Beach, California,• October 31, 
1989; Leighton and Associates, •Addendum to Preliminary Investigation for 
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Vesting Tentative Tract 1319B, Citr of Seal Beach, Orange Co~ntr, 
California, • November I, 19BI; BCL Associates, Inc., •£nvi ronmental Site • 
Audit and Ftild Investigation, Hellman Oilfield, Seal Beach, California,• 
3une 11B7; and The Earth Technology Corporation, •Draft Scope of WOrk and 
Bid Specifications, Hellman 011 Field Site Rt~~ediatton, Seal Beach, 
California,• October 11B9. · 

Second, despite the incorporation of the above recommendations, there remains 
the unforseen poss1b111tr of hazards frora se1SIIic activitr and 11qeufactton. 
The Conra1ss1on finds that the applicant and his succcessors shall assume these 

· risks of development. Because this risk of han. cannot be completelr 
" eliminated, the CODDfssion 1s requiring the applicant to waive any claim of 
· liabilitr on the part of the Commission for damage to lift or property which 
- .. Y occur as a result of the permitted development. The applicant's 

assumption of risk, when recorded on the property deed, will show that the 
applicant 1s aware of and and appreciates the nature of the geologic hazards 
which exist on the site, and which may adversely affect the stability or -
safety of the proposed developments. As conditioned, the Connission finds the 
proposed development consistent with Section 30252 of the Coastal Act. 

In addition, in Section D of this report, Commissi~ approval of the permit 
was conditioned upon the applicant expanding the wet1and restoration complex 
from 36.B acres to 41.4 acres by incorporating the high liquefaction area in 
the southwest corner of the property originally designated for housing. By 
eliminating residential housing from this area, the Commission finds that the 

~ proposed development avoids a geologic hazard and is in greater conformance 
with Section 30253 of the Coastal. Act. • 

• (2) Erosion Control and Drainage. The proposed development would require 
·approximately 2.'1 million cubic yards of grading (1.3 million c.y. of cut, 1.4 
~ aillion c.y. of fill). The cut areas are located generally tn the elevated 
~ portion of the project and in the proposed restored wetland area tn the west 
~central portion of the project. The fill areas are generally in the south 
~edge. and in the conmun1ty park area. Proposed elevations within the project 
stte range from -2 feet in the wetlands area to approxt.ately +40 feet in the 

~·easterly area along Seal Beach Boulavard. To protect the wetland restoration 
complex and adjacent areas from the adverse effects of erosion and 
sedimentation, the Commission determines that special conditions regarding . 
drainage design and erosion control are necessary. The special conditions 
require that drainage design plans for Phases II and Ill of the project 

. include desi1t1ng and pollution filtering devices for all drains which flow 
"- 1nto the wetland restoration complex; and that erosion control plans for 

Phases Irand III be submitted to the Executive Director for review and 
approval. These plans shall 1nsure ainimal soil loss fr.- construction sites 
through the use of such temporary erosion control •asures as berms, 
interceptor ditches, sandbagging, filtered inlets, silting basins, silt traps, 
and erosion control planting as necessary. All required temporary erosion 

:control shall be in place on or before Novtllbtr 15 of any year in which 
construction 1s on-going. In addition, the c ... tssion has attached special 
condition to ensure that all final site, grading, drainage, and landscaping 
'plans conform with the plans submitted with the penm1t application. These • 
special condition require that all final plans shall be submitted for the 
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review and written approval of the Executivi Director. As condi.tioned, the 
Commission finds that the proposed development conforms to the resource 
protection policies of Sections 30231, 30240, and 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

F. ARCHEOLOGY. Section 30244 of the Coastal Act states that: 

Where development would adversely impact archeological or paleontological 
resources as identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer, 
resonable mitigation measures shall be required. 

The EIR prepared for the Hellman Specfic Plan (1987) identified eight recorded 
archeological sites on the property and indicated that the archeological sites 
are potentially significant and would be adversely impacted by the proposed 
project. The EIR also indicated that further investigation of the sites is 
required to determine the their relative significance, areal extent, and depth 
and appropriate mitigation measures. The EIR states: 

Further investigation should include adequate sampling and subsurface 
testing of the areas and accurate mapping of the site's boundaries. 
Further mitigation could only be detenmined after such testing is 
accomplished. Recommended mitigation could include preservation, salvage 
excavation, and grading monitoring of the the areas deemed important. 

Based on the above findings, the Commission determines that a special 
. condition is necessary to require that prior to issuance of the permit for 

Phase II development, the applicant shall submit for the review and approval 
of the Executive Director, a subsurface archeological study and mitigation 
plan for the site. The plan shall include methods for capping archeological 
sites, for recovery of significant archeological materials, and for monitoring 
the site during construction. Prior to Executive Director review, the plan 
shall be reviewed and approved by the State Office of Historic Preservation 

·and the appropriate Native American group designated or deemed acceptable by 
the Native American Heritage Commission. The study and plan shall be 
consistent with the archeological impact standards established by the State 
Office of Historic Preservation, and shall include a signed contract for 
archaeological salvage that follows current professional practice. In 
addition, should mitigation measures require a modification or reconfiguration 
of the tract map, the applicants shall submit to the Coastal Commission an 
amendment to the permit. As conditioned, the Commission finds that the 
proposed development conforms to Section 30244 of the Coastal Act •. 

&. STATE LANDS. Before the San Gabriel River was channelized, portions of 
the Hellman site were state lands. Commission staff riceived letters from 
opponents of the project who claim public trust lands and rights will be 
prejudiced as a result of project •pproval. The Commission has to this date 
been unable to substantiate these claims. However, 1n order to ensure that 
the State Lands Commission is aware of _the scope and fonm of the proposed 
development, the Commission finds that the applicant .ust submit evidence from 
the State Lands Commission indicating that: no state lands are involved in the 
project; that state lands are involved and all permits have been obtained; or 
that state lands may be involved, but pending a final determination, an 
agreement has been made with the State Lands Commission for the project to 
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' proceed without prejudice to that detenmination. With this condition, the 
Connhsion finds ,that the project confonms with the provisions of Section 
30211 of the Coastal Act dealing with projects which may involve public trust 
lands. 

•• 
H. OTHER DEVELOPMENT ISSUE$. 

(1) Traffic. One of the mejor transportation and beach access corridors 
through the area is the heavily-traveled Pacific Coast Highway. This route 
not only acts as the primary beach access route in this area but also acts as 

,, the major access for area residents from home to work, and for shopping, 
·, entertainment, and recreation. The Coastal Act clearly states that permitted 

development should not preclude public access and in fact should promote it 
through the use of transit and non-automobile circulation within the penaitted 
development: 

-. 

Section 30211. Development shall not interfere with the public's right of 
access to the sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, 
including, but not limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal 
beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. 

Section 30252. The location and amount of new development should maintain 
and enhance public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision 
or extension of transit service, (2) providing commercial facilities 
within or adjoining residential development or in other areas that will 
•inimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing non-automobile • 
circulation within the development, (4) providing adequate parking 
facilities or providing substitute means of serving the development with 
public transportation, (5) assuring the potential for public transit for 
high intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, and by (6) 
assuring that the recreational needs of new residents will not overload 
nearby coastal recreation areas by correlating the amount of development 
with local park acquisition and development plans with the provision of 
onsite recre~tional facilities to serve the new development. 

Roadways that will be utilized by the proposed develoPIIItnt include First 
Street, Pacific Coast Highway, Westminister Avenue, and Seal Beach Blvd. The 
EIR prepared for the Hellman Ranch specific plan analyzed 10 intersections 
surrounding the site during peak hour conditions (evening). The existing 
level of service (LOS) for intersections was assessed by using the the 
Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) technique. To calculate an ICU, the 
volume or traffic using the intersection is compared to the capacity of the 
intersection. The JCU figures correspond to five LOS Categories. These 
categories range from LOS A, which represents free flowing traffic, to LOS F, 
which represents slow moving bumper-to-bumper traffic •. 

The intersection of Pacific Coast Highway and Wtstminister Avenue was the only 
intersection of the 10 studied detenmined to be significantly adversely 
impacted by the traffic generated by the proposed development and in need of 
•itigation measures. The additional traffic generated by development resulted 
1n the LOS rating increasing from LOS E to LOS F. The following mitigation • 
.. asures were identified to offset the the adverse impact at the intersection 
of PCH and Westminister Avenue: 
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1. Provide a second northbound left-turn lane at the intersection of PCH 
and Westminister Avenue. 

2. Connect Regency Court with First Street. 

Ca1trans has recently modified and added a second northbound turn lane at the 
intersection of PCH and westminister Avenue and the tentative tract map 
approved by the Cit~ of. Seal Beach includes the connection of Regency Court 
~th First Street. Therefore, the Commission finds, that with these two 
•itigation measures completed, the impacts from the proposed development on 
surrounding traffic circulation will be insignificant. In addition, the 
Commision notes that the peak public use period for beach access would be on 
the weekends and not during the peak rush hour periods and therefore traffic 
generated by this project would not impede access the coast. Finally, the 
project does provide alternate forms of transit though the development in the 
form of bikepaths and hiking/walking trails. Therefore, the Commission finds 
that the proposed development will not adversely impact coastal access and is 
consistent with Sections 30211 and 30252 of the Coastal Act. 

(2) Community Park. The proposed development includes plans for 
construction of a community park in the central portion of the subject 
property. This facility will provide necessary and desirable public 

~recreation and open space amenities to the residents of Hellman Ranch, Seal 
Beach, and the surrounding region. The community park is an integral part of 

, the larger wetland restoration/residential housing development, and occupies a 
significant portion of the Alquist-Priolo fault setback zone (see Section E 
above). The Commission therefore finds that in order to ensure that the 
existing allocation of land designated for the community park is preserved, a 
special condition is ~equired which provides that any substantive deviation 
from the submitted park improvement plans shall require the revioew and 
approval of the Executive Director, and may require an amendment to the 
coastal development permit. In addition, in order to minimize impacts to 
wildlife resources found in the restored wetland complex, the Commission finds 
that the tennis courts located in the community park shall not be lighted, and 
that the wetland complex shall be shielded from adverse lighting impacts. As 
conditioned, the Commission finds that the proposed development conforms to 
the natural hazards, wetland protection, and development policies of the 
Coastal Act. 

6986P 
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831 Heward Street, 4th Floor 
San Franciaco, CA 94105 

o- • January 9 , l.l go 

j :.. ,_ • Dep.tll'lent ef Filh uti ChiM 
• 

..,!j 

I Sublecta Kola Restcration Plan for the Hell.JI.an Property, City of Seal 
.. -:.:. · · ·--.- Bn.ch-;- oranc;e Counq .. J . -

{ -- :.::.:·~-~:::_;!·.- 1.• lil·.rasponae to your recent--inquiry to H:- Don t;ollock·; · 

J- Chief of our Environmental Sarvic:es Division, concerninq the. :-. · :. ·· 
1 , Department of Piah and Ca.me'a position on the houainc; project and 
. · restoration plan. You asked if the Department had •aiqned ott" en 
: j :beth of tha. 

!he Department haa not "sic;ned offW on the hcuainq project 

• 
proposal; We have deferred this decision to the local, State, and 

_ ' J'edaral requlatcry aqanciaa zoesponsibla · for issuing- per:ni ts under 
State and Federal law. The Depart:Dent is net cppcsad tc the 

-j 

.] 

J 
1 
J 
J 

~-
•J 
.. 

.. 
housing project provided the restoration and protection of 
wetlands is properly implamentad. california has only tan percent 
of ita h~storical wetlands ramaininq functional throuqhout the 
State. It is essential for zoac;ulatory ac;ancias to raqui=a· 
projects whiCh aa~ affect wetlands to c:cmply with the wetland 
protection provia~ona of State and Federal laws and to prevent any 
further losses of this impo~nt resource. We t:ust ~at t.~e · 
Coastal Commission will assure that any approval of thia project 
will fully maai: . the requirements of the Coastal Act and. 
implement inc; guideline•. In our view, the ColiDilisaion 111\lat decide 
whether this proposal ia primarily a r••toration project or •011e 
other type of proj act and. whether the p:r:cpoaal fUlly meets the 
wetlands prote=ion provisions. ··· 

We have reviewed the •restoration plan" aubm.ittad ])y the project 
applicant on Decambu 15, 1181. Wa otfe:r: tha follcrwinc; comments. 
Prior to this tille, the Departaent has vo:r:ud in good faith 11ti th 
the applicant and other a9enciea and baa stated ita approval for a 
wetland. restoration prognm vi t.hi:l t.he vene:r:al concept of no net · 
loss of wetland acreage or values which encompasses maximum · 
avoidance of development on a~tin; wetlands, consolidation of 
wetlan4a, appropriate ~uttezoa ])etwean wetlands and new 
development, and appropriate phuin; of d.evelopmant ~with 
implementation of fish and wildlife habitat mitiqat!on and 
restoration aaaauraa. 

EXHIBIT NO. r 
APPUCA ON NO • 

5-4lct- lor. 



• • . " P.J . 

.Tanuarr t, 1110 • 

. Specitically, we believe the permit tor 1:h1a projac:t aust require 
the·. tollawin;t . . 

·1. Kc~ lass. than 21.1 acres ct fully tunctionin; wetlands habitat 
must ~e reta!na4 on aita. T.bia will ba aufticient to meet our 
standard for no nat loss of wetland acraa;a or valuaa. Part 
o~·thia. acraava .oat be sufficient to .. et the reatoratioal 
development ratio stated in· section 30233 of the coastal Act. 
'.t'h.e tiJ:aaly installation ot tha 11-11\ch diameter culvert ancl 

: introduction. of tidal waters will easily allow ~i•· ratio to 
-- · · ~. mat.. Tha remainder of the 21+ acru proposed aa fish aJS4 · 

·--· :..:-.~.;.-....... .:~'\!IJl d~ 1 fe, .. )lal:»it&;'t:: ¥!.. aithaJ:· .be .. as~abl.iahe4. a•·-ll~~idal....-~"1! .. · . .:.-:.:::.'!::o.~--:: 
··· ·· · .. · : .. deepwater haJ>itat· or wetlanc!a. • · · · · : · . . .. . . . .. . . . - . . . . - . . . . .. . . 

- :._*"" • .:-......-~.:...;., ~ ...... -· ~..:- ..: ... -·..,;......;..... ....... .;.;,. __ • -- •• ·:·· •. • -·.- .• .. - ....... ··-· .. -- ...... -
....... ----:2'; ..,._The-111])1 ta1:"' area . auat:""~ .... ""'ro"•r .. ·v '"buf"ta:racf""wtth·-at·· taast• - ··- ~·-- __ .... 
-· · -- ·--~oo- ·teat· ot -•p•o• aNI -app~op~iat;-1-toot· h{ih -tancin; -bin:Wtleii. · · · .... 
> :.· .~ :-· ;:_.. :·.~· .. the.· nav' houa·in;-oOJIIlllUnity;·park. 4avelopJDant· ancl wetlancl- . · ... ··: 

· · · ... · .. ha))itat .. ·Actual. watlancl acrea;e ia that. area· occurring above 
· ·· the anm:&al extrema low. aprin; tide and whiCh ia . at. lea at 

perio41cally·aaturata4. Par..anant subtidal habitat. can also 
. . •tunc.ticnr ...... part 0~ the wftar &one between· development and 

· ·. ~· _ ~the intertidal wetlal\4 area. · %1\ view of' t.be exiatinv • 
.... :~;:· .... ··: . ¢vJd:a-lavea aaint.enanca · roa4· adjacan't. to. t:he Hayne• Cb~al, · 

..... __ .,.: .. :. · ..... : a-::~ix-foot .. hip ~anaa; ia acceptula · aa .. ~ . ~u:t:ter ~·tw•en the 
• ··:·n :-· :·:.:."' .... 'tap o~ tha .. ).evea·. and: the· wetlarut azaa.. · · ·, · . _ . . · 

~ .. : t .. • • • ·-.. . ' • • •• • -. • . ... • • . . . 

·~.:·~ ... A ·aix-~oat. hi;h fence alon;. the axiai:int road. .(Firat Street) 
. . & · an4 tha. al>anlcl\ent: to the p:opoaed. J.aecharia. po:;yi vegetation 
_ _.··. ~- ~ . :~~r. ~- acceptable butte: .to: thia .xiatin;- ciZ'C'Wil8tanca. 

.. -
. . . . . '" 

~-.. !'he phaain; of development anc! habitat restoration 11uat be 
· ·· auc:h that watlancl rutoration.11\lat Ita coaplatec! ~afore--or 

. ~. . :· cot\cw:rant witb. .. ~ ooftstnction whicm. aay affect exiatin; 
· -~ . ~ !'•tlancta.. In- .1:h1 .. ra;arcl,. the tl-iracm 4iuaeter water supply 

·· · ~·;... · .. ·Cul.vert:·.aat J:»a· completed· and reacly ~or· operation oonc:u.zo:aDt 
•• ·: =. • vi.'th ODilpletiOD Of Phase· III. uni U llftd. prior to thaiJ: 

occupancy- 'l.be vetlaftda aftcS aubtidal areatr ••t Ita. raatoJ:ad 
1:o · CUll tic!al' action prior to certificatiOft of occupancy tor 
any ot the. Phaae %::t% taftita. Once the culvaz1: ia ill plaoa U&C1 
ia auccaaafully operating, raaatntn; r .. torat.ion aftorta tor 
tha tiah u4 vildl.f.te huitat ana ViU ~ecoae feasible. 'lhe 
aue procedm;a ahoiald ap;ly to tlle wetland• r .. ton.ticm 
aleaanta anc! acrea;• of JttJa•• u. We are eapeaiallr ooncansecl 
about the applicant'• pro.poaed Pb••int tor thia critically 
iaportant taat\u"e. to occur at tba • anr.S. of Ph••• x:r::t c:on~t 
vitll the occupation ot the vert last ait of tba oyen11 
development. !'hia GOUld reault 1ft a c:irauastanca Wbera 
ocoupat.ion ot tba J.aat: 4uigna1:a4 tmi't would J:»e clrOppec:t an4 
'tba all•iaport.ant culvert never l:Nilt.. We uncSeratancl the 

• appliearat baa aodifiad this provision of tbe plan to coaply 
with cnu: phuin; acbadul.a outliDad Jaez'a. 

•• 



•... -· .. . .· ... , 
• 

• 

c . 

MZ'. Pater Douglas -3- J'anuary J, 1JJO 

·4. We muat request that performance standards for the restoration 
plan :be incorporated 1nt.o the pemit.. currently the 
applicant'• restoration plan states that no standards can be 
determined for. invertebrata abundance, bird usage, and fishery 
resources ainca the· condition tor theaa parameters prior t.o 
deqr.ac1ation · of the exist-inc; wetlantl• ·are not known. Wa 
believe appropriate atandarda can ba developed by raquirinq 
that aamplinc; demonstrate the existence of thaaa resources at 

· densitiaa. and di.varsitiec. comparable to tho•• associated with 
nonde~aded tida~ wetlands in southern California. 
Additionally, the atantlard for hydrology involves the term 

. "substantial conformance" with planned hY.4rolov and appears, 
··. ·· for· thia raaaon, to be largel.y unenforceable. --

.=..:::-..~-==..:.·.::!:=-..:..-:.'-:-=..:.·: - :.. ........ ~--===:.-· ·~- ....... ,.:.;. ':. -~~·-~"":.": .... .;.,;,._ ..... :..--:.. .;.:.. .. : . .. -· .::.:..:·;.." .•• -. ~-=--..;.;.=~- :_ ...... :..-~~;.: 
.. - ·. · .. · 'l'harefare, we recommend that t.be· Commission condition . 

. : • -: -:..: . .:. ~-· j:ha. ,permit"-to. :refl\lil=a tha .: aatabU.lUDa.nt.....oL:.parroz:manca ... .:·._.::_ . ..:. , ___ :.:.:.; 

..,. · ._..:..-•1:andard•-•ubjact.~'to- tha-·approval-·of ·the· couiaaionJ•.;.- -·--··- ---· 
... .. .. IXacutiva Director in consultat.ion with the napartman1:- and 

:-··: ....... ~.;.:.:~ ... ~: .. :~·-applicant. k appeal provillian. to.: the Comaia•ion could alao· . ·· 
· · ·-:'"'"·.. be-. incl.ut.lad.. · · . · . . · · . . · 
•·. . . . .. . 

. ~-~~·;;:~.s· .. · .. E\m4iftfJ fez: •aint.anance of. wetland. :a:eatoratiorr faat.w:-aa muat.· 
·· · · .. ·.··-<··~····be. CJU&rantaed· for: th• lifa ·or: the proj·act"•. · we note· t.hat. 

...•. -. :-.~~ :: ·: :-.-:,·=•ppl~cant·• a re~toz:ation plan:. propose•. maintananca obligati. ona. 
·, . :-:'~,: ·.·.. .-:: ahoul4. J:>a.; tarm:mat.ed. after !1 va ye&%11". . This: based on tbiJ. · 

._.._.. ~-r-.:·:..:.:"'!!- .-;:-raaaoninfJ. that...the. wetl.anc:t- will:.-b•· a. naturally· functionin; -· .. 
· _.r :···::;:-_.~.-·~::-~.: .• ~:ayata-.. Wa: hope:: 'thia will: indeed:: be):ha caaa. Howeva:z:, in . 
. ··:""" . : .' · .• · ·: th ... avant the. aya1:ur fail• = function. •• anticipatecs, wa 
· •·· :~· .: . ·.~- ... baliev~ t.ha appl.icant llhould be obliqated to remedy i any 

· · . · · -~ . problema that: 11ay occur which interfere with tha. tunctioninCJ 
.:. ·;~- · _ · · ·.-·of the wetland. · 

. .r.. . ••.•• 

· ~· .·: Wa.have diacuased thase comments. and recommendation• ~ith 
:?-:~· ~.,.:~.·-%epresentatives of: the project appllcant· and. und.erstancl that they 
· · · ·. · ·.have DO:· obj actions- to· thaae recouendationa,. · . .. . •.: .... 
... • ••• • •• : •• .;"""-·....... • • •• • • ·.• • • *' ': • 

:_ ··: ::: ~i .. ·concludea ·our ccmrmenta .. anc! recommendation& at this ti11e • 
. .. :·.:. ··:. ·. ··.;... . _.. . . r~ . 
• .. .. • •• • • "' t .. .. . .. . 

. . 

• · ... Hi aal D. MCColla 

C:Ct 

• 

af Deputy Director 

Dl:'. Gordon r. Snow, .laaJ.stant 8 c:retary for Re8ourcea, 
Reaourcea AV•nc:y • 

Kr. !'illothy •. Roberta, Director· of Operations and finance, 
Kola Development Corporation ~ 

• • 
II:'. tl'ack Fancher, 11. 1. Fiah and Wildlife Service, Laguna 

5.1;uel 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
611 wow••o nasn. 11M nCIOI 

"4 Pl»tCJICO, CA t<C10S 
I J4-tul 

.. . . November 10, 1989 · • 

. . 
. T~: Tom Crandall '· 

• 

.. 
From: 
. 
Subject: 

Richard H~Certhy 

Geologic Review of Mola Development Corp. Project ·~· 
Hellman Ranch, Stal Beach (pena1t I 5-Bt-114) 

Mole Development Corp. has app11td 'or a coastel development permit for the 
Henman Ranch propert-y in Seal leach. It 1s -.y unders~andin; that the 
proposed development w111 consist _of d1v1ding 141.'7 acres into ·355 . · 
residential lots. 22 non-ns1dent1al lots, several parks, and a 35 ecre 
restored wet:ind. 

On November 3, 1989, J met with the applicant's geotechnical representatives 
in our San Francisco office •• The purpose of tb1s meeting was to ensure that 
the applicant had minimized, to the . NxiiDUID extent feas1b le, the 
Hquefaction potential. at the site due to earthquake shaking. I requested 
th1s meetinG due to the widespread liquefaction that occurred dur~n; the 
loma Pr1etl earthquake on October 17, 1189 • 

• My recommendations are based on the discussions held at the November 3rd 
mett.ing p1us t.ht information contained in ~he rol1owing documents: 

• 
.• 

0 

0 

0 

0 

. . ; 

eeL 'Associates, 3une 1987, Environmental Site Audit and Field 
InvestiQation, Hellman 011 Field, Seal leach, California. 

• • 
Earth Technology Corporation, Or::tobtr 1189, Scope of Work and 
Bid Specifications, Ht1l111n 011 Field S1te Remediation, Seal 
leach, California. 

leighton and Associates, October :11. 1989, Pre1iminarv · 
Subsurface Investigation for Yestint Tenative . .,.ract 13118, 
City of Seal leach, California. 

Li1Qhton and Associates,. November 1. 1111, AddendUm to • 
.. Preliminary Investigation For Ytsting Tentat1Yt Tract 13198, 
Cit~ of Seal leach, Orange Count1, California. 

o Winchell, 1. 1., October. I, 1981, letter to llr. 3ack 
Ainsworth, Coastal Commission Staff; Lons llac•. 

0 -W1ncha11, R. £., October 10, 1189, letter to California 
Coastal Commission. 

• . .. 

EXHIBIT NO. / . 
APPUCATION NO • 

·------·-·-



• 
\ -z-

The Seal Beach fault, a segment of the acttve Newport-Inglewood Fault zone, 
transtcts tht site in a northwesterly dirtction. Should an eertbqu1ke occur • 
on t.ht Seal ltach fault, fault ground rupture would naost l1ktly take place • 
along the tx1st\ng fault. trace. A requtrtcl by the Alquist-Priolo Act, a 
fault setback &Ofte approxi•tely 120 feet 4n width has been established 
-along the trace of the Se11 lea·eh fault. De11n1atton of this zone was based 
on extensive trenching of the site. lo habit.ablt structures should be 
located within this zone. As presented, the applicant clots not:propose to 
locate single fam11:t dwellings tdth1n the setback zone. · .. ., . . 
Y1o1ent tround shakint and associated tround settlement and lateral 
spreading due to the 1fqutfact1on of son are the ~~ast s1gn1f1cant hazards 
to developm.nt on the site. The development of b1gh port-water pressures 1n 
certain types of sediments due to ground vibrations. such as can occur 
during an eanhquate, can cause sediments to be altered frOII a so11d to a 
11qu1d state (liquefaction). tn some cases, 11Qutfact1on of sand caused by 
earthquake ground JROt1ons can cause overlying, s1op1ng so11 to l11de 
laterally along the 11qutf1ed layer (lateral spreading). . 
After the Novt.mber 3rd uetinv. soil. Hquefaction potential wes re-evaluated 
by the app1icint's technical consultants using a peak ground acceleration of 
0.211. This excitation level corresponds to 1 aaenitude 6.5 earthQuake on 
t.he Newport-Englewood fault with 1 •o percent ~robability of tx,eedence. A 
dtstvn life of 75 years (tncre·ased from 50 yean) vas used which represents 
1 conservative upper bound of current .,rectices. Areas of •low, • 
,•moderate,• and high' liquefaction potential, art shown on Attachment 1. 

Mit;getion of the 11Quefection hazard .to the Droposed development will. 
consist of removal. and recompect1on of earth Materials. control of ground 
water levels, and specialized foundations. 

Total r~med1a1 removal .quantities art estt•ted to be approxinfate1~ 950,000 
~bic yards. This quantitV is based on 15 loot deep removals in tbt peat 
area and 5-foot deep removal~ 1n remaining sliver cut portions of the site. 
These quantities are pre11a1na~ and could varr vlth tht selected llitivetion 
•asures and the actual extent of unsuitable Materials encounter1d durtnv 
.trading operations.· 

Studies 1nd1catt that the averagt ground water eltvat1on ~thin tht lowland 
areas south of the proposed wetlands, is at •an 111 1eve1 (0 feet 
elevation). future 1'1se of tht eround water table ts possible dapendinv on 
the aaunt of ra1nfat1 and surface 1nf11trat1on. Therefore, potential 
llazards arising from hith ground water 1tve1s should ba aitigattd bv Mans 
of a subdratn syste• designed- to •'lnta1n tround vattr levels deeper than 
five ftet beneath finished grade. A network of appropriately placed shallow 
subdrains tttd to the storw dnJn syst•• will be required. lecaust of the 
1ow eltvation of 10111 pads, PUIIP ..sta't.ions .. , bt aetdtd locally "to satisfy 
'this ncommtndetion. • • 

Foundations for the proposed units will consist of post-tensitned slabs for 
those areas labeled as having low to IIOdtrat.e liquefaction potential. For • 
b1th liquefaction potential· areas, deep foundations (prttast concrete piles) 
art rtcoamtnded. 

. . 



• 

• 

• 
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Underground ut111t1es should be designed and constructed with· the risk of 
strong ground motion and local stconcfar, rupturing tn mind. For example, 
uttlity lines should be routed tn.areas where theJ ari eas11y accessible for 
repair in the event of damage· due to ex~essive 1round movement caused by 
seismic shaking. lA addition, flexible pipes and joints should be used 
~here appropriate. Emphasis should be placed on the design of the utility 
connections at relatively rigid p11t-support structures. Shallow ground 
w.ter conditions should also bt taken into considtratfon in planning for tht 
1~~ta11at1on of underground ut11~t1es. • 
. . 

sons contaminated with petro1eu• products have betn identified in the 
southwestern portions of the stte. Some soils will tither bt treated ons1te 
via b1oremed1at1on and others wt11 be excavated and disposed offs1tt. 

Three o11 wells were 1dent1f1ed which had been abandoned prior to 1950. 
These wells will be re-ebendoned according to currrent Ce11forn1a D1v1s1on 
of an and Gas standards. Gas bubbles were observed 1n water ponded over 
the wellhead of Well No. l7a. ICL Associates ( 1987, p. 54) .identified 
f1arrmab1e hydrocarbon vases between the upper explosive limit (15,: methane 
concentration in air) anCI the lower explosive limit (5% methane 

· concentration '1n air). Ho unusal gas concentrations were 1dentH1ed along 
the Seal Stach fault. 

No s1tn1f1eant heavy metal concentrattons have been 1denttf1ed on the site. 

After extensive review of the above documents, I am sathlied ·that the 
appHcant has met the geohazard requirements set forth in Section 30253 of 
tht Coastal Act. However, the applicant must adhere to tht recommendations 
set forth in the above referenced doeumants, tsptc1al1~ the specific design 
objectives listed above. Should the Commission approve the propostd grading 
plan, staff will review, 1n Gata11, the final foundation design• da-wattring 
program, and wetland restoration during the next phase of tht project. . . 
Suggested Languaat for Condition I 5 

All Phase II and Phase 111 earthwork construction and foundation design and 
construction shall ·comply With recoiJIUndat1ons contained 1n the following 

·reports and documents: Leighton and Associates, •Pre11minar, Subsurface 
Investigation •for Ves~1ng Ttntat1ve Tract 13191, City of Seal leech, 
California,• October 31, 1981; Leighton and Associates, 'Addendum to 
Pra11m1naey Jnvtstigit1on for Vesting Tentative Tract· 13198, . C1tJ of seal 
leach, Orange Count)', California, 1 November 8, 1989; ICL Associates, Inc., 
1 £nvironmi"ntal Site Audit and Field lnvtstigat;on~ Hallman Oi1 Field. Seal 
leach, California,• June, 1987: and The Earth TechnologJ Corporation, 'Draft 
Scope of Work and lid Specifications, Hell•n Oil Field Site Remediation, 
Seal leach, Cal1forn1a,• Octobtr,•1189. 

cc: Peter Douglas 
Chuck Dann 
.lack Ainsworth 

1101N( 44•46) 
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The Commission has recaived the following letters commenting on the proposed 
development: the~ are representative of a larger volume of written and oral 
comments received over the past several .onths. 

• 

... 
• 

• 
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TU # 
November 8, 1989 

Re: Appncauon No.I-8N1.t 
Hellman Ranch Site, Seal leach 

Dear Commissioner: 

As a member of the Seal Beach City Council, I urge you to give serious favorable 
consideration in regards to the proposed Hellman Ranch prOject by Mola Development 
Corporation • 

1he City of Seal Beach, after numerous pubfic hearings and hours of pubnc testimony, 
agreed to approve this plan which is sensitive to the Community's desires and responsive 
to preserving whatever wetlands were identified by Environmental Impact Reports and 
professional biologists. 

The project originally proposed by Mole Development Corporation was very controversial, 
yet the overwhelming support of this project finally approved by the City ·eouna1 is 
evident We are eJected by district in Seal Beach and this prOject is in my COuncilmanic 
district. I am aware, perhaps better than anyone, of the controversy regarding 
development in my district. I was opposed to the project originally proposed since the 
inpacts were severe upon a sensitive parcel. The people convirn:&d the City Councn 
1hat 1he project needed serious reviSions which Mola Development Corporation has 
responded to very adequately. · 

I personilly talked to representatives from Fish and Game, the Cdfornia Coatal 
Commission, Fish and WDdlife, and other state and federal regulatory agencies, and 
~ed that wetlands preservation was a pivotal issue regarding this project. 

The original 20 acre wetland proposed was lncrtasec:l to 36 + acres and the plan 
c:lramatically changed • 



• 
• 

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

.. . _ ... 

• 

• 
The vast maJoritY d people support this project (a few would Ike 200-300 acres of 
privately held land dev8lppecf Into weUands wfth no tiSOl.fC8S to buy the land or to restore 
those acres). · · 

This weR-bafanced project Is the successful result of hours of pubDc testimony over three 
and one-half yen. 

·· As a Seal Beach Councllmember and resident of this tine City, I strongly urge your 
support for this environmentally-sensitive, wen.balanced project. 

• 
Thank you for your time and consideration In this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Joyce Risner 
Councilmember, Seal Beach 
District 3 

.... 

" 
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.. . . Bruce M. Stark 
Alc:rnly • z.. 

JOO CbanaataJ lula «JJ 
Z.C.Ieadt, C4 510!102 

IIUIGr-&100 
October 11, 1919 

California Coastal COIIIIDissicm 
State of CAlifornia 
South COast J)istrict 
Z45 West Broadway, 1310 
P.O. Box 1450 
lcDg Beach, ca. 10101-1450 

a.: Jlola Development Proposal, Seal Beach, c:a. 
Dear liZ's a 

~ECEIVE~ 
OCT 1 i' 1989 

CAUFOINIA 
COASTAL CO~ 
lOUTH COAST DIS11M:T 

% am a resident of Seal Beach and OPPOSE Coastal Cocmission ap
proval of the. Hola Development for many important reasons: 

1. A substantial portion of the proposec! development will elim
inate historic w•tlanc!s. % have maps showing the tic!al wetlands 
~fore the dredging of the San Gabriel river and the desecration 
of tbe land ~Y Bellman's oil exploration. President Bush has 
.. de :preservation of our rap~c!ly diminishing wetlands one of his, 
and oar country • s, first priori ties. 'J.'be State of California 
shoul4 support our President on this. 

2. Public announcements that ,;· of the 141 acre development will 
M rutored wetlands are highly suspect. 37 acres amounts to only 
251 of the developmeDt &Dd little aore than U)ten appeas .. nt for 
tbe •tlanc!a availule. Further, COUncilwCII&D Jti .. ner admits that 
tbere is Dothing iJl the proposal t.o guarantee the wetlands will 
M r•~ored Jlor that there will be any .. inteD&Dce of aame, as re-
portacS iJl the santa .IDa Jtegister last weelt. ... att.achec!. • 

. . 
J. B9eD if the wetl.uds are restorec!, wild life luLbit.at.s iJl such 
close proxi•i t.y t.o JaouiDg is iJlccapa~le·. · 

•· %a Qite of the despoilec! Mtve of the lueS, it. r-lu a 
Jaabit.at for wildlife at. pzuent &Dd t:his ehould aot be upset • 

1. l.DDg Beach/,Los ADgeles Jlar~r Depart:aaenta lulve u:pressec! a 
strong interest in this lane! for restoration •• wetlands ao as to 
Mitigate their efforts U) expanc! the bar~r. !t seems iJlconsis
t.ut. for t:his CondssiOJl to .ate this r~t for .bar.bor ex
J*UlOD, aac! then appZ'Dft t.I'Jd.ng vetl&D4a oat of reach for such 
llxpaNiOD vlth aueec!e4 .... s. 
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7 •· !'he pu.zported puhUc lt.eui.nga have been. a charade as the plan 
atll=.ittel! to t:he public for ccaDent chuvect· from week to week, with-

. out &Dl' new announc.-ftta for aw pablic latluinga ftor uy DoUce of 
the changes. l'or example, at . one puhUc ll~iBI people spoke out 
against another locked CCIIIIluni ty .lD the ci, · · ~ud locked para. At 
the aext public Jaear1Jl9 continued fr011 ::.it• before, t:he plan had 
changed to unlocked parka and an open c - 'ty. •ow t t ia ucertaift 
~ut what the plan providu. .:· 

A large sepent of the city rose ap to •savtr;.:Gum Grove Park. • bsi-
.i- ~dents were assured Gv.m Grove Park would be rhtored ec! baaed on auch 
~ assurances people failed to attend subsequent public bearings. Row, 
., it is clear from the 10•1•81 council Meting t:hat Mola will give the 

city aome acnel' and the city may or may!!?! restore Glml Gr~e Park •• 

. At the same council.Meting it was revealed t:he auch heraldei! •u 
. acres of community pazk• were not a part at all J:)ut -rely 1! acres 
~f graded led. 

At the same council .. et.Ut it vas leaJ:Ded for t:he first Uae that 
.the ~llion dollars Jlola ia to tive to the city for acquisition of 
5 adjoiniDg acres of Bellman land for N.seball d.iamoDda ia to fO 
ill to the city • • feDeral fud and is aot reaanec! for pazu u the 
city reaideDta belieft. -

1. Of eveD ireater iaportance to this ComeiaaiOD ta that part of 
t=be a>la devalopmut. OODtaiu what ia bOIIII& u ·•~eel .a.• Pucel 
A was Yoted out of t=be City of leal ... ell byt,zoefuac!• b. tile 50s 
ud. INtc- c:Oiiftty t.ani t.ozy. .t.1'lldu' t:ha U~oa Code, Parcel .& zoe
• iDa Cout.J terri t.oz:r utl1 t:be people of .... 1 ... ach · wte it Met 
iato the city. ftia Jlu aevu baa doDe. '1*U• the llola pJ:opoaal 
MfOI'e this co-t aaioa lacb the aeoeaauy Citan'Q apprOYala. llota 1 
Parcel .& is acmed. nzal/911 exploraUoa by _...,e COall'ty. 

. ~ 

t. ftia CO'III:laaioa lau eoaUaully oppoaed. •natrict.e4 acoua• 
property nch u b. hrfaide (leal .. ach) vllere tile puttlic ia u
ola4ecJ frca areas .U~ect. to t=be CO'IIIf.aaioa. · fte Ccmaf.aai011 •bould 
-~ ab&Dge 1 ta poatve DOll Jty apprOYiag a 1ocbc! oc:.rrtmi 'Q a U 

· hl'faic!e. . • 

!'he pJ:obl- .ua leal ... ell vit:h 1~ed ~Uea 1• t.bat a •jority 
Of "'''tua are locked ••Y freD differiDf political YitiW'pOiD'ta • lD 
-. last Ci-ty Clerks electiOD, PlJ' t:he !Bc:tllbut waa alloWed wi.'t~U..D 
Zeinn WOZ'ld to c.,.atp. lipatun ptherera for .f.a1 uad.Yes are 
~ u veU. 'ltlu, the people apponcJ 'to llola are ):)urad frca 
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nachiD9 ·a ~.a)ority of the electorate of the city, •·9·• those re
aidiDg in Leisure World and Surfside • .. . . .. 
10. JUtigation Masves ill the EIR have been ignored as ~o traffic 
impact and densities. An access road from Westminister Blvd. to the 
Mola project vas proposed to ~tigate the ~affic impact on Pirst 
and PCB. Water wells and reservoirs were ~o 1>e built w aupport 
the project. Policemen and vehicles were ~o be provided for support. 
All this has been awept ander &he ng J:»y the City and Kola and not 
addressee! • 

. 
11. !'he project offends the city's General Plan . .tn that no low in
come residential component is includec!. Mola'• original proposal, 
rejected by this Commission, provided for condos •• •1ow income,• 
~ut the price vas never revealed anc! the •iae of the condos were 
about that of a 2-car garage. 

12. Last, bat not least, the project lies directly on the Newport
Inglewood earthquake fault albeit the exact location of the fault 
is '&Jnknown. 'therefore, how can Nola comply with •tatute by not 

. builc!ing within 50 feet of the fault? Reputable engineers and geo
logists have testified ad infinitum before the city that building 
a project is idiocy personified on this unstable soil. 

For all the foregoing it is urged this Honorable Commission reject 
, the Mala/Seal Beach proposal as not in the best interests of the 
_-coastal Act nor the people of the State of California. 

·sincerely your~ 

~~-<~~~~~~~:~~~~r-----
~-- Stark -

BS:cs 
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• 
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APPLICATION NO. : 

APPLICANT: 

DESCRIPTION: 

VOTE TAKEN: 

Coastal Conservancy Project tl-82 

Coastal Conservancy 

Restoration and enhancement of degraded wetlands on the 225 
acre Bellman site in seal Beach. As submitted, the Conser
vancy project evaluates restoration through two alternatives 
on site and four alternatives off-site. The Conservancy 
recommends restoration at one of the off-site locations. 
(Attachment I) • 

The project site is located adjacent to the intake channel 
for the Haynes Steam Generating Plan, east of Pacific Coast 
Highway, north of Seal Beach Boulevard, and west of West
minister Avenue, in the City of Seal Beach, Orange County, 
South Coast District. (Exhibits 1, 2). 

April 22, 1982 in Los Angeles 

ADDITIONAL SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 

1. "Supplemental Information on Coastal Conservancy Seal Beach Wetlands 
Restoration Program", submitted by Bright and Associates, dated March 
25, 1982 and April 5, 1982. 

2. "Southern California Regional Wetland Restoration Study", Jens Sorensen 
and Associates, March 1982 - Prelininary Draft • 

. 3. Various verbal communications. 

STAFF NOTE: 

The Commission is faced in this project with a proposal by the Conservancy to 
move wetland values away from their present location to either another site on the 
same property, or to a site in an entirely different wetland. Although the Com
mission indicated in approving the Los Cerritos project that it was willing to 
consider a limited amount of off-site restoration, approval of the Conservancy's 
proposal here would represent a major departure from the Commission's historic 
approach of requiring preservation of wetlands in situ, and restoration efforts, 
also in situ, if feasible. Unless reasons for moving the wetland are compelling, 
the Commission could well send a message to landowners that off-site restoration 
is generally appropriate, and be faced with myriad efforts to avoid the regulatory 
effects of the wetland policies of the Coastal Act. 

In analyzing the Conservancy's proposal and the specific values found on 
the Bellman site, the staff has come to the conclusion that the fundamental goal 
that should be kept in mind is that the wetland needs to be restored. Currently, 
only 5 or the 25 acres of wetland are functioning reasonably well. Unlike all 
of the other wetlands in Orange County, and perhaps in all of Southern California, 
the •no action" alternative here does not leave a wetland that has substantial 
values even without restoration. 

S/18-21/82 



.. _ ..... -

~ 
. . ·. -.· Although the Department of Fish and Game's alternative· appears to be f.._ · .· ' 

optimum restoration/enhancement alternative, staff does not believe that i~ \ • 
the only suitable restoration alternative, or that alternative restoration strategies 

' should be precluded. Therefore, staff has worked with the Conservancy staff and 
with interested biologists to analyze and develop two other alternatives. The 
approach taken in the staff recommendation is to structure the elements of the 
alternatives to be approximatelx equivalent to the alternative suggested by the 
Department of Fish and Game. In suggesting that the alternatives are approximately 
equivalent, staff is not suggesting that there is general concurrence by interested 
parties, or that all controversy about the suitability of the alternatives has 
been resolved. Rather, staff is suggesting that each of the three alternatives 
set forth in the staff recommendation could accomplish the fundamental goal of 
restoration, with tradeoffs that allow all three alternatives to be found "the 
least environmentally damaging alternative". 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution: 

I. Approval with Conditions 

The Commission hereby finds that the Seal Beach Wetlands Restoration Program 
as conditioned is in conformity with policies and objectives of the Coastal Act. 
The Commission therefore grants approval to the Conservancy to undertake the Seal 
Beach Wetlands Restoration Program, land acquisition and expenditures of funds, 
subject to the conditions below. By this action, the Commission provides direc-
tion to the Conservancy regarcUng the extent to which the Restoration Program is • 
adequate to carry out Coastal Act policies in an effort to expedite development . 
of a restoration project which will also be reviewed under Chapter 3 of the 

.coastal Act. 

II. Conditions 

Approval of the Restoration Program is subject to the following conditions: 

Overall Condition, Selection of Alternative 

The Conservancy shall prepare a feasibility study of all of the alternatives 
presented. The data developed from this study shall be presented to the Coastal 
Commission and the selection of an alternative shall be concurred in by the Commis
sion prior to any development per.mits being issued for the 225 acre Hellaan site. 

Alternative A. Department of Fish and Game Consolidation. 

The Department of Fish and Game has recommended consolidating the twenty-five 
acres of wetlands on the Hellman property to a more compact area, as generally 
shown in Exhibit 4. This would require relocating 8 to 10 acres of wetland by re• 
moving fill within the existing general area of the wetland. The remainder of the 
wetland would remain in its current condition. 

1. Restoration Plan. A restoration plan for this area shall be submitted as 
part of the permit application for restoration. The restoration plan shall include. 

a. Grading plans providing for removal of fill within the consolidated wetland, 
including the roadbed of First Street in its current alignment, to allow some inunda
tion of filled areas, and to create a gradation of elevations and habitat types in 
the wetland -area. 
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b. Planting plans providing for transplanting of existing Salicornia subter
minallis from outside the restoration area into the restoration area by qualified 
professionals. Additional planting necessary to create an enhanced wetland shall 
also be identified. 

c. Maintenance plans providing for permanent maintenance through establish
ment of an assessment district, an improvement district, or an equivalent entity. 

d. Buffer plans, including compatible uses and fencing sufficient to pre
vent or effectively limit intrusion by children and domestic pets, provided, 
however, that construction of First Street shall be deemed to provide sufficient 
distance where it adjoins the wetland. 

e. Drainage plans providing for either replacement of the existing drain
age culver, or cleaning and repair of the existing culvert. 

2. Timin2~ No fill shall occur on any wetlands on any portion of the site 
until restoration activities are completed. Revegation shall be accomplished 
through either natural means or landscaping prior to erection of any structure on 
the site. 

-oR-

Alternative B. Detention Basin Site. Conservancy Option 3. 

1. Configuration. This alternative shall consist of approximately 6 acres 
of brackish to tidal marsh adjacent to the existing culvert, as shown in Exhibit 
5, and twenty acres of brackish to freshwater marsh adjacent to the flood control 
basin. Dikes and berms shall only be included in calculating the twenty acres of 
newly established marsh to the extent that they will support wetland vegetation 
or wetland characteristics. The newly established marsh shall be kept hydrauli
cally separate from the flood control basin; existing flood control basin area 
shall not be included in calculating the necessary acreage. 

2. Restoration Plan. As part of the permit application for restoration, a 
restoration plan for both areas shall be submitted. Such restoration plan shall 
include the necessary grading, engineering, and landscaping plans to provide for 
reestablishment of a fresh to brackish marsh at the site. The restoration plan 
shall include: 

a. Hydrology Plans identifying water needs, water sources, and institutional 
arrangements necessary to ensure the continued availability of water and financial 
resources to supply the water. 

b. Maintenance plans, providing for permanent maintenance through establish
ment of an assessment district, an improvement district, or an equivalent entity. 
Such maintenance plan shall include maintenance of both the marsh near the flood 
control basin and the marsh near the drainage culvert. Sufficient detail shall be 
included in the maintenance plan to indicate probable annual maintenance costs of 
all program elements and sources for funds. 

c. Buffer plans, including compatible uses and fencing sufficient to prevent 
or effectively limit intrusion by children and domestic pets. 

3. Improvement of Tidal Action. Provisions shall be made in the permit 
application to clear and maintain the existing culvert. Initial cleaning and nec
essary repair shall be an element of restoration, and periodic maintenance, at no 
less than annual intervals, shall be an element of maintenance plans. 
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4. Timing. No fill shall occur on any wetlands on any portion of the site ••. 
until restoration activities have been successfully completed. Successful 
restoration shall mean the establishment of at least 80\ of the vegetative cover 
called for in the restoration plan. 

-oa-

Alternative c. Seal Beach Naval Weapons Station outside of existing National 
Wildlife Refuge. 

1. Confiquration, Location, and Acreage. This alternative shall consist of 
approximately 6 acres of brackish to tidal marsh adjacent to the existing culvert 
as provided in Alternative B, and the transfer of 19 to 20 acres of wetland to the 
Seal Beach Weapons Station at a restoration ratio of 4:1. The area to be restored 
on the Seal Beach Weapons Station shall be outside of the existing Wildlife Refuge, 

. at either of the locations showed in Exhibit 6. · 

2. Permanent Protection. Lands to be restored in the Weapons Station shall 
be permanently protected by either adding such lands to the Wildlife Refuge, or by 
recording open space/conservation easements over the lands. 

3. Restoration Plan. As part of the permit application for restoration, a 
restoration plan for both areas shall be submitted, as provided in Alternative B. 
In addition to the requ·irements of Alternative B, a detailed analysis of institu
tional mechanisms necessary and appropriate to allow restoration and maintenance 
of Federal lands in conjunction with a State program shall be included. Bee- • 

. essary institutional arrangements sufficient to implemept a maintenance program 
shall be part of the permit application. 

4. Improvement of Tidal Action. Provisions shall be made in the permit 
application to clean and maintain the existing culvert. Initial cleaning and nec

·essary repair shall be an element of restoration, and periodic maintenance, at no 
less than annual intervals, shall be an element of maintenance plans. 

s. Timing. Ho fill shall occur on any wetlands on any portion of the site 
until restoration activities have been successfully completed. Successful restora
tion shall mean the establishment of at least 80\ of the vegetative cover called 
for in the restoration plan. No development shall be permitted on the Hellaan 
property which would preclude the implementation of either alternative A or B 
until such time as all legal and administrative actions have been implemented to 
permanently protect the areas to be restored on the Naval Weapons Station. 

III. Findings and Declarations. 

The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

1. Introduction. The Coastal Conservancy has submitted a restoration plan 
for the Hellman property, a 225 acre site in Seal Beach. The Hellman s.ite con-
sists mostly of former wetlands, once part of the large wetland complex at the 
mouth of the san Gabriel River. The adjoining Los Cerritos site, the location of 
another restoration project previously approved by the Commission, was also 
historically part of the san Gabriel River wetlands. These two sites include most • 
of the remaining wetlands of the san Gabriel River, often referred to as the Los 
Cerritos wetlands. On the Los cerritos site, 129.5 acres of wetland are scattered 
around the 244 acre site, with about 100 acres of those wetlands functioning at a 
relatively hiqh level. On the Bellman property, about 25 acres of wetland remain, 
with only about 5 acres fanctioning at levels comparable to the level of the 100 
acres on the Los Cerritos site. 
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The City of Seal Beach has planned for development of the Hellman site 
through a Specific Plan. That plan proposes the construction of 1,000 dwelling 
units at various densities on 110 acres of the site, with 29 acres of the site 
devoted to parks, 32 acres reserved for future development and retained for oil 
production in the intertm, 35 acres used for a flood control retention basin 
and 18 acres devoted to major roads. The extension of First Street across the 
site as an alternative route around downtown Seal Beach is a major goal of the 
City. Ponderosa Homes has entered into a purchase option to buy 110 acres of 
the Hellman site. The parks on the site would be either dedicated by the 
Hellman Trust or purchased, and the parts of the site suitable for oil production 
would remain in production, and would be plann~d for development in the future. 

2. Procedures. ·The California Coastal Conservancy is submitting the Seal 
Beach Wetlands Restoration Plan to the California Coastal Commission for its re
view and approval, as required by Sections 31251-31625 of the Coas~al Conservancy 
Act of 1976. Under Section 31258, the following completion of a coastal resource 
enhancement plan, the Conservancy forwards the plan to the Commission for determin
ation of the conformity of said plan with the policies and objectives of the 
Coastal Act. 

Section 31258 provides that the Coastal Commission has 60 days to review the 
plan and transmit its findings to the Conservancy. If no findings are made dur
ing that period, the enhancement plan is deemed to be approved and consistent with 
the Coastal Act. Under the Coastal Act and the Coastal Conservancy act, the Com
mission's task is to conduct a review of the plan and give,an indication to the 
Coastal Conservancy regarding what provisions must be included in a final project 
or plan to find it consistent with the Coastal Act. 

Unlike almost all of the other Conservancy Resource Enhancement Plans pre
viously submitted to this Commission, this plan is at a preliminary stage. The 
Enhancement Plan begins with the landowners Specific Plan that shows the kinds, 
locations, and intensity of land uses, and proposes that this plan be imple
mented, with the wetland values of the site restored off-site, at one of four 
alternative locations. The Conservancy Plan evaluates three on-site options, but 
only gives a general idea of the effect of these options on land uses. Since the 
major issue raised by the Conservancy Plan is whether or not restora~ion should 
be allowed off-site, it is understandable and appropriate that the Conservancy 
should be seeking guidance while still in the preliminary stages of planning. 

3. Conservancy Plan. The Seal Beach Wetlands Restoration Program submitted 
by the Conservancy (Attachment I) evaluates a number of different on-site and off
site alternatives to restore and enhance the habitat values of the degraded wet
lands on the Ponderosa Homes site. An on-site tidal marsh restoration alternative 
was evaluated, and the Conservancy concluded that the dilapidated state of the 
current culvert, the uncertain future of the Haynes Intake Channel, and the distance 
to the San Gabriel River seriously impair the feasibility of this alternative. An 
on-site nontidal marsh restoration alternative was evaluated, using a site near the 
35 acre Los Alamitos Retarding Basin, and either groundwater or seasonal runoff to 
create a freshwater marsh. The Conservancy plan recommends against this alterna
tive because of the proximity of development, the poor quality of runoff water 
after development, and the changes that would be required in the landowners' and 
City's development plans. Four different alternatives on property other than the 
Hellman property were proposed by the Conservancy~ those sites are discussed in the 
Conservancy submittal and in the staff report prepared for hearing. Two of those 
sites are unsuitable for further consideration; the other sites will be discussed 
below. 



-6-

The Commission finds that the two sites on the Santa Ana River are unsuit
able for restoration in association with this project for a number of reasons. 
First, both sites are located in a different wetland system, well removed from 
the Hellman site. Second, both sites are presently subject to some floodincJ. · 
Although the Corps of Engineers Santa Ana River project would protect the sites, 
it is currently an uncertain project and definitely will not be completed within 
the next five years. Construction of wetlands subject to potential damage frcm 
flooding, or possibly subject to disruption during construction of a Corps pro
ject is clearly not the least environmentally damaging alternative, and the Com
mission concludes that the sites are unsuitable. 

4. Wetlands. Various sections of the Coastal Act protect the resources of 
coastal wetlands and guide the use and restoration of these areas. The relevant 
sections include: 

30233(a) The ••• filling ••• of ••• coastal ••• wetlands ••• shall 
be permitted in accordance with the other applicable pro
visions of this division, where there is no feasible less 
environmentally daaaging alternative, and where feasible 
mitigation measures have been provided to mi~imize ad
verse environmental effects, and shall be limited to the 
following: 

(1) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-de
pendent industrial facilities, including commercial 
fishing facilities. 

(2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously 
dredged, depths in existing navigational channels, turn
ing basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, and boat 
launching ramps. 

(3) In wetland areas only, entrance channels for 
new or expanded boating facilities, and in a degraded 
wetland, identified by the Department of Fish and Game 
pursuant to subdivision {b) of Section 30411, for boat
ing facilities if, in conjunction with such boating 
facilities, a substantial portion of the de<;raded wet
land is restored and maintained as a bioloqically pro
ductive wetland; provided, however, that in no event 
shall the size of the wetland area wsed for such boat
ing facility, including berthing space, tuming basins, 
necessary navigation channels, and any necessary 
support service facilities, be greater than 25 percent 
of the total wetland area to be restored. 

{4) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, 
including streams, estuaries, and lakes, new or expanded 
boating facilities. 

(5) Incidental public service purposes, including 
but not limited to, burying cables ana pipes or inspec
tion of piers ana maintenance of existing intake ana 
outfall lines. 

• 

• 

• 
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(6) Mineral extraction, includinq sand for restor
inC] beaches, except in environmentally sensitive areas. 

(7) Restoration purposes. 

(8) Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource
dependent activities. 

30411: 

(b) The Department of Fish and Game, in consulta
tion with the Commission and the Department of Boatinq 
and Waterways, may study degraded wetlands and identify 
those which can most feasibly be restored in conjunction 
with development of a boatinq facility as provided in 
subdivision (a) of Section 30233. Any such study shall 
include consideration of all of the following: 

(1) Whether the wetland is so severely degraded 
and its natural processes so substantially impaired 
that it is not capable of recovering and maintaining 
a high level of biological productivity without major 
restoration activities. 

(2) Whether a substantial portion of the degraded 
wetland, but in no event less than 75 percent, can be 
restored and maintained as a highly productive wetland 
in conjunction with a boating facilities project. 

(3) Whether restoration of the wetland's natural 
values, including its biological productivity and wild
life habitat features, can most feasibly be achieved 
and maintained in conjunction with a boating facility 
or whether there are other feasible ways to achieve such 
values. 

In Section VIII D. of the Wetland Guidelines, the Commission gave further 
quidance on the provision in Section 30411 (b) {3) that other feasible ways to 
achieve restoration values be considered. The Guidelines note that projects other 
than boating facilities can be considered under Section 30411 in severely degraded 
wetlands in need of major restoration if they are less environmentally damaging 
than boating facilities, or if they are more feasible than boatinq facilities. The 
Guidelines further note that such projects "should result in no net loss of the 
acreage of wetland habitat", and that "projects which result in a net increase in 
wetland habitat areas are qreatly preferred", both under the Coastal Act and under 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 29. The Commission interpreted these policies for 
the first time in their approval of the Los Cerritos Conservancy Proj.ect, CP-3-81, 
finding that because the wetlands in question constituted, according to the 
Department of Fish and Game, a "severely degraded wetland system", that consolidation 
and restoration of that system in conjunction with a residential development pro
posal was an allowable use under Section 30233 (3) and 304ll(b) (3}. 
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" a. Determination of Wetlands. As part of its submittal, the Conservancy 
included a January 13, 1982 report by the Department of Fish and Game on the 
Status of Wetlands on this site (Attachment II). In tbat report, the Depart-

r ment evaluated the site under Section 30121 of the Coastal Act \fhieh defines 
wetlands. The Department concluded, based upon "careful analysis of aerial 
photographs in combination with extensive ground truthing", that there are a,p
proximately 25 acres of wetland in the study area (the Hellman site). The 
analysis by the Department was performed in mid 1980. The landowner, 
Ponderosa Homes, disputes the Department's conclusion and argues that only 
about 14 acres of wetland are presently found on the site. The factual deter
mination of the acreage of actual wetland on the site is compounded by the 
history of legal and illegal fill activities on the site. Sporadic fill bas 
oCcurred on the site since the initial alteration of the site, and at least 
since 1952. In 1975, the predecessor Regional Commission staff indicated that 
the placement of fill was an ongoing project and not subject to the provisions 
of the California Coastal zone Conservation Act of 1972. A subsequent Attorney 
General's opinion in 1976 indicated that because the fill actions were erratic 
and not continuous, fill activities are within the permit requirements of the 
Coastal Act. Thus, fill activities since that time have not enjoyed the legal 
status of earlier fill. The problems of enforcement have been a major concern; 
district office staff is presently pursuing a violation by the Department of 
Water and Power. Clearly, it has not been possible to detect and prevent 
every illegal fill on the site. Staff from the Department of Fish and Game 
have revisited the site within the past month and have noticed substantial 
alteration since their 1980 report. Since none of this alteration was the sub-

.,ject of a permit, the Commission can only conclude that the alteration was indeed 
illegal fill. 

The landowner further asserts that the bulk of the wetland values found on 
the site are artificial, and are the result of discharge of oil well brines and 
construction of a drainage ditch. The landowner thus argues that the wetland 
values are not protected because drainage ditches are excluded from regulation 
unde: the wetland guidelines. 

The specific provision of the wetland guidelines states: 

For the purposes of identifying wetlands ••• one limited ex
ception will be made. That is, drainage ditches as defined 
herein will not be considered wetlands under the Coastal 
Act. A drainage ditch shall be defined as a narrow (usual
ly less than 5-feet wide), man made nontidal ditch excavated 
frcm dry land. (P. ii, Appendix D). 

The configuration of the channel in question leaves little doubt that it was 
artificially constructed to drain the site. There is, however, substantial ques
tion as to whether or not the channel was constructed from dry land and nontidal. 
Aerial photographs of the site from 1955 show the drainage canal through what 
appears to be aarsh. At the time of initial construction, the San Gabriel river 
channels still existed and functioned at least partially as tidal sloughs, and 
the entire area was still largely a functioning marsh. There is evidence of 

'· 

• 

• 

scattered fill, but the appearance and elevation of the drainage ditch show it • 
to be a tidal channel constructed through salt marsh to both drain the salt marsh 
and to allow disposal of oilfield brines. Thus the Commission cannot conclude that 
the drainage channel was man made nontidal ditch excavated from dry land and thus 
not subject to regulation as a wetland. In making this determination, the Commis-
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sion is pursuaded both by the physical evidence of wetland characteristics and 
site history, and by the provisions of Section 30009 that the act "shall be 
liberally construed to accomplish its purposes and objectives." The clear 
objectives of the general policies in Section 30231 and the specific policies 
in Section 30233 are to restore wetlands. It is also clear that the site now 
contains vegetation characteristic of wetlands, including, but not limited to, 
Salicornia subterminallis. Vegetation characteristic of wetlands is found 
both adjacent to the drainage course, and in other parts of the site. With 
this evidence, the Commission concludes that the area is indeed a wetland, and 
that the evidence submitted by the Department of Fish and Game is correct. 

b. Status of Wetland. The Coastal Act enumerates certain activities in 
Section 30233 that can occur within a wetland~ housing is not among those 
activities. Oses other than those allowed under Section 30233 can only be 

. allowed in wetlands determined by the Department of Fish and Game to be "severe
ly degraded" and in need of "major restoration activities" pursuant to Section 
30411 • Section 30411 allows construction of a boating facility in severely de
graded wetlands if severely degraded wetlands can "most feasibly be restored in 
conjunction with development of a boating facility". A boating facility is in 
turn, an allowable use under 30233(4) (3) in severely degraded wetlands. Section 
30233(a)(3) only references a boating facility specifically, however ~~e language 
of Section 30411 implementing this Section has frequent references to other 
feasible ways to achieve restoration. Section 30411 also establishes a ratio of 
4:1 between wetland areas restored and wetland areas filled in conjunction with 
restoration. The Commission in the wetland guidelines interpreted the references 
to alternatives in Section 30411 to allow consideration of uses other than boat
ing facilities, but any such project must first meet two tests. First, the pro
ject must be proposed for a wetland that is severely degraded and in need of major 
restoration. Second, the project proposed must be the least environmentally 
damaging feasible alternative, as required by Section 30233(a). 

In its initial report, DFG identified the wetlands of the Hellman site as 
severely degraded, excepting only the tidal channel of 2 acres. That report went 
on to conclude that major restoration activities would not be required to restore 
the 23 acres. The Department reasoned that minimal grading on only 8.1 acres 
would be required to restore the wetland in the configuration recommended by the 
Department. This Commission's investigations have revealed substantial new infor
mation that directly affects this determination. First, a more detailed analysis 
of grading requirements has been made. This analysis indicates that removal of 
about 100,000 cubic yards of fill would be required, that modifications of some 
sort to the existing drainage culvert would be necessary, and that some structural 
support of the adjoining Haynes Steam Plan Intake Channel would probably be re
quired. The existing capacity of the drainage culvert is a particular constraint, 
hydraulically the culvert can only pass about 35 cfs of water, and only at the 
higher tides. This severely limits the potential for tidal inundation at the site, 
regardless of wetland configuration. Physical construction is more substantial 
than contemplated by the Department; 100,000 cubic yards of material would have to 
be moved, and to regrade the site substantial grading would have to occur in the 
middle of the wetland. The Commission staff has discussed the magnitude and 
impacts of the work involved with staff of the Department of Fish and Game to 
determine whether or not such work would indeed constitute major restoration • 
Given the magnitude of the work required, and the location of such work in a wet
land, the Commission concludes that major restoration is indeed required. The 
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Commission further finds, as previously found by Department of Fish and GaJDe, 
that the wetland is severely degraded. Because the wetland is severely de
graded and in need of major restoration, uses of the wetland that involve wet
land fill for residential use, as proposed by Ponterosa, can be considered· 

•• 
• further, but only if such alternatives are indeed the least damaging feasible 

alternative. 

S. Off-site Restoration-Introduction. The Conservancy has recommended 
wetland restoration on lands not within the t.os Cerritos wetland and not owned 
by the Rell.ma.n trust. As the previous staff report indicated, such a proposal 
is a departure from previous Commission procedure and deserves thorough analysis. 
The Department of Fish and Game considers restoration of any area other than that · 
area where the wetland now exists to be "o·ff-site" restoration, the Department 
has made its opposition to such off-site restoration clear in its testimony. In 
analyzing this issue, and the general nature of the Conservancy subDittal, the 
Commission has had to rely on informal, staff level communications from the 
Department of Fish and Game, the TJ. s. Fish and Wildlife Service, Dr. Joy Zedler 
of San Diego State and Barbara Massey. The latter are biologists with fairly 
extensive experience in wetland restoration in Southern California. Since such 
experience is relatively sparse, the personal communications of these two 
biologists are particularly important and relevant to the further considerations. 

The basic opinion expressed by biologists in public agencies and experienced 
with restoration is that because there is now a wetland on the site, great care 
should be taken to preserve its values. According to the report by the Depart-
ment of Fish and Game, part of the wetland is fun~tioning well in that it has • 
well established vegetation. According to Dr. Zedler, same of that vegetation 
(e. g. Salicornia subterminalis) is of particular significance, and may well be 
difficult to reestablish. 

The major concern of restoration biologists is that, except in bays with 
well defined tidal cycles, ~estoration, particularly of salt marsh, is still a 

,developing science. Thus, providing relatively rapid restoration is often as 
much art as science. The almost uniform opinion of experts consulted by the 
staff is that it is much less risky to upgrade an existing wetland than it is 
to reestablish a marsh in upland. Even in bays where tidal action and processes 
are predictable and where most research has been done, restoration remains at 
least partially an experimental science. Restoration can be fairly certain if 
design measures are taken to reflect tidal conditions and wave energy and if soil 
salinity is within fairly well established parameters. However, highly saline 
substrates can delay establishment of a marsh. Transplanting in the southern 

r, part of San Diego Bay to establish a new marsh to mitigate the effec:ts of marina 
, construction bas largely been a failure, and a functioning marsh has not yet been 
, established. Similarly, restoration of marsh in Humboldt Bay to mitigate the 
effects of constructing Woodley Island Marina has not yet been successfulJ construc
tion of that marina began under a Proposition 20 permit in lllid-1979. For these 
reasons, the vast majority of the wetland biologists contacted by the staff recom
mended restoration of the wetlands with minimal disruption, essentially as recom
mended by· the Department of Fish and Game. 

6. Restoration Goals. There is a fundamental difference between using regu
lations to try to preserve wetland resources and using other resources to try to • 
enhance and restore wetland resources. It is important to consider the wetlands 
on the Hellman site within the context of other wetland resources of the area. 
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a. Inventory of Orange County Wetlands. Beginning at the northern border, 
the wetlands of Ora nge County begin with the portions of the Alamitos Bay/San 
Gabriel River wetlands in Orange County. Part of those wetlands, the "Los 
Cerritos" wetlands consist of 130 acres of wetlands in Los Angeles County, with
in the City limits of Long Beach. Another 25 acres in· Orange County is the 
subject of this Conservancy project. The total acrease of wetlands remaining 
in the Alamitos Bay-San Gabriel system is estimated to be 188.5 acres (including 
the detention basin) a dramatic decrease from the 2,400 acres originally esti
mated to exist at the mouth of this river system. (Note: The·acreage estimates 
in this section of the report are taken from a preliminary copy of "Southern 
California Regional Wetland Restoration Study" by Jens SOrensen and Associates, 
March 1982; these estimates are approximate and subject to further refinement, 
and they are used here to provide an overall context. The acreage estimates 
for Bolsa Chica are taken from the Department of Fish and Game's degraded we~land 
determination.) 

The next wetland to the south is Anaheim Bay, currently a national wildlife 
refuge. The wetlands of Anaheim Bay consist of 749 acres of intertidal marsh 
with no freshwater marsh remain ng. Historically, Anaheim Bay included about 
2,300 acres, including large areas of freshwater marsh. 

Bolsa Chica is the next wetland to the south of Anaheim Bay, presently con
sisting of 852 acres of functioning wetlands, according to the Department of Fish 
and Game. Historically, Bolsa Chica included an estimated 2,300 acres. (This 
issue is covered in depth in the Bolsa Chica LCP.) 

The next two wetlands, those of Huntington Beach and those of the Santa Ana 
River Mouth were once part of a single wetland system at the mouth of the Santa 
Ana River. The historic wetlands of the Santa Ana River are estimated to have 
totalled 2,950 acres. Within the City of Huntington Beach, Department of Fish 
and Game estimates that 170 acres remain~ these were a major subject of concern 
in the City's Local Coastal Program. Right at the mouth of the river are found 
an additional 270 acres, consisting of 55 acres of tidal marsh, 197 acres of non
tidal salt marsh and salt pan, and 18 acres of freshwater wetland. 

The last major wetland in Orange County is Opper Newport Bay, historically 
an area of 2,350 acres. Presently, the wetlands of Opper Newport Bay include 482 
acres of tidal wetlands and 430 acres of freshwater wetlands, for a total of 912 
acres. 

b. Management Goals. In any program of wetland restoration, certain manage
ment goals must be agreed upon. A wetland can be managed or restored to meet a 
number of possible purposes. one possible goal would be enhancement of habitat 
for rare and endangered species. Three such faunal species are found in Southern 
california wetlands: the California clapper rail, the Beldings Savannah Sparrow, 
and the least tern. Restoration efforts have successfully enhanced or restored 

"babi tat for the clapper rail and the Bel dings savannah sparrow, but to date there 
has been virtually no success in attracting the least tern to new areas. All of 
these species are local residents and have varying habitat needs. other local 
reiident waterfowl benef~t from other elements of a wetland; some species are 
attracted to intertidal areas, particularly mudflats, other species need high 
marsh or vegetated flats, other birds rely on permanent or seasonal ponds and 
freshwater marsh. All of these elements of a wetland benefit certain resident 
species. 



Another possible restoration goal is to enhance habitat for migratory water
fowl. Migratory waterfowl are in general more flexible, having the capacity to 

. travel substantial distances, and are dependent on wetlands greater in size than 
,.· the subject wetland rather than on frequent wetlands. Most of these waterfowl 

have altered their migration patterns to take advantage of inland waters, in 
response to loss of large coastal wetlands. 

Two distinct restoration goals have been expressed by the scientists con
tacted in regard to this project. 'l'he first goal, expressed by Barbara Ma88ey 
(Exhibit 7) , is to restore .another viable wetland in the historic Alamitos Bay
San Gabriel River wetlands. According to Ms. Massey, reestablishment of another 
wetland in this area is JDUCh more important than enlarging another, already 
established wetland, even at a correspondingly greater acreage. 

The other restoration goal frequently expressed is to increase the diversity 
of the existing systems. This is particularly appropriate at Anaheim Bay where 
there is a lack of high marsh and freshwater marsh. The overall diversity of a 
system, and in particular the availability of freshwater marsh may play a major 
role in the vitality of wetlands. This can be seen especially at Newport Bay, 
where the clapper rail is much more successful than at Anaheim Bay, and where 

,the presence of freshwater marsh and high marsh are believed to be major factors 
in this success. 

• 

7. Feasibility. Feasibility is an important consideration under same but 
not all of the Coastal Act's wetland policies. Wetlands must be protected, • 
regardless of the feasibility of protection, or its effec~ perceived property 

.values. However, in dealing with restoration, there are a number of different 
'£easibility tests. First, restoration in general is encouraged by Section 30231, 
but subject to a feasibility test. Second, any modification to a wetland must, 
under Section 30233 be the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative • 

. Third, where a severely degraded wetland has been determined to be in need of 
~major restoration, the selection of alternatives under Section 304ll(b)(3) involves 
'.questions of feasibility. These tests must be applied to the proposal by the Con-
servancy, but keeping in llind the context of the basic Coastal Act requirement to 
protect and buffer the wetland as it currently exists. 

In the current configuration, the wetland of 25 acres completely surrounds 
a 5 acre upland area. To provide a minimal SO foot buffer along the 7,200 ft. 
edge of the wetland would require 8 acres of buffer; a more protective buffer of 

.100 feet, the minimum generally used by the Commission, would require 16 acres 
of buffer. Thus, if the wetland were to be protected in its current configuration, 
~regardless of the feasibility of restoration, 38 to 46 acres would be protected 
··and unsuitable for develo~nt. The Commission must cOIIIIIlent that protection of 
38 to 46 acres of a 220 acre site is extremely reasonable, given the beneficial 
uses made of the site for oil production, ad~itional development .is still possible 
through continued oil production on 35 acres and urban development of the remain
ing 139 to 147 acres. 

The wetland restoration alternative rec0111111ended by the 'Department of Fish and 
Game would reconfigure the wetland to a compact form and could use a relocated 
First Street to buffer the wetland. In this configuration, only 25 acres rather • 
than 38 to 46 would be required to be preserved, and the developer would gain 
13 to 21 acres of developable land. CUrrent market values for developable 
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lan4 in this part of Orange County are conservatively $~50,000/acre While ma~ket value• 
of wetlands are generally under $5,000/acre. 'l'hus, the reconfiguration suggested by 
_the Department would increase the value of the undeveloped land on the site by between 
$1.9 and $3.0 million--a substantial increase in the profitability of the land. 

'l'he alternatives transferring wetlands to another area suggested by the Conservancy 
,and supported by Ponderosa are even more profitable. 'l'he elimination of any regulation 
of wetlands on 38 to 46 acres of the site would increase the value of the site 
by between $5.5 and $6.7 million. The potential value of the overall project is also 
·immense; the developer proposes construction of 1000 units. At current median sales 
prices in excess of $200,000/unit, the project involves revenues in excess of $200 million. 

· Certainly it is possible to accommodate 1000 units on the site under any of the 
alternatives suggested, including the alternative suggested by the Department of .Fish 

· and Game. Since the portion of the site proposed to be developed by Ponderosa includes 
only 110 acres of the site, the overall density proposed on that site is about 9.1 units/ 
acres. If 25 acres of that site were to be preserved and restored, the 1000 units could 
be accommodated on the remaining 85 acres at a modest11 increased density of 11.8 units/ 
acre. Although such an increased density might reduce the expected median sales price 
slightly, project revenues would still approach $200,000,000. Thus, the Commission can 
only conclude that virtually any restoration alternatives is feasible. Any alternative 
that consolidates the existing wetland increases land values by at least $1,9000,000 and 
.it is possible that a modest restoration project could be accomplished simply by regarding 
the site for less than $250,000. Certainly such costs are feasible under the provision 
of Section 30231Nthat wetlands be restored where feasible. The Commission concludes 
therefore that feasibility is not the critical issue on which this decision should turn, · 
bat rather, the overall suitability and possibility of restoration. 'l'he Commission 
Will therefore review the suitability of the alternatives in some additional ~etail. 

a. Suitability of Restoration Alternatives. TWo related goals are important when 
considering restoration alternatives. The biological clearly elucidated by wetland 
biologists is to reestablish a more viable wetland in the Alami~os Bay-san Gabriel River 
system. The planning goal should be to resolve land owership questions in threatened 
wetlands. Project opponents argue convincingly that the major issue in Southern C&lifornil 
is the ownership of the wetlands, and that the biologiCi"l status of the individual wetland~ 
is of less concern. Thus, project opponents argue that a fundamental goal in considering 
restoration alternatives must be to preserve and protect land that is not now protected. 

Another concern is raised by the relative vigor of the wetlands on the Hellman 
property that is unlike that raised by any other wetlands in Orange County, and perhaps 
in all of Southern california. In Section 4 of this report the Commission found tha1; the 
site included wetlands, but also noted that illegal fill activities may have reduced the 
acreage of those wetlands since 1980, despite enforcement efforts by the caamission. That 
section and the Department of Fish and Game's report also pointed out the severely degradee 
!Ulture of 23 of the 25 acres of wetlands and the consistently low bird use of the site. 
llone of the other wetlands listed in Section 6 have these problems r none are as subject 
to trespass and illegal fill, and none have as low a value in the wetlands • current 
situation. In all other wetlands in the County, and even in those wetlands in LOnge Beacl 
to the i:m.mediate north. the •no action" alternative leaves substantial values. 'l'hat 
is not the case here; only 2 to 5 acres of the wetland are functioning at all well, 
and the problem of illegal fill is a continuing problem. The Commission therefore 
concludes that in this particular wetland, maintaining the status quo is an undesirable 
planning option, and that restoration should be aggressively pursued. Indeed, under 
Section 30233 Ca) , the status quo is ,!!2l the lease environmentally damaging alternative. 

When weighing the two goals presented above against the overall need to restore 
this wtland, the Commission concludes that restoration is the most fundamental need 



here. Ideally, restoration would accomplish both goals of reestablishing the 
San Gabriel River wetlands and eliminating the treats of development to privately 
i::Nned wetlands. Bowever, the Ccmmisaion concludes that the need to restore the 
,retland is the most important goal, anc!tthat sufficient flexibility should be given 
the COnservancy so as to assure restoration. Therefore, the Caamission bas 
tailored three alternatives to provide flexibility and greater encouragement for 
restoration, while still ref'lectina the goals established above. It is u1 timately 

••• 
up to the COnservancy to pick which of these alternatives can actually be accomplished. 

9. Restoration Alternatives. Previously, the COmmission rejected the alternatives 
on the Santa Ana River for a number of reasons. In evaluating the competing restoration 
goals, the COmmission is convinced by the arg\Dilents of interested parties that 
prot~ion of now-unprotected wetlands must be accomplished by any restoration project. 
Therefore, the Commission rejects the restoration alternatives on those lands in 

. the Seal Beach Weapons Station within the bounc!ariea of the Wildlife Refuge because there 
are ·feasible, less envixonmentally c!amaging alternative:~. Those lands are already protecte1 
permanently from c!eve1opment and have substantial habitat values at the present. The 
Commission has established in the initial conc!itions three alternatives which do meet 
the tests of the Coastal Act, and the COmmission finds that selection of any of these 
a,Jternatives is compatible with the goals of the wetland protection policies of the Act. 
The Commission recognizes the superiority of the alternative recommended by the Department 
of !'ish and Game on an acre-per-acre basis, and has tried to ac!just the other two 
alternatives to provi4e approximately equivalent values, so that any of the three 
alternatives are acceptable. The alternatives are: 

a. Department of Fish and Game Consolic!ation. This alterna-tive, recaailended by •. 
the Department, is probably the optimum alternative on an acre-per-acre basis. The 
alternative has the major advantages of being sufficiently proximate to the 
san Gabriel River and the intake channel to make increase<! tidal action a future 
pc>ssibility. Presently, there are functioning salt flats on the site, suitable 
substrate for wetland vegetation, and established Yegetation with some significance. 
The area draining into the wetlan4 is small, and urbanization of this small area 
shou14 not change the hydraulics of the area sufficiently to completely alter the 
wetlanc!. Thus, it appears to be possible to c!o restoration work on this site with 
•ini••l riak. 

This alternati'V'e has a number of technical 4isa4vantages, as well as the clear 
drawback of 4eYeloper resist&Ac:e. Pirst, the tidal connection is poor, and not func
tioning well.\t presentJ reestablishment of tic!al action will require at least cleaning' 
~ cul'V'ert an4 regular maintenance. Secon4, Pirst Street runs through the site 
peS is cwnec! by Southern•California Mison. Within their right-of-way, SCI also 
aaintains transmission lines J those tran•ission lines were propose<! to be relocate<! by 

Ponderosa. Relocation of Pirst Street sufficient to aeet the City's Prillary Bighway 
standa.r4 shoul4 be possible, lxat relocation of transmission lines woul4 probably not occur, 
an4 there might be some neec! for continue4 access to the lines for maintenance. Third, 
there might be structural problems associated vi th partial flooding of wetlan4 areas 
a4jacent to the Raynes intake channel. '.l'hb area currently floods perioc!ically, so 
IJ'tructural problems might actually be slight, but actift opposition by the power cc:apany 
i8 a c!istinct possibility. Pourth, any moc!ifications to the current drainage syst• woul4 
require ac!justment for flood stages in the San Gabriel Ri'V'U (14.1 ft.). currently, 
the flap gate at the outlet of the drainage culvert frc:a the site is rustec! shut, and. 
flooc!ing from the river is preclw!ed by limited capacity aroun4 the open edges of the 
val'V'e. Modification or r•pair of the Yalve would have to provic!e for automatic or 
Mnual closing, or the wetlaa4 area woul.4 have to be bemed.. Deep flooding of the wetlan4 
area woal4 pose subst:.mtlally vnater structural probl•s to 'the Baynes intake chaDael than 
the occasional shallow flooding that now occurs.. Pinally, the hydraulic limitations of the 
existing cul'V'ert pose real liaitations on the loag-t.em ability to enhance the . site as a 
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tidal wetland, The relatively high location of the pipe bottom at about •1.1 reduces the 
avallable head, and particularly, the lower tidal cycles. The hydraulic capacity of the 
existing culvert is limited to about 35 cfs, limiting the available tidal interchange and 
long term tidal restoration potential. 

The developer's reluctance to support the Department's alternative stems from the 
effect on the existing tract map. This alternative would displace 163 units, or more if 
First Street was also relocated. Provision of 1000 units would therefore require 
preparation of a new tract map, and probably amendment of the Hellman Specific Plan. 

As noted above, the Commission believes that this alternative is financially 
feasible, even if less profitable than the current proposal by Ponderosa. However, 
the Commission is concerned that the institutional constraints and technical problems 
surrounding implementation might prevent implementation, even if the developer were 
able to redesign the project and achieve an equivalent level of profit. Because the 
COmmission is more concerned that this wetland be restored than that such restoration 
be ideal, the Commission is unwilling to allow the Conservancy only this option. However, 
the Commission does encourage the Conservancy to make a concerted effort to .overcome 
the institutional constraints involved so that this alternative recommended by the 
Department of Fish and Game can be implemented. 

b. Detention Basin Site. This alternative, as set forth in the conditions, 
would retain and restore the healthy salt marsh values of the wetland in their current 
location, and relocate the remaining 20 acres to the site adjacent to the flood control 
retarding basin now proposed as a park site. The Commission finds that it is necessary 
to retain 5 acres of salt to brackish marsh adjacent to the culvert to preserve and 
restore the potential value of the present habitat for rare and endangered species, 
particularly the Beldings savannah Sparrow. Verbal communication with Barbara Massey, 
who has done extensive field research on both the light footed clapper rail and the 
Beldings Savannah Sparrow, indicates that wetland areas as small as 5 acres can and 
do provide viable habitat for the sparrow. Since restoration possibilities adjacent 
to the retarding basin lack any opportunity for tidal action and thus replacement of 
this habitat, the Commission finds that it must be protected and enhanced in place. 

Restoration of twenty acres adjacent to the retarding basin has several 
actlrantages. The site is well located in relation to both Los Cerritos and the San 
Gabriel River, and will function well in relationship to the wetlands now existing 
and proposed to be restored at Los Cerritos. The location of the site at a curve 
in the river and adjacent to the open space and seasonal pond of the retarding basin 
will encourage bird movement and enhance the site's values. It is likely that some 
enhancement will be possible within the retarding basin, further enhancing the value of 
this alternative. 

This alternative has several disadvantages related to its location adjacent to 
the retarding basin. First, there is no opportunity for tidal action. Second, the 
site is the location of the proposed ccmmunity park~ there is a difference of opinion 
as to whether or not a community park, with high numbers of children and dogs, is 
compatible with a wetland. The displacement of the community park also poses a 
number of questions as to whether or not the City of Seal Beach will support the 
alternative. Third, because of its location, the restoration project will probably 
rely on flood flows for at least some of the water supply. 'ftlus, the restoration 
project will be adversely affected by any accidental or illegal discharges from 
industries upstream, and will be subject to the vagaries of depending on uncertain 
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flood flows. Finally, it is unclear bow long it will take, and how much it wUl 
,cost to restore the area to a functioning wetlan4. 

~ The Conservancy staff argues that they should be allowed to enhance habitat 

• 
in the retarding basin and sbaU.ld be gina cxedii: for such acreaqe, rec!ucinq the acreage 
requirements for restoration. The CommissiCft diaaqrees. Pirst, the retarding basin 
presently has substantial habitat value for aiqration and shore birds, the overall 
value of that habitat is, howe'V'er, limited by operation of the retarding basin for 
flood control. The basin has less Wildlife value when completely full. 'l'he storage 
needs of the flood control district ere not decreasing with the passaqe of time and 
further urbanization, insteac! they are increasinq. The district is eager to see acme 
use of the Bellman property for overflow to increase their available storaqe capacity. 
b long as the retarc!ing basin is operated as an element of a flood control systea, 
.its wildlife value will be limited, and there is a great deal of uncertainty as to how, 
much, the wildlife values can be enhanced. Trying to quess the potential for enhanceaent 
and weigh those values against the values of a fully functioninq wetland is an area 
of wetland research not yet fully developed or accepted. Further, such a method of 
comparing habitat values is intrinsically subject to controversy and manipulation. 
Rather than get invOlved in a risky and controversial attempt to value the potential 
of a "partial wetland", the Commission must reject this concept. Second, the Commission 
must point out that this alternati'V'e is inherently aore risky than the alternative 
recommended by the Department of !'ish and Game. 'l'he costs an4 time to restore a 
wetland are uncertain, and the potential for future enhancement Will be limited by 
the lack of a tidal connection~ The Commission sees the likely enhancement of value. 
~in the retarding basin, or at least the maintenance of existing values in the basin, 
as equalizers that give this alternative about the same value as the Department's 
rec01'111lended alternative. · 

As with the first alternative, this alternative has a number of unknowns an4 
a nuiaber of institutional constraints. Cooperation by the City, the Bellman Pulily 
'l'nlat, and the orange CoUnty Flood Control District will be required to realize the 
alternative. However, the Commission's role here has bean to give quidance as to how 
this concept can be made acceptable under the Coastal Act an4 approximately equivalent 
in habitat values to the first alternative. 

c. Seal Beach Weaes Station. This alternative, as set forth in the conditions, 
would retain and restore the healthy salt marsh values of the wetland in their current 
location, and relocate the reaininq 20 acres to either of two sites within the 
Weapons Station but outside of the existinq Wildlife Preserve. Aqain, the fiva acres 
must be retained on-site to protect existing habitat values for rare and end.anqerec! 
species. 'J.'o reflect the fact that land on the Weapons Station is publicly owned, 
not presently threatened by c!evelopraent, and in a less than optimum wetland, the 20 
acres to be filled on the BellDan site shall be replaced at a 4:1 ration. 

This alternative has two distinct advantages. Pirst, all wetlands created on 
this site would be well buffered frca urban c!evelopaant. Second, restoration at this 
site could give the wetland the high marsh and freshwater marsh values it currently 
lacks, increasing the diversity of what is already a fairly large an4 well-functioning 
wetland system. These improvements could be particularly valuable to the endangered 
. clapper rail. • 

Restoration at this site also has a number of drawbacks. First, the wetland 
is already established anc! functioning, and addi ttou to the wetland are not as 
valuable as restoration in the degraded Alamitos Bay-San C&Driel syst•. Second, the 
laD4 at the site is not seri0U11lf threatened· by development, and thus may be a'ftilable 



•• 

• 
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for potential future restoration. There is no realistic possibility of residential 
development of this site as long as munitions are stored, so the only possible 
threat to preservation of the area is expansion of mili~ operations. Third,· 
land in a Wildlife Refuge probably does not have the same degree of protection as 
land enCll1'11l:>ered by a conservation easement. It i.s possible that the land could be 
aodified in the event of a national emergency. 

TO correct these shortcomings, it is necessary to increase the ratio of restoration 
and require that any land restored be land that is not now protected and does not 
now have habitat value. The Commission is using a restoration ratio of 4:1 to offset 
the substantial savings to the landowner of using publicly owned land to accomplish 
restoration, and in the process reap a windfall profit on the value of land no longer 
regulated for development. Th«·Oommission is pursuaded by the legislative direction 
in Section 30233 and 30411 that 4 times as much area should be restored to wetland 
as is filled. Although the land here to be restored is not presently wetland, it 
is part of a former wetland system, and it is in public ownership, potentially 
available for future restoration. Given this legislative direction, the drawbacks 
of restoration at a site other than within the opttmum wetland system (Alamitos Bay-
San Gabriel River), and the substantial windfall accruing to the landowner under 
this alternative, the COmmission is convinced that it t~kes a restoration ratio of 
4:1 to bring the advantages and disadvantages of this alternative back into balance. 

Both this alternative and alternative B have the disadvantage of losing wetlands 
that now exist in exchange for wetlands that the COmmission hopes will be created • 
TO reflect this risk, and to meet the direction in Section 30231 that biological 
productivity be protected, it is necessary to assure restoration before any loss of 
wetland values. 

10. COnclusion. In this project, the Commission is faced with a severely degraded 
wetland where it is unacceptable to allow the wetland merely to continue in its 
present situation. The Commission therefore finds it necessary to give the Conservancy 
guidance and some flexibility in establishing how that. wetland should be restored .• 
The COmmi;;[on has adjusted the habitat values of the three acceptable alternatives 
so that they are of approximately equal benefit under COastal Act policies. In doin9 
so, the Commission recognizes that all of the alternatives depend on outside forces. 
Ultimately it will be these outside forces that determine which of the alternatives, 
if any, can actually be accomplished. With this quidance, the COnservancy can finish 
the analysis needed with direction from the Commission that any of these options, as 
conditioned should meet the test of Section 30233(a) that they are the least envi
ronmentally damagin9 feasible alternative. As required by the initial condition 
above, the final selection of an alternative will be concurred in by the Commission 
in order to assure that the alternative selected is indeed the least environmentally 
damaging feasible alternative • 
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James McGrath 
California Coastal Commission 
631 Heward St., 4th f1ocr 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Jim: 

1825 Knoxville Ave 
long Beach, CA 90815 

2 Apri 1 1982 

As a fellow-up to cur meeting in Seal Beach en 17 Hareh and subsequent te1e· 
phone conversations about marsh restoration in general, I would like to put 
into writing one of my strong convictions concerning the restoration of coas
tal wetlands. I offer it as a guideline to be considered durin~ the planning 
precess, and particularly where there ts a question of mitigation. 

The overall plan fer restoration of coastal marshes in southern California 
should have as a goal the re-creation of a number of separate coastal wetlands. 
This is a biologically sound ccnceot in general, and is of particular impor
tance for endansered species. The recovery plans fer both the California 
Least Tern the the light•fcoted Clapper Rail call fo~ reestablishment of viab. 
populations of these birds in at least 15·20 different coastal wetlands eco
systems. Twe major concerns are: 

1) To promote genetic diversity. Inbreeding is 1 ~ajor hazard wher~ 
a ;:>opu1attcn has been drastically reduced and choice of metes is 
1 imited. A number of separate populuions helps maintain a large 
and healthy gene pool. 

2) To provide insurance against ~atastrophe. If the total population 
of an endangered species ~re eon~entrated in a very &ew plaees. 1 
large percentage eou1d be wiped out by 1 natural (or man-~ade) cala
mity. Spreading the ;:>opulation over 15·20 different ecosystems re
reduces this ~han~e. 

Thus where there is a choi~e to be made whether to restore a deoauperate wet
land (as inAlamitos Bay) or mitigate by off-site restoration (particularly in 
a marsh system like Anaheim Bay which is already a lar;e and healthy entity). 
a strong case snculd be made for the fermer. 

Very truly yours. 

• 
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February 8, 1982 

Ms. Naomi Schwartz 
California Coastal Commission 
631 Howard Street 
San Francisco, California 94105 

Dear Ms. Schwartz: 

EXHIBIT 8 
_The State Coastal Conservancy is pleased to present to the California 
Coastal Commission the Seal Beach Wetlands Restoration Program. The 
program was developed to protect and restore degraded wetlands located 
at a site under intense development pressure in the City of Seal Beach, 
and thus addresses difficult and complex wetland restoration and land 
use tssues intrinsic to environmental resource protection in the highly 
urbanized South Coast region. 

This letter with its attachments constitues submission for Commission 
review, pursuant to Publtc Resources Code Section 31258, of the Seal Beach 
Wetlands Restoration Program. The program proposes several options for 
wetland restoration to implement the goals of the Coastal Act and to 
address issues whtch havear1sen in the development of the Local Coastal 
Progr~m of the City of Seal Beach. Each of tne four options proposed 
would restore wetlands in the region. However, the four options differ 
in their efficacy in resolving the issues which led to generation of the 
restoration program. Among 'the issues which governed the development of 
the Progra.m are the following: 

- the extent and conditton of the wetlands found on the site; 

(415) 464-1070 
ATSS 561·1070 

"'! the feasibility .and via.b'tlity of restoring tnese tletlands on the site; and 
- the means of reconciltng wetland restorati'on goals with the Hellman 

Speci.fic Plan, previously approved by the Ctty of Seal Beach, which 
calls for development on the stte. 

Coastal Commisston revtew wtll provide the Conservancy with direction 
needed to implement the Restoration Program. The Conservancy looks 
forward to preparing spectftc site plans that will provide for the most 
biol_ogically producti:ve wetlands with long term viabi:li:ty that can be 
achteved. 

In submttttng this Program to the C011'111iss1on, the Conservancy is requesting 
Commission detenninatton of the feasibility of the on-site restoration 
a.lternatives, as well as. detennination of the consistency of the Program 
~th the Coastal Act. Feasibility is defined in the Coastal Act as 
•capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable 
pertod of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and 
technological factors". If the on-site restoration options are detennined 
to be not feasible by the Commission, the Conservancy is also seeking 
clarification of Commission policies on off-site wetland restoration, and 
of the criteria by which these policies can be fulfilled in the Seal 
Beach Wetlands Restorati:on Program. 



' Ms. Naomi Schwartz 
February 8, 1982 
?age 2 

:._ If approved by the Comission, the Seal Beach Wetlands Restoration Program 
will accomplish the following: 

- restore degraded wetland habitat in a region which has been subject 
. to tremendous habitat destruction and •al t6ra't1<Sn; • r • " .. 
- resolve one of the most difficult is~u~s rifa.ihjng i.n •the.S~al Beac~·· 

local Coastal Program; \ ··· 
-complete planning for·the last remaining large undeveloped parcel in 

the Ci~ of Seal Beach. 

According to Public Resources Code Section 31258, the Commission must take 
the following actions before the Conservancy can implement the Seal Beach 
Wetland Restoration Program: 

1. certify that the Program is in conformance with the policies and 
objectives of tbe Coastal Act; 

2. approve the Restoration Program; and 
3. determine the feasibility of on-site restoration and, if appropriate 

clarify C0111111'ssion polictes and criteria for the off-site restoration 
option. 

•• 

The Comission has, upon submittal of the Program, up to 60 days to review 
tbe Program and transmtt its findings to the Conservancy. If no findings 
are made during that period, the Restoration Program, including all four • 
options presented, fs deemed to be approved and consistent wf·th the Coastal 
Act. · ·· 

. - Site Description 

, The Seal Beach Wetlands Restoration Program concerns disposition of the 
. wetlands located on property proposed for residential development in the 

Hellman Spectf1c Plan bee Exhibit 11. Although histortcally the entire 
project site was part of the San Gabriel R1ver estuarine system, channel
ization of the r1~er, construction of an 1ntake channel for a nearby 
power plant, apd extensive petroleum operati-ons have separated the wetland 
from the river and removed 1ts water sources. The existing degraded 
wetland consists predominately of scattered salt flats with smaller areas 
of salt and bracktsh water marshes and open water. The wetlands are little 
used by wildlife, although a few endangered bird species have been sighted 
there on occaston. The pri~ry envtronmental and wildlife habitat value 
of the Seal Beach wetland is 1n its restoration potential. 

Wetland Restoratton Program 

Due to the critical need to restore the bighest quality wetland that can 
feasibly be achieved, a range of wetland res_toration options, rather than 
a single plan, ts proposed. The issues and the implication of each option 
for their resolution are essential to the COII111fssion4s. consideration in 

• 
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• Ms. Naomi Schwartz 
February 8, 1982 
Page 3 

determining the feasibility of each option. The four options are sumr.~rized 
below and described in detail in the enclosed Conservancy staff recor.r::endation 
and Department of Fish and Game memorandum. 

0 tion 1: Tidal salt marsh on-site. This option would consolidate and 
restore the scattered wet ands as a tidal salt marsh located near the 
existing culvert providing salt water from the San Gabriel River. It would 
require adding two to three new culverts to provide additional salt water 
to the site, dredging tidal culverts, installing grease traps and other 
water quality devices, and creating a buffer around the wetlands. 

This plan, while technically feasible, presents several problems. Construc
tion of the culverts is expected to be quite expensive. In addition, 
restoration of wetland at this location would conflict with the Hellman 
Specific Plan for the site and could result in lost housing and infra
structure opportunities for the City, including arterial roads, sewage 
facilities, additional park acres and park development funds. The long 
term viability of restored wetlands at this site is of concern because 
of the long-term mai·ntenance and repair needs of the culverts to be installed 
and because of the artificial water supply on which they will depend. 
Finally. the developer's consultant surveyed only 14.34 acres of wetland 
on site, in contrast to the 20.27 acres found by the Department of Fish and 
Game. If tbis option is chosen, the developer will seek the resolution 
of this discrepancy • 

oytion 2: Brackish water marsh near the intake culvert on-site. This 
p an would restore a bracktsh marsh by consol i·dating and enhancing the 
scattered wetland near the intake culvert. Restoration would reGuire 
dredging tidal channels, installing grease traps and other water quality 
devfces, creating a buffer around the wetland, and modifying grading in 
the residential areas to direct stormwater runoff to the wetland. This 
plan is described in some detail in the Department of Fish and Garne 
memor~ndum enclosed. 

This plan ts also technically feasible although it may present problens. 
Modification of the grading plans·and the conflict with existing land use 
plans may present high social and economic costs due to the losses of 
housing and infrastructure opportunities as with Option 1. The long term 
viabiltty of the marsh created through this option would be dependent on 
maintenance of an adequate salt water supply through the single existing 
culvert and from the urban runoff. It may be dffficult to assure adequate 
water supply to the marsh. As in Option 1, the landowner is concerned 
about the extent of the wetland and will seek resolution of this discrepancy • 



, Ms. Naomi Schwartz 
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potentially be joined through this link to the los· Cerritos wetlands restored • 
across the river. The plan would require dredging· both sha11ow and deep 
basins, installing g~ease traps and other water quality devices, and 
installing an .electric or wind powered pump to draw groundwater for a 
year-round water supply. It may also require modification of grading plans 
in the subdivision to supply stonn water and would require changing the 
development plans to create a buffer around the wetland. 

Although this plan would be technically feasible, it would conflict with 
current recreational park plans for the site and might require either 
additional land acquisition or loss of residential development area. The 
social and economic costs of changes fn the land uses and modifying the 
grading plans may be high. Long tenn viability of the marshes created 
will be primarfly dependent on the water supply from runoff, diversion of 
flood bastn waters, and ground water pumping. With this option, as with 
options l and 2, the landowner will seek resolution of the discrepancy in 
the reports on wetland acreage on site. 

Option 4: Off-site marsh restoration. This plan proposes restoration at 
an off-site locati:on of a larger wetland than bas been found on-site, in 
lieu of on-site restoration. It would create new wetland from uplands that 
were historically wetland but no longer exhibit wetland characteristics. 
Three areas have been evaluated as potential restoration sites. 
~econnaissance by Conservancy staff and consultants indicates that these 
sites would prov1de greater protection to the restored wetland than any 
of the on-site restoratton options because of less intensive surrounding •. 
development. Restoration at one of these sites would provide either a 
.t1d'l s .. lt marsh, a brackish, or a freshwater marsh habitat. The three 
s1tes (lnd the restoration plan are described 1n some detail" in the 
Conservancy staff-recommendation enclosed. 

~ This option would be technically feasible at any of the-three sites. It 
would resolve conflicts with the current land use plan and therefore 
would eliminate the concerns about social and economic costs presented 
by the on-site options. An in-lieu fee for restoration off-site has 
been established by the Conservancy. The economic feasibility of under
taking off-site restoration will depend on resolution of the discrepancy 
between the wetland surveys and the ratio of wetlands to be filled on-site 
to wetlands to be created off-site. The long-term viability of wetlands 
restored· at any of the three sites will probably be greater than any of 
the on-site restoration options, and may in addition provide a more 
regionally significant and productive wetland. This option will involve 
loss of a potenttal restoration opportuni~ at the Seal Beach wetland 
sfte, but no signi·ficant loss of existing anvtronnental or wildlife 
habitat values will occur. · 

Conformity of the Restoration·Progtam with the Coastal Act 

The Seal Beach Wetland Restoration Program addresses several Coastal Act_ 
poli:cies. Section 30231 requires that the biologi_cal productivity and 
qualtty of wetlands shall be maintained and where feasible restored in a • 
.anner that will sustain optimum populations of marine organisms. The 
Resto-ration Program presents four options for wetland restoration. Each 
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option would restore a wetland with higher biological productivity and 
quality than the existing wetland. Furthermore, restoration will reverse 
ongoing degradation on the site and restore vital wetland habitat in the 
region. 

Section 30233(a)(3] allows for restoration in conjunction with otherwise 
non-permitted land uses. It permits diking, filling or dredgfng of wetlands 
where there ts no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative and 
where feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse 
envtronmental effects. The Restoration Program proposes several options 
to restore or create wetland with a higher qual i·ty habitat than exists 
currently. The Department of Fish and Game detenmtned that the wetlands on 
site are severely degraded and in need. of major restoration. This Department 
of Fi"sh and Game determination permits the C011111ission flexibility in 
consolidating and restoring wetlands in order to increase the productivity 
and viability of the wetlands. 

Sectton 30607.1 requtres that where fill is permitted 1n a wetland, a 
mi:ni.mum m1ti.gation measure should include opening up equhalent areas of 
equal or greater biological productivity or equivalent areas to tidal action 
and that if no appropriate site is available, an in-lieu fee sufflcient to 
provide an area of equivalent productive value or surface area shall be 
provi.ded. Tbe four opti.ons offered in the Restoration Program would restore 
equhalent areas of greater biological producti:vity and in three of the 
options, tidal actton could be restored. If restoration on the site is 
determi.ned by the Corrmission to be not feasible, the fourth option would 
result in restoration of wetland with greater biological value and a larger 
area than exists on-site, paid through an in-lieu fee system. 

Tt:ae Conservancy requests that the Coastal Conmtssion approve the Seal Beach 
Wetlands Restoration ~rogram and determine that the Program is in conformance 
wtth the pol tci:es and objecttves of the Coastal Act. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me. 

Very truly yours, 

n/Jtmmi.o ·7. fflA.t.~~ucJ L 

Joseph E:4tetri11o 
Executive Officer 

JEP:SG:jb 

cc: C. Patrick Callahan 
John K. Flynn 
Marshall Grossman 
Grace McCarthy 
Carolyn McNeil 
Melvin Nutter 

Anthony Ramos 
Ervin Renner 
Robert Ryan 
George Shipp II I 
Michael Wornum 
Michael Fischer 

Bob Lagle 
Jim McGrath 
Don Lollock 
Fred Worthley 
A 11 en Parker 



.REQUESTED ACTION: 

"DESCRIPTION: 

STATE COASTAL CONSERVANCY 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
January 14, 1982 

SEAL BEACR WETLANDS RESTORATION PROGRAM 
File No.: 80-15 

Authorization to (1) Sub~it the Seal Beach ~etland 
Restoration Program to the Coastal Commission for its 
review and determination of consistency with Coastal 
Act: and (2) Su~ait the Seal Beach ~etlands Restoration 
Program to the City of Seal Beach and Orange County for 
their review and comment. 

The Seal Beach Wetland Restoration Program includes three 
wetland restoration alternatives for a 20.27* acre de
graded \·letland. These alternatives are a tidal salt 
marsh onsite, a fresh to brackish marsh onsite and tidal/ 
brackish tq freshw!~er. marshes offsite. 

P,rQgram implementation will: 

1. determine the most appropriate type and .location 
of wetlands to be created or enhanced. 

2. prepare detailed_restoration plans and engineerino 
ara\.,ings for the site chosen. . . -

LOCATION: The project site is located adjacent to the intake channel 
for the Haynes Steam Generating Plant, east of Pacific 

.Coast Highway, north of Seal Beach Blvd. and \'lest of ~:est
. minister Avenue, in the City of Seal Beach, Orange County, 
South Coast District (Exhib~t 1 & 2). 

STAFF 
RECO~V~ENDATION: The staff reco~mends that the State Coastal Conservancy 

pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections 31251-31270 
adopt the follo!.'ling resolution: 

•rhe State Coastal Conservancy hereby authorizes 
staff to:· 

1. Submit the Seal Beach Wetlands Restoration 
Program ~o the State Coastal Commission 
for review and detenmination of conformity 
of the plan with policies and objectives 
of Division 20 pursuant to Public Resources 
Code Section 31258; 

* This number represents an upper range figure bebteen the 
Department of fish and Game study and the landowner con
sultant's report • 

...... 

•• 

• 

• 
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2. Submit Seal Beach ~:etla:-o:is Resto;a'""fdon • 
Program to the City of Se~l eeacn or rev1ew 
and comment pursuant to ?ublic Resources 
Code 31264: 

The staff further recommends tha: the State Coastal 
Conservancy make the followi~g findings, based on the 
staff discussion hereafter: 

1. The proposed wetland restoration program is 
consistent with Chapter 6 of the Conservancy Act 
(Public Resources Coda ;ecticn 31251-31270). which 
authorizes the Conservar.cy to undertake coastal 
resource enhancement pr~jec~s; and 

· 2. The proposed project has a high priority based 
on the Conservancy's g~~delinas and criteria for 
evaluation of resource !"estoretion programs. 

Project Summary- The Seal Beach Wetland Restoratio~ Program represents an 
attempt to conserve and restore t~e env~onmental resources 
of a degraded wetland located at ~he Ponderosa Homes site 
in the City of Seal Beach. Conse~var.cy staff. ineonsultetton 
with staff of the Department of F1sh and Game. the Coastal 
Cornr.iss1on' ~and the·landowner. d~1eloped 
a restoration program for this si:e because it presents an 
i~portant and complex biological and land use problem • 
Solution of this problem will per3it: 

- resolution of a conflict tat~een the protection of. 
wetland resources and the proposed land uses of the 
site; • 

-resolution of a major and ~otentially.difficult 
issue in the Seal Beach Lc:al Coastal Program, an 
issue which otheniise might hamper LCP progress; 

- timely development of the last remaining develop
able parcel in Seal Beach. Development· of this par
cel will contribute to th: City's needs for housing, 
public open space, roads, and se~o~!ge. 

In developing this wetland resto~ation program, several 
assumptions were made by Conserv!ncy staff about the wet-
land resources of the site.: · 

1. the wetland is severely degraded and its natural . 
pr.ocesses are impaired;. The Department of Fish and 
Game staff have indicated that a determination 
to this effect is forthcoming. 

2. the wetland at present has very l0\'1 habitat 
value in its own right and as part of the San 
Gabriel River wetland and riparian system. 

-133-
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3. restoration of tidal salt mers~es. the habitat 
preferred by Depat·tr.:ent of Fish and Gei:':e steff. 
may not be feasible on site. •• 

4. the wetland will not recover without extensive restoration 
and will continue to degrade in its current location · 
and condition. 

Conservancy staff evaluated seve·ral alternatives for wetland 
restoration to.detenmine how best to conserve and restore 
the environmental resources of the site. Staff evaluated 
three potential methods for restoring the wetland· values of 
the Seal Beach wetlands: 

1. consolidate and restore the wetland as tidal salt 
marsh onsite near its current location; 

2. consolidate and restore the \':etland as a fresh/ 
brackish marsh .adjacent to the flood retarding bas1n; 

3. create and restore a t;etland offsite of larger 
acreage than exists onsite. · 

After evaluating these three options. Conservancy staff 
recommend the offsite method because it will provide the 
largest, best protected wetland and will hence best. ensure 
the long tenn viability and productivity of th~ environ-
menta 1 resources. · 

The tidal salt marsh onsite was preferred by Department of 
Fish and Game staff in their preliminary evaluation of 
the site. However, restoration to salt r.~rsh onsite ~11 
be complicated by existing structures and by inadequate 
tidal connection. Even if improved, tidal connection t;ould 
be temporary due to its dependence on an artificial water 
regime. This restoration method would not resolve the land 
use issues or confltcts about the extent of existing wetland 
at the site (Exhibit 9). -

• 

Restoration to brackish/freshwater r.arsh onsite appears to 
be best located on 22.5 acres adjacent to the 35 acre flood 
retarding basin. Due to a high groun~dater table, ranging 
from 7 to 13 feet below the surface. this location would 
provide either a seasonal freshwater marsh or permanent 
fresh/brackish marsh if water was P'-~:>ed to the site. The 
marsh ponds could be valuable habitat for diving ducks and 
other water associated birds at least on a seasonal basis. 
The adjacent flood control basin could provide additional 
seasonal freshwater habitat and buffer. Approximately four 
acres of this area could remain in petroleum production, 
but could revert to marsh when the petroleum is depleted. 
This choice would result in the loss to the City of recreational • 
open space identified as needed in the local planning process 
(Exhibit 9). 
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Restoration of wetland offsite would create new wetlands 
at an appropriate site. This method would not involve 
enhancement of existing wetlands but creation of new \'retlands, 
at a site that was historically wetlands. Site designation 
and restoration plans would be designed to provide better 
habitat productivity and protection for wildlife than could 
be provided at the current site when it is developed. Due 
to the larger size and greater protection of the wetland, 
offsite restoration could have greater wildlife use potential 
and long term viabi11ty_ in the urban environs of the los 
Angeles/Orange County region. Offsite wetland restoration 
would be provided through an in-lieu-fee system ranging 
from $17,000 to $25,000 per acre of restored wetland, depend
ing on the site to be restored. Three offsite locations 
which meet restoration criteria developed in consultation 
with Department of Fish.and Game staff have been identified 
along the Santa Ana· River ~nd at Anaheim Bay {Exhibits 3 & 4). 
The offsite wetland could-function as a "landbank" for other 
wetlands at Seal Beach.- This method would resolve land uses 
'issues on s1te as well as the conflict over the definition 
and extent of wetlands on site (Exhibit 6). 

After evaluating these three alternative in the Seal Beach 
Wetland program, staff recommended the offsite alternative 
because it would provide the largest most protected wetland 
and hence sill best ensure the long term viability and pro
ductivj.ty of the resource.-Because the Los Angeles/Orange 
Counties region has suffered tremendous hab1tat detruction 
and alterat1on and almost complete loss of tne natural 
watershed and r1ver/r1par1an system, it 1s important that 
restored \'letlands in the reg1on be designed to be as large, 
\·:ell-protected and productive as possible to prevent future 
loss of natiltat. -

Conservancy approval of the program at this time is critical 
as the initial step in restoration of the wetlands and re
solution of the conflicts at the site. Prior to proceeding 
with development of the.site specific plan and engineering 
.drawings, the Conservancy needs direction on the consistency 
of this program with the goals of the Coastal Act. The 
Conservancy is submitting the program to the Commission to 
determine the following issues: 

- the feasibility of restoration at the site 

- the long term viability of wetland restoration 
at the site 

- in light of the previous two determinations, the 
most valuabel restoration alternative, either a 
tidal wetland on site, nontidal wetland onsite or a 
larger more protected tidal or nontidal wetland in 
a less urbanized location offsite. 
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3.· restoration of tidal salt m!rsr.es, the habitat 
preferred by Departr.:ent of Fish and G!!..~e steff. 
may not be feasible.on site. •• 

4. the wetland will not recover without extensive restoration 
and will continue to degrade in its current location · 
and condition. 

Conservancy staff evaluated several alternatives for wetland 
restoration to.determine how best to conserve and restore 
the environmental resources of the site. Steff evaluated 
three potential methods for restoring the wetland· values of 
the Seal Beach wetlands: 

1. consolidate and restore the wetland as tidal salt 
marsh onsite near its current location; 

2. consolidate and restore the wetland as a fresh/ 
brackish marsh adjacent to the flood retarding bas1n; 

3. create and restore a \o;etland offsite of larger 
acreage than exists onsite. 

After evaluating these three options. Conservancy staff 
recommend the offsite method because it will provide the 
largest, best protected wetland and will hence best ensure 
the· long term viability and productivity of th~ environ
mental resources. 

The tidal salt marsh onsite tlas preferred by Department of 
Fish and Game staff in their preliminary evaluation of 
the site. However, restoration to s~lt carsh onsite will 
be complicated by existing structures and by inadequate 
tidal connection. Even if improved, tidal connection would 
be temporary due to its dependence on an artificial water 
regime. This restoration method would not resolve the land 
use issues or confltcts about the extent of existing wetland 
at the site (Exhibit 9). -

. . 

• 

Restoration to brackish/freshwater r.arsh onsite appears to 
be best located on 22.5 acres adjacent to the 35 acre flood 
retarding basin. Due to a high ground-11ater table, ranging 
from 7 to 13 feet below the surface, this location ~muld 
provide either a seasonal freshwater marsh or permanent 
fresh/brackish marsh if water \tlaS pi.:::ped to the site. The 
marsh ponds could be valuable habitat for diving ducks and 
other water associated birds at least on a seasonal basis. 
The adjacent flood control basin could provide addftiona1 
seasonal freshwater habitat and buffer. Approximately four 
acres of this area could remain in petroleu~ production, 
but could revert to marsh when the petrole.um is depleted. • 
This choice \*IOuld result in the loss to the City of recreational 
open space identified as needed in the local planning process 
{Exhibit 9). 

·~ 
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SITE DESCRIPTION: 

, 

If, on review, the Coastal Comr.issior. determines that offs1te 
restoration of \•letland is appro;:>riate ;..~der these circumstances 
the Conservancy will continue with pr~;ra~ develo~~ent. Prior , 
to the designation of an offsite lo·:cti:>n, a detai"led report, 
similar to that prepared in the Eurek: ?ocket l·iarsh Restoration 
Program, \iill be prepared assessing tr.e sites for revie~·t 
by Commission staff. After site designation, a specific site 
plan and engineering drawings will be ~repared and submitted 
to the Commisssion or its Executive Director for review and 
comment. · 

The Ponderosa Seal Beach wetlands co,sist of ±20.27* acres 
of salt/brackish \<later marsh and salt -:1at habitats tlhich 
have been altered by human activities :Exhibit 8). An 
additional ±4 acres of wetlands at Seal Beach exist on a 
portion of the parcel under different \>\·mership \•lhich is 
not part of this plan. According to the Department of 
Fish and Game report (6/80), the salt/:Jrackish \'later marsh 
located on the Ponderosa property is a~~roximately t3.87* 
acres. It supports typical salt marsh plant species in- . 
eluding pickelweed (Salicornia acific~).alkali heath 
(Frankenia grandiflora , and saltgrass (Oistichlis spicata). 
In the long narrow tidal channel, six fish species and two 
invertabrate species commonly found ir. estuarine and marine 
environments occur. The tidal channei receives water through 
a culvert running under the Haynes ir.take channel to the 
San Gabriel River.· The tidal channel ~as originally intended 
to drain the property. A one t,:ay flap gate, installed on 
the drainage culvert. has since corroded creating a hole 
that allows tidal inundation. The ext~nt of the tidal 
inundation is restricted by the convoi~ted culvert providing 
tidal connection, debris and other im;ediments to 200 feet 
east of the intake channel. Runoff frJm the surrounding 
hillside inundates the nontidal marsh as well as the salt 
flats. An elevated (7.5 feet) diked ~'nd previously used 
in the oil operations also supports sa1t/brackish marsh 
species. Open water areas on the site consist of approx-
imately ±3.16* acres. · 

The salt flats are approximately t13.2~* acres of scattered 
ttetland adjacent to the tidal channel. The flats have 
hypersa 1 i ne soi 1 s inundated during the rain season by runoff 
and perhaps a high brackish ground\'/ate!" table. As a result 
salt tolerant plants (e.g., pickelweec) occur along the 
edges of the flats. Bird use at the sita is. extremely lo\'1 
even during the rainy season. The en:angered bird species. the 
the least tern and belding savannah s:art'0\·1, have been sited 
at the wetland on occasion but do not =~pear to nest there. 

* This figure represents an upper rar.ge figure between 
the Department of Fish and Game stu1y and the landovmer 
consultant's report. 

" 



Upland portions of the site support ruderal plant species 
and an eucalyptus grove. Several subterrenean pipes crJss 
the site. Elevations at the site ran~e from -5 feet et the 
tidal channel to 67 feet at the soutr.erly portion of t~~! 
site. · 

'• •• 
~SITE HISTORY: The project site is a remnant portion of the 2,400 acre 

estuarine system located at the S~n Gabriel River mouth. 
·The lower San Gabriel River has been channelized and the 
site has been cut off from the River by the construction 

PROJECT HISTOkV:f 

I 
; 

I 

of the Haynes Steam Generating Plant intake channel and oil 
production facilities. Although the wetlands are considered 
to be part of the los Cerritos wetlands system, they no 
longer exhibit the high resource values oc:curing at los 
Cerritos. Portions of the site have been filled in con
junction with the oil operations and construction of the 
Fist Street extension (Exhibit 8). The site continues to 
be used for dirt biking and unofficial garbage disposal. 

The Ponderosa Homes property to.be acquired consists of 
t155 acres of the 190 acre Hellman parcel. The remaining 
35 acre parcel is expected to be retained in oil production 
by the Hellman Trust for the next 30 years and subsequently 
is proposed for unspecified urban develo~7.ent. The 
Ponderosa Homes property is zoned to be consistent with the 
Hellman Specific Plan. Prior to the recent zone changes, 
79 acres were zones R-1. 5000 low density residential; 97 
acres of oil extraction and 14 acres of co~ercial. Several 
land use plans were revien-ted in developing the Hellman • 
Specific Plan but were found to be infeasible for circulation, 
geologic as well as economic reasons. There have been r.o 
coastal permits for the site. 

Over t~ro and a half years ago. Ponderosa Ho~es began 
developing the land.use plan for a portion of the Hellrr.an 
property. the Hellman Specific Plan {Exhibit 7). The Hell
man Specific Plan proposes development of approximately 1000 
single family and multi-family units, 29 acres of park, 
green belts. related roads and utilities. Ponderosa r.cmes 
and the City have been working closely to develop an . 
1ntegrated community plan because the property is the last 
undeveloped parcel in the City and part of the City's re
development area. The City has amended the general plan 
and zoning ordinance to conform with the Hell~~n Specific 
Plan (Exhibit 7). The Hellman Specific Plan is a comprehensive 
land use development plan for the entire Hellman parcel of 
which Ponderosa Homes is acquiring a major portion (Exhibit 7). 
The City anticipates incorporating the Hellman Specific Plan 
into its lCP. 

The City's local Coastal Program work program,. approved by 
the Coastal Commission. did not include ~~tland resources. • 

· As wetland resources had not been included as part of the 
City's work program. the issue has not been addressed in 
the Seal Beach lCP. Although no fo~~l submittal of the 
LCP. has occured. review of a working draft by the regfo.,al 
Commission's staff indicates there is a potential desagree-

. ment on the wetland re~~~rces at the Ponderosa Homes• site(Ex. 9).· 
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Su~sequent to the Commissions approval of the \·rork prograr:'• 
the Department of Fish and Game \·lere reques t~d by t~e reg1 ona 1 
C'):;mission to study the Hellman propet'ty and .. deten~nne the 
extent of \·letland resour·ces. The Oe~artm;r;:. _of ~1sh and 
Game prepared a report in June 1980 •. ldentliJlng _20.?7 acres 
of ttetland (Exhibit 8). Subsequently Ponderosa Homes contacted 
the Conservancy to assist in the development of an appropriate 
enhancement plan and resolve potential conflicts. 

~:etl and Restoration Alternatives 

The Sea) Beach lletlands Program \'las prepared to develop 
an enhancement program to restore and conserve the wetland 
values. The program evaluated three alternative restora
tion plans: onsite restoration of a tidal salt marsh 
onsite restoration of a non-tidal marsh and finally off
site restoration of either a tidal or non-tidal marsh - - .. . 
Onsite Tidal Salt Marsh Restoration Alternative 

The restoration of a tidal salt marsh on-site \'IOuld require 
the consolidation of the existing scattered wetlands into 
a single wetland adjacent to the existing 48" culvert supply-
ing salt water (Exhibit 9). Since this single dilapedated culvert 
supplies wat~r to only a smal.l marsh..(less than 1.5 acres), more 
than likely hydraulic cleaning tlould be necessary as \'tell 
as additional c~lverts to increase the water supply. In 
addition. a problem exists in maintaining ~h: salt \'later 
supply in the future because it is dependent on an artificial 
~::ter regime created by th~ outflo\•1 of cooling \•:aters from 
the Edison Plant and Haynes Steam Generating Plant. These 
plants are· expected to close or change the facilities and 
no longer need the cooling waters. At that tioe, it is 
expected that the river would diminish to preplant levels 
w~ere_the ma~imum extent of tidal waters reached approxi
~a~ely the PCH bri4ge: Other .Problem~ with a tidal· connection 
to the San·Gabriel River are the rout1ng of the culverts and 
prohibitive construction cost for additional culvers. T~e 
circuitous route of the existing culvert underneath the ln
take channe1 will require ongoing.maintenance to clean 
out debris and bentbic.orqanisms.~ Additional _ 
CUI vertS at grouna I evei tibl'fl d requ·lre pump1 ng \-later from 
the river to the + 8 foot dikes across another 1 ando\.,ner' s 
property and the Haynes IntakP Channel and into the marsh. 
The program evaluated the intake channel as an alternative 
water source. Water for the- intake channel is pumped 
and .filtered from r·tarina Stadium to the north at 700.000 
gallons per minute. The intake channel typically has 
lo~·ter tide levels which can be .as l0\-1 as 1-2 feet belo\'t 
the norm. The same problems with long term viability 
would occur with this water source. Representatives of 
the Haynes plant have indicated that they would not under
take a project which would require them to continue the 
pu:-.ping/maintenance of the intake channel \·lhen the plant 
closes. 
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Onsite Nontfdal Marsh Restoration Alternative 

Restoration of a non-tidal marsh would be located on the 
18.1 acre site near the 35 acre Los Alamitos Retarding 
Basin (Exhibit 9). The retarding basi~ would in effect in
crease the habitat site as a seasonal (2-3 months per year) 
freshwater marsh. The marsh could provide habitat for water 
associated birds and other species at least. on a seasonal 
basis. Approximately l acres of the parcel will continue in 
oil production which could be relocated and consolidated to 
4 areas (Exhibit 7 , note dashed squares). The marsh caul d 
be either seasonal freshwater marsh using runoff or a fresh-
brackish water marsh utilizing both runoff and groundwater~ 
As a seasonal freshwater marsh. diversion of storm runoff to 
the marsh would be necessary. To create a year round fresh-
brackish water marsh, brackish water could be pumped from 
the high groundwater table· (between 7-13 feet) using either 
a windmill or electric pump. Additional water would dilute 
water pollutants and provide year round habitat for birds. 

In our opinion, restoration has several disadvantages at both 
sites. A disadvantage of onsite restoration is that the 
restored wetland will function as a catch basin for the 
immediate watershed. Due to an increase in impervious surface 
after development and therefore less water perculation, greater 
sheet runnoff velocity will occur. Also the quanity and type 
(e.g., grass clippings, oil, fertilizers) of water pollutants 
will substantially increase after development. Measures could 

•• 

be implemented to improve water quality but it would not eliminate. 
pollutants and water quality problems may still ·occur. These 
constraints would interact with other disturbances occuring in 
highly urbanized areas including human disturbances and feral 
cat and dog •. 

Onsite restoration would require major changes in the landowners 
development plans, modification of the zone and general plan 
amendments recently approved and a supplementary EIR. Since 
this would result in further delay and a substantial additional 
expense to complete the development plan. it is unlikely that 
the developer would proceed with the project-without incurring 
substantial additional expense and loss of re¥enue to the City 
(Exh1bit 11).- Ons1te restoration also conflicts with current 
proposed land use and hence will delay progress on the certi
ficatio of the Looal Coastal Plan.· 

Offsite Marsh Restoration Alternative 

Offsite restoration is only an alternative to be considered 
when it appears that onsite restoration may not be to the best 
benefit of the resource. Offsi.te restoration would .create a 
larger wetland than exist onsite, not enhance as existing wet
land. The project would create new wetland which provides 
better habitat and wildlife protection than the existing site 

·would when developed. Offsite wetland · 
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restorat1on t1ou1a oe prov1oec: throu;n an 1n 11eu ree sysu:i:t 
ranging from $17,000 to $25,000 per acre of restored ~arsh 
depending on the site to be restorec!. A report prep~red 
by staff and reviewed by C0:7'i."!issicn staff identified s';it
able offsite restoration sites in los P.ngeles. and Orar.~e 
counties. Subsequently Sorenson & Associates, the cor.sul
tant preparing the Los Angeles/Orange Counties study, refined 
the report~. Three offsite locations which meet . 
restoration criteria developed in consultation with the DFG 
staff have been identified along the Santa Ana River (Exhibf~J) 
and Anaheim Bay (Seal Beach r:ational Wildlife Refuge}(Exhibit4). 
Each of these si-tes offers better protection from urban 
influences, a larger area for restoration, and increase 
water availability than.the wetlanc restoration onsite and 
\'loul d restore historic wetland habitat. 

Offsite restoration \iauld create a larger wetland to 
compensate for the filling of the degraded wetalnd at the 
site. Due to the low existing habitat values at seal 
beach wetlands, both on a site specific as well as a 
regional basis, it is unlikely that the loss would dir.inish 
the habitat value of the San Gabriel river wetland system. 
The value of this wetland in its current location is its 
restoration potential relative to ·the specific system and 
regional habitat restoration. Due to the restoration of the 
Los Cerritos \'ietlands, a portion of the San Gabriel t;etland 
system, it is expected that the habitat values will be 
increased in the system in any event. The proximity of the 
Los Cerritos tretlands to thenorth and the Ana~eim bay \-:etlands 
to the south, it would appear that restoration at this site . 
\'lould not be critical to any avian sp~cies (e.g., birds 
using the pacific flyway}. The restoration of a wetland 
as an integral part of a larger wetland or river syste~ in 
a less intensively urbanized location would be expected to 
provide the b~st wildlife use and long term viability. 
Wetland restoration in this highly urbanized region must 
be designed to best ensure the long term survival of the 
resource. Furthermore, offsite restoration would assist 
in resolving concerns of both the State an~ local agencies. 
Since wetland resources were not identified at the site in 
the approve~ t."Crk proc1rr.m, the issue has not been addressed 
to the City's LCP. The City supports offsite restoration as 
an effort to improve the wetland resources (Exhibit 10). 
This plan would eliminate this conflict and allow the LCP to 
move forward. In analyzing the three alternatives developed 
in the Program, the staff recommends an offsite alternative 
because it not only restores a vital viable marsh but will 
also resolve land use issues. Review by the Commission will 
evaluate the feasibility and long term viability of all 
three alternatives in the program and provide direction on 
the relative preference of the alternatives. The.Conservancy 
will then proceed with the site planning process in con
sultation with Department of Fish and Game and Commission 
staffs. 
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ENHANCEHEUT PLAfl: In evaluating the Seal Beach \oletlands Prograr.1, if of7s: :~ 
restoration is determine~ to be the preferred restorat':· 

!:. 

alternative by the Cowmission, the following plan would • · 
ensure creation and enhanc:ment of the·wetland offsite. 
Plan Elements ~ 
-·· 1. ATarger wetland thar. exists onsite t1il1 be ere!!!-: 

and enhanced offsite. The final location for 
restoration offsite f:u not been determined; he--.-:•~!'". 
three sites are preferred. tto alonq the Santa ~n: 
River and the other at Anaheim Bay. Restoration :.-: eny 
of these sites will be consistent with the rest:~;:!on 
plan criteria below, developed in consultation wi~-: 
the Department of fish and Game. 

2. Uplands and degraded t:etlands onsite trill be al"io\·~ 
to develop consistent with the Local Coastal Pl~n. ihe 
developer will fund the offsite restoration thrcu:· 
an in-lieu fee system at a range of Sl7,000 to 52~:000 
per restored acre of wetland and ttill pay for er..h;·c~~ent 
of the requi~e4 buffer. . 

Restoration Plan Criteria: The site specific plan shall meet 
the following criteria: 

1. A restored wetland shall be created offsite that 
provides better potential for a habitat with over!li 
longevity and endurance that would have equal cr 
greater functional capacity and ability .to tlitr.st:-:~ • 
adverse effects of surrounding urban develo~uer.t ~~:n 
the existing wetlands restored onsite. 

2. Highest priority should be given to replacing the. 
wetland habitat type in kinA~ i.e •• salt/brackis~ marsh and 
salt flat. Where in kind replacerr.ent of the habi:at 
type is not available and/or ff a better wetla~~ 
system could be prov~ded by creating other tletiar:: 
habitat types, e.g .• freshwater marsh. other he~i:et 
types should be restored. 

3. Offsite restoration shall create new wetland. r.~t ~estore 
degraded wetland. The new wetlandrinust be a ge~e~!1ly 
high quality habitat with equal nr nreater bioio~z:el 
productivity than the existina wetland \•rould heve n: 
it were restored onsite. 

4. The restored wetland shall be designed to be a self 
sustaining wetland. 

5. SUfficient area shall be provided in the adjace~t .~lend 
for an adequate buffer to protect the ttetland. · . 

• 
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6. The restored \·ret land .\-1ill be an integral part of a 
larger \•letland system (e.g., Sar.ta ;.na River syste~l 
and adjacent to open \·tater, v?~n s;;.::e or an area or 
coastal wetland habitat val~:. 

7. The offsite location shall ~= acq~ired and the site 
specific restoration plan designed prior.to the fill 

development proceeding onsfte. 

Implementation 

If approved, the Conservancy s:aff w~ll further pursue 
restoration at the three prefer~ed o:fsite locations. The 
staff will designate the site to be restored consistent 
\'lith the plan criteria. The site \o;oJ1d be restricted 
through the necessary legal mechanis~ {e.g., deed restriction) 
to maintain the \>retland habitat in perpetuity. A specific 
site plan \·IOuld be prepared, consistent \'lith the Plan · 
elements and criterialto create and enhance the wetlar.d. 
The Plan will be subm1tted to tie De;artrnent of Fish and 
Game for review and comment. The specific site plan and 
engineering plans are expected to return to the Conservancy 
board for its review \'lith in the next ten months. Sub
sequently, the necessary pe~its would be obtained and 
construction of the wetland is antic~pated to be co~plete 
within the next year and a half. The restoration would 
be funded through 1an in-lieu fee system similar to the 
Conservancy's Brae~ f1arsh rest~raticn project. The developer 
would fund the full cost of restoration incloding design 
and engineering consultant fees and necessary buffers up to 
$25,000 per acre of restored ~arsh or buffer. At sites 
where acquisition is unnecess:rJ, any funds remaining after 
restoration would be availab1e to restore and enhance 
additional wetlands in the re~~on providing an important 
step in improving wetland resources in the region. 

Alternative Restoration Sites 

1. Talbert-Santa Ana River Exhibit 2 : Restoration 
at th1s site cou d create + 40 acres of brackish/ 
fresh water marsh adjacent-to the Santa Ana River. 
The restored marsh would :e CO'Itiguous ttith an existing 
13 acre brackish water ma~s!l. "rhe marsh \·tould be 
surrounded by a buffer ar.~ possi~ly other open space 
would be provided on the 137 acre parcel. Wetland 
creation at this site ttould restore a portion of the 
historical Santa Ana Rive~ estu~rine system. 

The site is currently O\·;r.e:! by Crange County. The 
County previously had pler.s for a regional park at this 
site but funding was no longer a·tailable after Proposi
tion 13. The site has been considered for several 
other uses but currently ~ortior.s of it are being 
evaluated for revenue gen:ratinp uses. Initial 
discussions \-lith County s:aff imficate \·letland 
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wetland restoration could be considered at tt: 
site if compatible with future plans. An ao~~=
priate rr.echanism \'JOuld be neces·sary to r.:aint:.::
the wetland site in perpetuity. 

Restoration would requi~e closing the tide-,;!:::--
drains placing culverts connecting the river, 
planting brackish marsh vegetation, dike ir,:pr:2•·=-
ments to protect oil wells at the southern er.; 

•• 
of the property and possibly water pumping 
(windnrills). Eventualll a tidal ~nectlon to the wetland 

. ______ re!\tQration site pr:oposed b.v tthe .~ fou• .d be possible. 
2. · Fairview - Santa Ana rfver (Exhibit 2): ~=t:!r.~ 
creation and enhancement at this site could c~::e 

· +40 acres of freshwater marsh adjacent to the . 
Santa Ana River. Wetland restoration t1oul~ ==~ :_)n._ 
tiguous to small areas of freshwater marsh t:x~s:ir.g 
onsite. The site abuts steep slopes which buffer 
it from disturbances as do the flood control ch:~r.els 
and major roadways. A restored marsh would ce 
surrounded by additional buffer and possibly )trer 
open space would be pro.vided at the 130 acre Sii::. 
The project would restore a portion of the hist:rical 
Santa Ana river estuar,y. 

The site is currently owned by Orange County e:.: the • 
City of Costa Mesa. Although no plans currer.tl_:.; 
exist for the site, pre-proposition 13 plans ~=~= 
to develop it as a park site. The County en: c~tJ 
are reviewing alternative uses of the site with 
which wetland restoration may be compatible, P~ 
appropriate mechanism (i.e., deed restriction) 
would be necessar,y to maintain the restored ft~t·!nd 
in perpetuity. The site lies just outside t~e 
Coastal Zone. 

Restoration would include culverts ttith tice S!-::s 
into the greenville- banning channel, dre~~~r.s 
of ponds and channels an~ planting freshwater 
marsh species. 

3; Anaheim Bay (Exhibit 3): These upland !!'!:3 
are located at the Seal Beach Naval Weapons St::ion 
within or adjacent to the boundaries of the Se:: 
Beach Wi1 dli fe Refuge (852 acres). The tlev!! ~ 
Weapons Station is located i~Bdiately adjacer.: to 
the Ponderosa Homes propertY.. 

• 
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Enhancement at this ~·ft:e ttoul ~ create.:. 45 . acres 
or w.ore of sa 1 bsater and/or freshwater marsh. The marsh 
would be &:ontiguous t'ttth tA11aheirn ~Ba;~ wetlands and \'IOuld 
be surrounded by other ope~ space. The pro.iect would 
restore a portion .of the historical Anaheim Bay 
\'tetl ands. · 

The site is o\·med by the U.S. liavy and the wildlife 
refuge is managed by the Fish end Wildlife Service. 
The boundary of the wildlife refuge cay need to be 
expanded pending final deter~ination of the specific 
site in order to retain the restored wetland in 
perpetuity. The Fish and Wildlife Service are just 
completing a major marsh enhance~ent project. lt 
is considered unlikely that they \-till have additional 
federal funding to create ne· . ., •;:etl ands at the site. 

Restoration would require placing culverts through 
railroad and road dikes~ dredging. planting 
vegetation and possibly pumping ft·esh water 
(\'lindmill s). · 

• 

CONSISTEUCY 1-IITH 
COASTAL ACT: In the staff's opinion, the proposed Seal Beach Hetlands 

Program is consistent ttith the follo:.-Jing sections of the 
Coastal Act. · 

Section 30231 requires that the biological productivity 
and quality of ttetlands shall be w.aintained and restored 
in a manner appropriate to sustain opti~um populations 
of marine organisms. 

This program provides three alternatives to restore the 
wetland. In staff's opinion, each of these is consis~ 
tent \'lith the Section 30231 requi re:::ents. The restora
tion of tidal salt marsh on site, with proper design and 
secure tidal flux. could have high habitat values. 
However, the long term productivity of this restoration 
method \olould be dependent on circumstances affecting the 
tidal flux which are beyond the control of the Restora
tion program~ Restoration of a brackish or sea~onal 
freshwater wetland onsfte would maintain and restore a.habi
tat that could support large nopulations of ~vian and 
other wetland organisms. Offsite restoration would 
also create and restore a wetland habitat that could 
sustain large populations of avian and \·:etland organisms 
in a more protected location than could be achieved onsite. . . . . •. . .. 

Section 30240 requires that development adjacent to environ-
mentally sensitive habitat areas be sited and designed to 
prevent impacts that would significantly degrade and be in
compatible with the continuance of the habitat. Offsite 
restoration is to be located at a site that would have fewer 



negative environmental impacts and be rnore co~p!tible with 
the long term viability and continuance of the t:e~hnd. 
Development of the uplands surrounding any of th~ three 
preferred offsite locations ,.,ould be less inter:sii:ed • · 
urban develop~ent than that proposed at the Po~:er~sa 
site or no developrr:ent of the upland ,.,ould occur !e.g., 
Anaheim Bay). It trould be difficult to minimize the impacts 
of development to a level as compatible with the continua-
tion of the habitat and its use by wildlife with onsite 
restoration as any one of the preferred offsite lo:ations. 
Any of the three restoration alternatives would re~uire an 
adequate buffer. · . · . 

Section 30233 (a){3) allO'.iS for resto.ration ir. conjunction .. 
· with otherwise non-permitted land uses. Projeets 1r:hich 

restore wetlands under 30233 (a)(3) are required to studied 
under Section 30411. The Department as part of their f·lay 
1981 report, Determination of the Status of th~ Los Cerritos 
Wetlands, reviewea the site and determined that it was 
degradea. The report did not specify for this site whether 
the wetlands they have. identified as degraded are in need 
of major restoration per Section 30411. The DE-partment \'till 
clarify the report relative to the need for major restoration 
~rior to. either consolidation of wetlands onsite or creation 
of a larger \'letland offsite. Although the Departr::ent has. 
not transmitted its criteria for determining 11m::tjor restora;. 
tion 11 activities, previous reports on degraded \·;etlands · 
and the Interpretive Guidelines for Wetlands end O:her Wet 

·Environmentally Sensitive Areas adopted by the Cor;r.ission • 
indicate that restoration of the \1et1and·wou1d be 
considered a •major restoration" activity, there~y 
triggeri~g greater flexibility in reviewing we~lana · 
enhancement. The wetlands program provides a less 
environmentally damaging alternative designed to 
restore a degraded ~~tland. The program also eppears 
to be consistent with this section of the Coastel Act 
as interpreted in.the wetland guidelines in that it 
will result in a enhanced wetland habitat. 

Section 30607.1 requires that where any" •• ,fi.ll 
development is penmitted in wetlands ••• mitigation 
measures shall include, at a minimum, either acqui-
sition of equivalent areas of equal or greater ~ic-
logical productivity or opening up equivalent areas 
to tidal action; provided however, that if no eppro-
priate restoration site is available, an inlieu fee 
sufficient to provide an area of equivalent pro~u:tive 
value or surface areas ••• such replacement site shall 
be purchased before the dike or fill development r-ay 
proceed." The proposed Seal BeachWetland.Prograrn 
has evaluated three alternative for restoration. A 

'tidal marsh restored onsite in the short term would 
have greater biological productivity but in the · 
future the habitat values could d!minish to equiva-

..... 

• 



•• 

CONSISTENCY \HTH THE 
NSERVANCY 1 S LEGISLATION: 

• 
CONSISTEr:CY HITH 

lent or less biological productivity than the esist
ing degraded marsh. The restoration of a yeat· round 
brackish mat~sh near the retension b?.sin would be to a 
level of equal or greatet' biological pt·oductivity them 
the existing marsh. Offs·ite restoration would include 
restoration of a larger v:etland area than existing on 
site to an equal or greater biological productive 
wetland. One of the pr·cferred locations ,.,; 11 open up 
substantially more wetland area to tidal action than 
no\'1 exists ons ite. Either of the other tNo preferred 
locations \'lilt provide an area of equa·l or greater pr·o- • 
ductive value and surface area than the existing \·tetland. 
The replacement site shall be pur·chascd before the fill 
developrr.ent ,.,; 11 proceed. 

Public Resources 'code Section 31251 perm·i ts the Conservany 
to undertake coastal resource enhancement projects for the 
purpose of enhancing coastal resource at"Cws 11\'lhich, because 
of indi.scriminate dredging or filling~ improper location of 
improvements, or imncompatible land uses, have suffered loss 
of natural and scenic values". The Consctvancy is therefore 
authorized to provide for the creation and enhancement of 
coastal wetlands where it can increase the habitat va·tues • 

The implementation of the Seal Beach Wetland Restoration 
fprogram is necessary due to the incliscriminat~ filliOfJ• 
improper location of urban infr·astructure and potentia·! 
future land uses. 

CONSERVANCY'S GUIDELINES: The Conservancy's guidelines have several criteria to 
evaluate the specific projects. "fhis projc~ct has a hi~h ,. 
priority based on these guidelines. 

• 

This project has a high priority due to stron!f pressure for 
development which may adversely affect. the existing degraded 
Seal Beach wetlands making it urgent that a pN,gram be provided 
to protect and restore the ttetlancTvalue~. The Cons-ervancy's 
participation in this prnject is critica1 to resolve the 
concerns of local and state agencies and the lando\·mer •. 
The Conservancy has the ability to resolve these conCCI'OS 
through the Program. It will assist in resolving many of the 
critical issues and furthering the adoption of the Local 
Coastal Plan . 

I 
.,146-; 
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December 31. 1980 

. 
Mr~ Robert de Al~ida 
The Planning Center 
240 fte\ofport Center Dzaive 

·Suite 215 . 
tle-;~port Beach. California 92660 

.Dear Hza. da Ala:~ida: 

.. Re·: December 22, 1980 California Coastal 
Cowmission Interpretive Guideline~ for 
Wetlaa:~ds 

• The·Coastal· Comission has circulated a fourth revision of the above
identified docu:;.ent for- public reviel'l prior to possible adoption by 
the State Commission on January 6-7, 1981. 

. . 
A review of the docu~ent \'lould indicate that· "wetlands,". as ident·i f"icd 

.. .. . . . .. . 

. • by California D~part~ent of F'sh & Game as they relate to the He1lr~n 
property, may be restricted to "restoration" only ·as sor..e portions of the 
He11_w.an property appear to fall into the categories of wetland definitions. 

However, tl,ere is a possibility that the ''wetland" designation may be 
· determined not to be wetlands based upon the definition of hydric soil 
a~ detennfned by the California Coastal Commission (Appendix E~ Pap;c:II) 
an~ supporte~ by ~he findin~s in Or. Bright's report. 

It is suggested you review this document ·prior to submission •. ff you ree1ir1re- · 
a copy of the proposed guidelines, please call me and \-le will forwtrd our 
copy as. soon as·possible. 

Very truly yours, 

CITY OF SEAl BEACH 

icho as Romanie o 
Director. of Planning 

HR/gkh. 
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.. ({(~iflald b. l)tiQllt & QSSCJClGtie.::; 
-;~•.l :-.:orfh Euclid s:rcet • Suire:.~ 212 
. ·~:~:·::·u:hn. Californin 92801 

•••. ;..; ~):)(j-4r;7o • c21:.n c>Ht·257t 
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• 
·\ 
.\ 

\ 

Joseph Petrillo 
EKecutive Director 
State Coastal Conservanc~· 
1212 Broadway, Roo~ 514 
Oakland, CA 94612 

Dear Joe: 

.7(anuary e, :;sl 

In e. recent discussion ~:ith John Zettner, it was e.s::-eed 
that \•Te t·rould calculate the acrea;e for each of the va=i~'.!s 
, .... etland habitat designations det;ruined by the Califor~ia 
.Depart~ent of Fish and Ga!!'!e in t::.e repo=t prepared by 
~ ..... ·o-=--.._ -p,.,,-:ov~ -"- l:' ... ,..,OS"'-·:: ::- ::a -=-- -·o,..:.:::a-in::n~ the c,.'! -··· =- ... • -.c-......... ·--- ..... .-..- ., ... ...,..;.:,. ........ .. ,__ -- .:...:> - • .:..._.., ........ ~-- , ...... '"::1 .. .... ------;...:!.0:"!.:.. 

c•_.:r..:.:._..:: o .... Ot', .. - -.=.-"\.o.....,:... --~-·, ... ·.., • .. :::. ~;l"'"t,--.'1':..,.....:.:.,:: ~,.._ ..... ··o·· .-,.. - 1.- • -- L-J::' -'-1 ••·•--·• ··- ...... _,_.,,.,_......, __ •'-' ,.I -

previously, we do not agree with several of the desii~a~:c~s 
established by the California Dsja=tment of Fish and G:=~. 
Certain of the differences of o=~nion relate to the e~a!~ation 
of the ar..bient percent cover o!- ''critical .. "\'7etland pla~~ 
species and the presence or abss~ce of hydr:i.c soils, e.s 
defined. by the u.s .. Soils and Cc:tserv·ation Service, ~a:l·.::;_::y, 
1980 •. 

John Zettner indicated that he hoped to be able to 
.schedule a meeting \vi th you and/or others during the ~-:esk. 
of Janu~ry 12, 1981, where we ca:t continue discussio~s aimed 
at a timely resolution of differences of opinion on t~e 
exte~t e.nd ·character of the wet!and habitats within the 
Ponderosa Homes project site. 

Sincerely, 

~·~~1(}{\t,, 
Doanld B. Br~~~t~ l~ 

dbb/:rnp 
Enclosure 

. .. 
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December 21, 1981 

f.ls. Susa Gates, Project Analyst 
California Coastal Conservancy 
.1212 Broadway, Rm. 514 
Oakland, California 94612 

Dear Ns. Gates: 

EXHIBIT 10 

Re: Ponderosa Seal Beach Wetlands Restoration P: ar: 
File iS0-15 

tie have thoroughly revie\'led ·the December _10, 1981 staff recc-mE"ldation on 
the Ponderosa Seal Beach l~etlands Restoration Plan (File rio. SC-15). The 
City both concurs with and supports the concept of the creat~or. and enhance- · 
ment of wetlands off-site as mitigation for the filling and :!e\':lop."!lent of 
degraded \'letl ands on-site. · · 

The reasons for our support are as follo\'/s: 

1. The collective efforts of the Coastal Conservancy. C~as~al 
Commission. Fish & Game and developer to restore wet·ar~s 
will have a greater opportunity to achieve success i~ a 
larger \'tetl and area where the ecosystem is suffi cier::.lJ large 
enough to assure a viable wetland cowmunity • 

. 2. Due to the small area of degraded wetlands in the Seal Beach 
Ponderosa area (20+ acres) and the proposed urbaniza:icn, it 
is doubtful that any' restoration effort \':oulc! have a lc'ig-term 
probability.of success due to urban influence, dor;:estic anir::al~ 
and urban runoff. · 

The City of Seal Beach has a history of supporting t-rildlife :>r~servation 
and \'letl and restoration. The City strongly suppo:-ted the crea-tion of the 
1200 acre Seal Beach Federal National Wildlife Refuge-on the S~al Beach 
Naval Weapons Station. 

Should you have any questions or need additional info~atior, :iease feel 
free to contact me . 

Yours truly,. 



donald b. bright & associates 
1sn ~orth Euclid Street • Suite 212 
An;thein"'l. Cnlifornia 92801 
(714-) !-l5fi·4670 • (213) 691·2571 

\ 

Exhibit 11 

•• 
January 11. 198~2..._. ;- .:~ rn r '· i ~ ~ 

b~C..~C.I V tJJ 
Ms. -susa Gates 
State Coastal Conservancy 
1212 Broadway. Room 514 

. Oakland. CA 94612 

Dear Susa: 

J. .. :~-·-: 

In accordance with our recent discussions regarding the Ponde~OS! 
Seal Beach Wetland Restoration Plan, we are pleased to provide 
the following additional information regarding the pa·oblems associ!te~ 
,.,ith trying to achieve on-site trade-offs for th~ degraded ".-1etlanc" 
areas. 

If the wetland areas are not developed as propose·d~ the City 
of Seal Beach will lose a substantial amount of revenue over the 
years. Based on the data in the EIR for the project, the City 
of Seal Beach and the City's Redevelopment Agency collectively, • 
will lose about $200,000 per year beginning during the proposed 
buildout fiscal year, 1985-87. In addition, certain related activ~ti~s 
would not be completed, and as such, t·esult in a loss to the City 
of: dedication of Gum Grove Park for continued public use; about 
-s2,000,000 which Ponderosa Homes would pay to the City for develo~:er: 
of a second park (park as noted as Planning Unit 110 in Hellman 
Specific Plan); and loss of three new a~terial highways, etc. 

Based on the Fish and Game Department acreage analysis, with 
which we do not agree, plus the addition of about a 100' buffer 
zone around the •wetland" areas, about 25 acres of the project 
site would be lost from the proposed plan. This represents about 
22% of the total project area. However, the location of the dispu:ed
·wetl ands areas is so situated as to virtually destroy the viabil it.1 
of the approved plan. · 

The loss of this land area will result in disruption of the 
City's arterial highway plan and create unuseable nonwetland areas 
because of inadequate access, drainage, sewerage and other necessa~y 
infrastructure. It is our belief that site development costs wili 
not be diminished by this loss of development area. Further, ~~ 
believe that the developable land remaining will not permit sufficiert 
units to be constructed to offset development costs. 

The present project provides a variety of product types cove~in; • 
the widest range·of prices possible. This concept provides housir.g 
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S. Gates 
January 11. 1982 
page 2 

Exhibit 11 (cont.) 

for people in several income ranges. If th; \·:etl~,.::: creas ttere 
maintained and it was possible to place fewer units on th; site, 
virtually all of such units \'lould have to be luxu1·y products beyond 
the reach of anyone making less than $150~000/yr. 

Based upon the above, it is not cost effective to require 
on-site trade-offs for "'-1etlands" at this site. If you have 
further questions, please contact ~s. 

Sincerely, 

fo.a-~~ 
Steven H. Levesque . 

SHL:vc 



• State .of California • •• • 

• • 

-· 

I'A e'.m o r a n d u m 

To r Michael Fischer, Executive Director 
California Coastal CoR~ission 
631 HO\·tard Street, 4th Floor' 
San Francisco, California 94105 

Dote a January 13, 1982 • ·. • 

• 

. . 
fi'Oift a Departinent of Fish oncl Game • 

Determination of the Status of Wetlands \4ithin the .City of Seal Beach, 
Immediately South and East of the San Ga~riel River Channel (Ponderosa 
Seal Beach ~letlands) . · . . · .. 

Jn response to your request of December 22, 1981, attached is the Del'artment's 
tretlands detennfnation for the so-called Ponderosa Seal Beach ~!etland area 
pursuant to Section 30411 of the Coastal Act. · 

. . 
. As the report indicates, the Depart~ent finds that there are annroximately 

25 acres of ttetlands in the subject area of \'lhich 23 acres are severely 
degraded. l!e have also found that major. restoration t'ay not be required; 
and further, restoration appears to be feasible through consolidation l'nd • 
other measures in conjunction with a develop~~nt project. As indicated . 
in the report, tse believe the restoration of these \'!etlands· could rrovit!e 
a significant and integral component to the effort for restorinq the Los 
Cerritos Wetlands System as a whole. · 

•· ·.Altho.ugh ,.,e do not concur with the Coastal Conservancy staff's orioinal 
p,roposal· for t~tlands creation at various offsite locations fn exchan~e 

· for· tota 1 deve 1 Qprr.ent on these de~raded ~t lands. t•e must conp 1i r-ent the 
staff for seeking a variety of alternative solutions toward restorino 
coas;al wetland ~esources. · 

The Department re~ains ·available to work with the Conservancy and the • 
Commission on all potential wetland restoratio~ projects in the coastal 
·zo~e. · · · 

• : Plea.se k~ow my staff through Don Lollock, Chief of the Environmental Services 
Branch is .available to discuss .this re?ort \"lith you or the CDr.1'1ission. 

0 • 

·. 
. ~c..~~~. 

Director 

cc: Joseph Patrillo, Executive Officer 
State Coastal Conservancy 

: .. ~. 

.. 

• 
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. . • .. 
Determination of the Status of 

Those Wetlands Within the City of Seal Beach 
!~mediately South and East from the San Gabriel Piver Channell~ 

Introduction 

Sections 30233 and 30411 of the Coastal Act of 1976 acknm·:ledge the Department of 
Fish and Game and the Fish and Game Commission as "the princioal state agencies 
responsible for the establishr.ent and control of-wildlife and fishery manaqe~ent 
programs." Coastal Act Section 30411(b) stipulates that the Department, in 
consultation \·lith the Coastal Commission and Department of Boating and ~latenrays, 
can study degraded wetlands and id~ntify those which can be n~st feasibly restored 
in conjunction t1ith the development of a boating facility, or \'zhether there are 
•other feasible ways" to achieve such values. This report, then, represents the 
Department's determinations regarding the subject wetlands (henceforth "Seal 

·Beach ~!etlands''), pursuant to PRC Section 30411(b) and includes a summary of 
findings; a brief historical perspective; present status, and aoplicable 
definitions and critet·ia applied, extent of degraded· \·:etlands; a discussion of 
restoration alternatives and the feasibility of restoring and improvino \·:etland 
values; and a base map tthich delineates the extent of existin9 t1etland resources. 

Summaty of Findinos 

The Department finds that there are approximately 25 acres (+ 0.5 acres) of 
wetland \'lithin the subject area. The Department finds that all 25 acres are 
degraded \·letlands.pursuant to Section 30411 ·of the Coastal Act. Further,. the 
Departr.ent finds that from a biological standpoint, only the tidal channel 
(approximately 2 acres). is not severely degraded, and that approximately 23 acres 
of t1etland are severely degraded. Noblithstanding this finding. the Oepartr.:cnt 
also finds that, pursuant to Coastal Act Section 3041l(b)~l), ~ajor restoration 
activities would not be required to restore and enhance wetland values such that 
a high level of biological productivity is maintained. The Department finds that .. 
pursuant to Section 304ll{b)(2}, a boating facilities project is clearly inf~asible 
due to the character and extent of adjacent development. lastly, the Deoart~ent 
finds that, pursuant to Coastal Act Section 304ll(b}(3) .. restoration of the l-:etlands' 
natural values, including its biological productivity and wildlife features, may be 
feasibly a~hieved by co~.bining restoration activities tlith the develorl'lent of ad.j~cent 
property (this concept is expanded upon and more thorou~hly discussed herein). 

General History 

Historically, the subject wetland areas "~re part of the 2,400-acre Alamitos Bay 
t:etland cvrr:olex. This l-tetland was bordered on the south by landing Hill (an upland 
promontory which divides the subject area from Anahei~ Bey) at least as recently 
as 1E94. All that rer.:ains of the historic 2 .. 4C!l-acre \·:etland cor~plex are aporoxir.~ately 
130 acres corr.monly referred to as the los Cerritos ~ietlands and the subject 25 acres. 
Today, these 25 acres are a heavily impacted remnant of their forr.er status as 
productive wetlands • 

.1/ Transmitted by the State Department of Fish and Ga~e to the State Coastal 
Commission on January 13, 1982. 

• 
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Present Status, Extent of Wetland, and Definitions and Criteria Applied 

Before proceeding to a discussion of present status, i.t is necessary to define •. • 
the term "wetland" and to define those wetland types e?tistent in the study area. 
For clarity. we have utilized the termin~logy used by ~he Coastal Act. These 
terms are easily translatable into terms used by both the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the U.S. Ar~ Corps of Engineers. 

Wetlands are defined in Section 30121 of the Coastal Act as follows: 

• ••• lands within the coastal zone which ma1 be covered periodically· 
or permanently with shallow water and include saltwater marshes, 
freshwater marshes. open or.closed brackish water marshes, swan~s. 
mudflats. and fens." 

• 
we consider the Coastal Act definition of •wetlands• to be compatible with the 
U.S. Fish and ~Jildlife Service ~letland Classification System arid \1etland definition. 
The latter definition and classification system have the advantage of being more 
readily useable in the field analysis because the system is both hierarchical and 
dichotomous in nature, and because the same set of biological and ~hysical criteria 
are consistently applied. We concur with the interface bebteen the Coastal Act 
•t~etland" definition and the USP.-15 definition as discussed in Appendix D of the 
"State\'lide Interpretive Guidelines or ~let lands and Other Envi ronmcntally Sensitive 
Habitat Areas" (adopted by the California Coastal Commission, February 4, 1981). 

The USF\·!S definition is as follows: . . 
"Wetlands ·are lands transitional between terrestrial and aquatic 
systems \·:here the ~rrater table is usually at or near the surfa.ce 
of the land is covered by shallo~tr water •. For purooses of this 
classification, \"Jetlands must have one or r.ore of the follO\'Iing three 
attributes: .(1) at least periodically, the land supports predominantly 

· hydrophytes; (2) the substrate is predominantly undrained hydric soil; 
· ani:l (3) the substrate is nonsoil and is saturated t•ith water· Ot" covered 
by shallow water at some time during the growing season of each year. 

· · Wetlands as defined here include lanc;ts ·that are identified under other 
categories in so~e land-use classifications. For example, wetlands 
and farmlands are not necessarily exclusive. ~·any areas that we define 

· as wetlands are fanmed during dry periods, but if they are not tilled 
or planted to crops, a practice that destroyes the natural vegetation, 
they will support hydrophytes. · . . · 

Drained hydric soils that are now incapable of supporting hydrophytes 
because of· a change in \"'ater regime are not CQnsidere~ \·:etlands by our 
definition. These drained hydric soils furnish a valuable record of 
historic wetlands, as well as an indication of areas that may be . 
suitable for restoration. · · · 

'The upland limit of wetland is designated as (1) the boundary beth~en 
land \'tith predominantly hydrophytic cover and land \'lith predoninantly 
mesophytic or xerophytic cover; (2) the boundary beb1een soil that is 
predominantly hydric and soil that is predo~inantly.nonhydric; or· 
(3) fn.the case of wetlands without vegetation or soil, the boundary 
between land that is flooded or saturated at some time each year 
and land that is not." (Cowal"din, 1979) 

• 

·. 

• 
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t.:e have applied the usn1s definition during the preparation of the map of the 
subject \·letland area. Again; referring to the Coastal Act definition, it can 
be argued that portions of the 25 acre wetland area identified by the Oepartr;ent 
are not periodically inundated. Rather, these areas are periodically saturated 
after enough to largely preclude ·the growth of plant species \·Jhich are unable 
to tolerate periodic substrate saturation and high soil salinities. These areas 
are, however, classifiable as wetlands usinq the terminology of the Coastal Act 
definition (i.e., salb1ater marsh, brackish tlater marsh, etc.). Therefore, we 
believe that these wetland areas which exhibit periodic substrate saturation are 
explicitly wetlands by Coastal Act definition.· 

• 

The specific wetl~nd terms used are those utilized in the Coastal Act and the 
Commission• s ~!etland Guidelines. These terms are ·as follO\"'S: 

Saltwater to brackish water marsh: A wetland, as defined above, 
estuarine, of estuarine origin, or exhibitinp a \-tater reaiMe 
and salinity which maintain vegetation characteristics of ·an 
estuarine system. For the purooses of this report, let this 
designation include areas which are at least 30% covered by 
saltwater marsh or brackish \·later marsh indicator plant species. 

Salt flat - A wetland, as defined above, where vegetation is 
lacking (less than 30% aerial coverage) and soils are poorly 
developed as a result of frequent or drastic fluctuation of 
surface water levels, "'ave action, \'later flO\'t, turbidity or high 
concentrations of salt or other substances in water or substrate. 

e·n \-tater - A wetland (mean lO\"'er low \'tater less than 6 feet in 
depth \·Jhich is always covered by surface \·:ater. or which is .norMally 
covered by surface tlater for severel months during yeoars of average 
rainfall. _(Seasonal ponding areas could, of course, be alternatively 

· designated as 11Salt flat" areas.) 

"Upland/fill -Areas characterized by predominantly uoland vegetation. 
Most of the are·a so designated was wetland at the turn of the century 
and has been filled. 

Based on.the above definitions and criteria and upon careful analysis of aerial 
photographs in combination with extensive ground truthing~ the DepartMent finds that 
there are approxirr.ately 25 acres of wetland in the study area (see attached map). 
These acres may be subdivided into the above defined subcategories as follol>ts: 
salt water marsh to brackish water marsh (3.4 acres); salt flat (18.0 acres); open 
trater/estuarine \·letland (3.3 acres)_. · · · • . · ·. 

Pickle•:1eed {Salicornia vircinica and subterminalis) are the dominant salt bracJ:i~h 
water marsh indicator p·lant species in the study area. Cther salt\-!ater r..arsh to 
brackish water 111arsh indicator species include alkali heath (Frankenia c:.randifolia); 
saltgrass (Oistichlis soicata); brass buttons (Cotula £Q!:Qnooifo1iah r.:arsh ros«i"r.ary 
(liJT.onium corr.rnune var. californicum); rabbit-foot polypocon (Polvoooon nons!"leliensis 

· Batis maritima); ditch grass (Rupia maritima); saltbush (Atriplex patula); and dock 
.{Rumex sp.}. 
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C. Section 30411(b)(3) : 
. 

Pursuant to PRC Section 30411 (b)(3), this Department is required to address •. 
how restoration and enhancement of degraded wetlan(is can most feasibly be 
achieved. The term "feasible• is defined in PRC Section 30108 as follO\'IS: 
• 

~ Feasible: Capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within 
a reasonable period of time taking into account economic, environ~ental.
s~cial, and technological factors. 

A tidal channel runs the full length of the wetland area (see the long· 
narrow "openttater" designation on the accompanying rr.ap). To the southeast 
of the channel is an 8.1-acre wetland area consisting of 7.0 acres of salt 
flat and 1.1 acres of seasonal pond (both of these figures fluctuate durin9 
the course of a year). If we assu~~ intense adjacent development, it seems 
unlikely that this 8.1-acre ttetland would function viably. Human intrusion 
and the effect of adjacent disturbance would likely prevent this wetland 

. area from providing high value to wildlife. If left in place, this wetland 
would also fragment adjacent development ·into essentially bto blocks -one 
east and one ttest of the tJetland. Additionally, the 8.1-acrc t1etland would 
remov~ 8.1 acres plus approximately 3 acres of a required buffer zone from 
potential development by the landowner. 

For the above reasons, it appears thet fillinq this ~etland in conmination with 
restoring wetlands to 8.1 acres of existing non-ttetlands on the north\':est side 
of the small tidal channel is the rr4st feasible means of enhancing the wetland 
values involved. Such a plan has the following advantages: 

1. The ultimately restored wetland would be contiguous. 
' 2. The wetland t1ould be buffered from adjacent development by the 

tidal channel and dikes. This results in significantly reducing 
~he' negative effects of development as well as minimizing buffer 
zone area ~equirements for the d~veJoper. 

3. The property owner would gain 8 'strategically located acr~s 
for development due to lessening of buffer area requirements. 
The develop1.2nt could be contiguous (with obvious advantage 
associated with internal traffic circulation). In mitigating 
the effects of this. fill. the prooerty owner could convert the 
approximately 7 acres of non-developable upland located near 
the intersection of the tidal channel and the paved road to 
wetland to partially offset the loss of the 8.1 acres. Thet·efore, 
only 1.1 acres (approximately) of presently developable non-\'lethnd 
would have to' be converted to wetland. This results in a net aain 
·of about 7 acres for deve loparent. -

4. The 8.1-acre wetland area is, of course, a low spot which apoarently • 
requires fill for develop~nt. By designating the non-developable 
upland areas as borrow sites for fill material, it should be possible 
to borrow the fill necesser.y to develope the 8.1-acre wetland tmile 
simultaneously lowering these uplan~ areas and converting them to 
wetlands. Minor excavation in existing wetland areas for channel <J 

. . 
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construction and pond formation should also be feasible at this 
time since earth moving equipw~nt will already be on site. Based 
on the elevation of the 8.1-acre wetland to be converted to 
development, it appears that approxiMately 6 vertical feet of 
fill tsould be required. Also, based on consultation with Cal-Trans,. 
it appears that a significant savings in transport of fill can b~ realiz~d 
if the borrow material is taken from the nearby "'etland r~storat1on area. 
For example, if local hauling and free ~aterial results in a savinqs 
of only $3.50 a cubic yard, a total net _savings to the property oTr:ner 

· would amount to about $250,000. .. 
5 •. lhc consolidation p~oject outlined above would, as previously indicated, 

result in a contiguous wetland. Such contiguity lends itself ~ell to 
utilization of freshwater runoff and increased tidal flushing which will 
be achieved by utilizing fresh water runoff and hydraulically cleaning 
the tidal culvert respectively. 

For these reasons, the Department rP.cnmmends the above outlined consolidation project, 
and finds that restoration of the \':atland's natural values, including its biological 
productivity and wildlife features can most feasibly be achieved in conjunction with 
such a project. · 

Finally, as indicated in our initial assessment of wetland values in June 1~80 and 
submitted to the Coastal Commission, City of Seal Beach and the property o~·mers at 
that time, we maintain that such feasible enhancer..ent measures as those outlined 
above are required by the Coastal Act. t1easures necessary to assure that potential 
wetlands values of this area are maximized should be incorporated into the local 
Coastal Program for the City of Seal Beach, and/or incorporated·into any Coastal 
Development Permit for the area; 

· . 

• 
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May 11,1998 

Mr. John T. Auyong 
Staff Analyst 

HELLMAN PROPERTIES LLC 
POST OFFICE BOX 2398 

711 SEAL BEACH BOULEVARD 
SEAL BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90740 

(562)431-6022 F~(562)493-3130 

~ ffiM~Y~~~g~ ~ 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL CO:MMISSION CAUfORN!A 

COASTAL COMMISSION 200 Oceangate • lOth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Re: CDP 5·97-367 • Request for Additional Information 

~John: ~ 
/'' 

This letter will address your comments in your April 30 and Maf4 letter regarding the 
above referenced project. · ~-

A. April 30th Letter 

1. Hellman Land Ownersbip 

• There is no existing subdivision on the Hellman Ranch property. 
• Attached is ownership documentation we provided to the City of Seal Beach for 

the proposed Tract Map. 
• Shell Oil (now Signal Hill Petroleum) has a 50% producing interest in APN 980-

36-605. Signal Hill Petroleum has no land rights. 
• Hellm.ari Properties LLC owns the entire operating interest for the mineral rights. 
• APN 043-160-31 is owned by Southern California Edison. 
•,.·· APN 043-160-54 is owned by Southern California Edison. 

/e APN 095-010-25 is owned by Southern California Edison. 
/. • The grant deed, presumably, is on file at the Orange or Los Angeles County 

Recorder's office. 

2. Pesticides 

• The information regarding pesticides is attached. Of the 110 acres planned for the 
golf course, Jess than 10% of the property will use pesticides. As part of·the 
environmental golf course management plan, pesticides will be selected using a 
risk -based assessment protocol, that will ensure materials to be used will act 
quickly, degrade quickly, are non-toxic and non-mobile. A monitoring program 
will also be established. 
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e land for future wetland expansion, in which the 
restoration woul completed by a third party. The extent of corrective action 
and/or rem · on of all or a portion of this site has not been determined. 
Howeve may be similar to the corrective action plan for this project that we 
are ndy processina through the County of Oranae and Rea1onal Water 

ality Control Board. 

6. Pesticide Use on the Golf Course 

• Please see A-2, above. A chemical free golf course is not possible in the 
southern California climate. Limiting their use and application is proposed by 
the applicant 

Please contact me if you have any questions. 

Attachments: 1. Ownership documentation 
2. Pestici~ information 
3. Addendum to Concept Wetlands Restoration Plan for the Hellman Ranch. 3125198 

}' 4. Matrix reaardina changes to staff conditions 

Copies: 

5. State Lands Commission Conceptual Site Plan 
6. Hard copy of April 7, 1998 on-screen presentation 

(computer disks to come under separate covor) 

Jeny Tone, Hellman Properties, w/o attachments 

• 

• 

• 
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Audubon Internatiunal 
Center for Sustainable Resource Management 

PO Box 1226·Cary, NC 27512·(919) 5S0.9640•fax (919) 580-7415 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

~-D•v• Barden Jtr 
Miles M. (Bud) Smart, Ph.D. q. /_ 
Director, Department ofEnvir~:::n::tal Planning 
Siena College-Audubon International Institute 

May 11,1998 

REFERENCE: Hellman Ranch 

Dear Dave, 

I have attached a copy of the UC-IPM Pest Management Guidelines for turfgrass for 1997 (the 
most recent publication). This is the document produced by IPM Education and Pub1ications, 
UC Statewide IPM Project, University of California-Davis that details recommended pest control 
for turfgrass in California. We will use this document as a starting point, and from this list 
carefully select pesticides for use on the golf course based on site specific conditions. This 
selection process will include, among others, the type of turf grass, soils, pesticide properties, 
management practices (for example, the turf next to surface water features will be no spray 
zones), and an ecological risk assessment (following the procedures of the EPA) to select the 
most appropriate pesticides for this site. 

Please give me a call ifl may be of assistance in this matter. 

Regards, Bud 
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UC IPM Pest Management Guidelines • TURFCRASS 

Turfgrass Species 

(Updated 12/97) 

Proper selection of a turf species ts an Important component of an integrated pest management 
program. When turf species are planted In areas where they are not well adapted, they 
require greater care to grow and maintain and are more susceptible to invasion by pests. The 
major species used for turfgrass In CaJifornla are outlined below. Cultivars are continually 
being developed or Improved. For the latest information, consult your farm advisor or local 

. nursery. Information on establishing and maintaining a healthy stand of turfgrass is 
outlined in the Weed section. 

BENTCRASS (Agrostis spp.). Two species of bentgrass commonly used for turf are colonial and 
~eeping bentgrasses. Colonial bentgrass Is best adapted to the coastal region 1n central and 
northern California where It is used for general lawn areas. It Is a fine-textured grass with 
upright leaves and dense growth. Colonial bentgrass grows best In cool, humid weather, and 
can tolerate some shade; tt has low tolerance to heat, salinity, water stress, and traffic. 
Colonial bentgrass requires frequent irrigation because it has a shallow root system. It tends 
to be susceptible to a wide range of diseases. 

Creeping bentgrass Is a specialty grass used for golf course putting greens, lawn bowling 
greens, and lawn tennis facilities. It ls capable of withstanding .very low cutting heights. 
Creeping bentgrass is a very fine-textured grass with flat, narrow leaves, a bright green 
color, and a shallow root system. It requires a high level of nitrogen fertilization and needs 
to be irrigated fairly frequently because of its shallow roots. 

KENTUCKY BLUEGRASS (Poa pratensis). Kentucky bluegrass produces a dense turf with dark 
green, medium-textured leaves; it spreads by rhizomes. Kentucky bluegrass grows best 1n 
fall, winter, and spring when temperatures are cool; during summer its growth slows. 
Kentucky bluegrass requires frequent irrigation during the summer months because of its 
shallow root system. 

RYECRASS (Lolium spp.). The species of ryegrass used for turfgrass are annual and perennial 
ryegrass. Annual ryegrass is used principally for overseeding bermudagrass In winter: It is 
well adapted to sunny conditions and survives well during the cooler months. Annual 
ryegrass has low heat tolerance, is coarse textured, and shiny dark green. It dies 1n late 
spring to early summer. 

Perennial ryegrass Is wen adapted to sunny or partially shady conditions. It grows best 
during periods of cool temperatures and is very competitive, rapidly establishing a uniform 
green cover. Fall seeding is preferred. Perennial ryegrass has a bunchgrass-type srowth 
habit, thus open areas should be reseeded. It is extremely vigorous in Its growth, particularly 
in the seedling stage, thus minimizing weed invasion. Selection of new, improved perennial 
ryegrass cultivars wlll decrease invasion of weeds compared to the older pasture-type 
cultivars such as Linn perennial ryegrass. 

KENTUCKY BLUEGRASS AND PERENNIAL RYEGRASS MIX. For general lawns, mixing Kentucky 
bluegrass and perennial ryegrass is preferred over planting either species singly. The 
mixture results in a more disease-resistant turfgrass stand offering good color and year 
round growth. By weight, at least 15 percent perennial ryegrass seed is recommended 1n the 
mixture. 

TAll FESCUE (Festuca arundinacea). TaU fescue Is well adapted to sunny or partially shady 
conditions. It is coarse-textured, although newer cultivars are finer textured, but not as fine 
as perennial ryegrass. Tall fescue has good disease resistance and exceltent tolerance to beat 
stress. Unlike bermudagrass or Kentucky bluegrass, tall fescue Is a bunch-type grass, thus 
open areas need to be reseeded. The extremely vigorous growth of tall fescue is a deterrent to 
weed invasion. Selection of new, improved turf-type tall fescue c:ultivars can Improve the 

Turfgrass Species (12/91) A. 1 ~ 1 



UC IPM Pest Manaaement Ciufdelines • TURFCiRASS 

competitiveness of the turf over the older pasture-type tall fescue cultivars such as Kentucky •.. 
31 or Fawn. · · · 

.':' FINE FESCUE (F•stuca rubra commutata). Fine fescue Is a fine-textured, cool season turfgrass 
,.... that can have either a clumped or creeping type of growth. Fine fescue makes a dense, wear 
!'!~ resistant turf when well established. It Is usually mixed with other turf species because lt 

tolerates shade well, thus It wm flllln shady areas. It Is often mowed at 1 to 1.5 Inches to 
tolerate heat In California. Fine fescues do not ltke excessive nltropn. 

COMMON BERMUDAGRASS (Cynodon dac:tylon). Common bermudagrass ls drought tolerant 
and well adapted to sunny conditions. It ls a medium, coarse-textured grass with a gray 
green color, but It becomes dormant and loses its color In cold weather. Common 
bermudagrass establishes a deep root system and produces long rhizomes and stolons. Plant 
common bermudagrass In aprlng or summer at a rate of lib seed/1000 sq. ft. Common 
bermudagrass requires frequent mowing to maintain an attractive quality. It has good wear 
quality when it Is growing, but produces heavy thatch and can produce thatch In light traffic 
areas. There are new seeded cultivars of common bermudagrass that have Improved 

• turfgrass quality characteristics. 

HYBRID BERMUDAGRASS. Cultivars of hybrid bermudagrasslnclude Tifgreen, Tlfway II, and 
Santa Ana. All hybrid bermudagrass cuJtlvars form thatch that must be removed periodically 
by vertlcutting. Hybrid bermudagrasses are drought tolerant, but good irrigation practices will 
enhance their competltlvtness. 

ntgreen Is weJJ adapted to sunny conditions. It becomes dormant and loses color during 
periods of cold temperatures, but less than common bermudagrass. This cultivar Is fine 
textured with dense, prostrate growth. It produces few seed beads and has a deep blue green 
color. • 

ntway II is also well adapted to sunny conditions. It retains its color In winter better than 
any of the other bermudagrasses. This cultivar bas a medium fine texture, a dark green 
coJor, and dense growth; It can withstand traffic better than Tifgreen. 

Santa Ana has excellent wear characteristics and a dark color. Its requirements are similar 
to those of the other hybrids. but Santa Ana ts more tolerant of smoaY conditions. 

kiKUYUGRASS (l'ennisetum dand•stinum). Klkuyugrass ts well adapted to coastal regions 
within fifty miles of the ocean In southern California and central California. It Is spreading 
to some of the Inland valleys as well. Kikuyugrass Is a coarse-textured, hairy, Ugbt green, 
perennial, warm season grass that spreads aggressively by very thick rhizomes and stolons; 
Its leaves are coarse textured and hairy. Kikuyu grass has good drought, heat, and wear 
tolerance, but It ts difficult to mow ·and Is prone to thatch heavily. It was first considered a 
weed, but Is now also used as a turf. 

ST. AUGUSTINEGRASS (Stenotaphrum ••cundatum). St. Augustinegrass ls well adapted to areas 
with full sun or moderate shade; It is the most shade tolerant warm season grass. It Is a 
coarse-textured, creeping grass of medium green color. St. Augustinegrass is propagated by 
stolons and forms a dense, prostrate turf that ts virtually weed free, but thatch Is a severe 
problem. St. Augustlnegrass frequently needs Iron as a fertllizer supplement. It is relatiVely 
drought tolerant. 

• 

ZOYSIAGRASS (Zoysia Japonlca). Zoyslagrass grows well In full sun, although lt ts tolerant of 
moderate shade. Zoyslagrass is medium textured, dark green ln color, and is stow to 
establish from stolons or rhizomes. It turns brown when It is dormant In winter. 
Zoysiagrass is an attractive, uniform, dense, low-arowtns. aood quality grass that requires 
less fertilization than bermudagrass. Zoyslagrass Is moderately deep rooted and thus requires • 
Infrequent Irrigation. Vertical mowing Is needed periodically to reduce excessive thatch and 
scalping. 

TurfJrau Species (12/97) A.2 
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DICHONDRA (Dichondra mlcrantha). Dichondra will srow in partial shade, but lt does best In 
full sun under cool coastal conditions. It is not a turfgrass but a low-srowing perennial, 
broadleaf ground cover. Mowing dichondra Is a matter of personal preference, It may either 
remain unmowed or be mowed. Dichondra has a deep root system when properly irrigated . 

..,frequent irrigation to maintain dichondra increases weed Invasion. 
·--
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Insects and Mites 

GENERAL INFORMATION 
(Updated 8/97) 

~--

MONITORING 
It is important to accurately Identify Insects found In lawns as many of them are not pests. 
In addition, the most effective treatment for one pest may not work on another. 

To detect cutworms, sod webworms, southern chinch bugs, fiery skipper larvae, and btiJbug 
adults. use the pyrethrum test. This test Involves mixing 1 tablespoon of a commerdal 
garden insecticide containing J to 2% pyrethrlns ln 1 gallon of water. If the Insecticide bas 
only 0.5% pyrethrins, use 2 tablespoons. One to two fluid ounces of a dishwashlng liquid 
can be substituted for pyrethrins; while this test is easier to do than the pyrethrum one, It Is 
not quite as sensitive. Apply the solution to 1 square yard of turf as evenly as possible using 
a sprinkling can. This will irritate the insects so that they move to the surface wlthln 10 
minutes. Use the descriptions In this guideline to accurately identify the Insects. White 
grubs and billbug larvae will not respond to the pyrethrum test. Specific monitoring 
guidelines for these pests are given under their respective descriptions. 

In large lawn areas such as parks, golf courses, and cemeteries, monitor several locations 
::to determine the extent of an infestation. Certain pests, such as white grubs, often 

repeatedly infest limited areas where adults prefer to lay their eggs. If problems are 
localized, spot treatments may be suitable . 

. 'TREATMENTS 
· Before applying a treatment for foliar or thatch-dwelling pests, irrigate the turf well and 
then treat as soon as the plants dry. Apply the required amount of Insecticide in enough 

· water to thoroughly wet the grass down to the ground; for foliage feeders such as the fiery 
·skipper, sod webworm, armyworms, and cutworms 2 to 5 gallons of water per 1,000 square 
feet of turf works well. The Bermudagrass mite as well as the root-feeding pests (billbugs, 
~black turfgrass ataenius) require a greater volume of water (25 gallons per 1,000 square feet) 
:.to move the pesticide into the area where the pest is feeding. Insects that feed In the thatch 
layer (southern chinch bug) should have treatments applied in 10 to 25 gallons of water per 
1,000 square feet of turf. Do not Irrigate following a chemical application until necessary to 
prevent wilting: this wiJI allow the Insecticide to remain on the plants for the longest 
possible period. Do not apply insecticides when temperatures exceed 90°F or to water
stressed dichondra. 

When applying parasitic nematodes, Irrigate before and after the application. In addition, 
soil temperatures must also be above 60°F when applying nematodes. During hot weather, 
apply nematodes in the morning or late evening and Irrigate every few days for 2 weeks 
after the application to keep the soil moist, but not soggy. When treating for pests that feed 

. below ground on grass roots, irrigate following application. 

In general, sprays work best when treating foliar turfgrass pests, but granular 
formulations are acceptable for controlling white grubs, bill bugs, chinch bugs, cutworms, 
skipper larvae, and sod webworms. Granules are advantageous when attempting to control 
pests residing In or below the thatch layer because they move past leaf blades and partially 
penetrate the thatch layer. However, granular insecticides are often a second choice 
relative to wettable powders or emulsifiable concentrate formulations because they do not 
work as fast and because of accidental ingestion by birds . 

Predators and parasites of turfgrass pests are disrupted by broad-spectrum Insecticides such 
as pyrethroids (e.g., fJuvalinate and cyfluthrin), carbamates (carbaryl), and to a lesser 
extent, organophosphates (e.g., chlorpyrifos and acephate). Alternatives such as Insect 
pathogenic nematodes and Bacillus thurinsiensis (Bt) control a narrower range of organisms, 
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thus preserving naturally occurr1n1 beneficial Insects. Some applications, for example the 
pathogenic nematode, Steinemema carpocapsae, against cutworms and black turfgrass 
ataenlus, have been shown to be equally effective as conventional Insecticides, Bt products 
are typically inexpensive, but timing Is very critical for effecting control; therefore, use of 
this material requires additional scouting. The additional ·material expense of nematodes 
or effort Involved In scouting when using Bt has the ultimate payoff in allowing natural 

~~ enemies, such as tiphUds (white 1rub parasites) and big-eyed bugs (Geocoris), to remain 
. • part of the turf system. (For sources of com~ercially available nematodes, check the 
, pamphlet Suppliers of Beneficial 01Janisms in North AmerictJ. available for free from 

California Department of Pesticide Regulation, P.O. Box 942871, Sacramento, CA 94271.0001, 
·~ 916-654-1144.) 
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AUSTRALIAN SOD FLY 
Scientific Name: lnopus rubriceps 
(Updated 8/97) 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PEST 
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In California, the Australian sod fly is currently found only in the San Francisco Bay Area. 
Adult male flies are 0.25 inch (6 mm) long, black, with yellowish legs. Females are 0.4 
inch (9.5 mm) long, black, with reddish legs and a red head. Adults may be active In May, 
but their major period of activity Is from September through November. Eggs are laid In the 
soli. After hatching, larvae may take 2 years to complete development. Fully grown larvae 
are 0.5 inch (1.3 em) long maggots with flattened, distinctly segmented bodies that are light 

· •tan with a coarsely granular surface. There are six long, stiff bristles per segment, no legs, 
· and a distinct, conical black head capsule. The flattened and distinctly segmented body of 
the sod fly larvae easily distinguishes this species from other m~gots, such as the march 
fly, that occur in turf but mostly feed on decaying organic matter. 

DAMAGE 
·Australian sod fly can affect all turf species. Larvae feed on sap from the roots of grasses. 

As a result of their feeding, grass declines and is replaced over time with broadleaf weeds. 

TREATMENT 
There are no known biological or cultural controls and no registered chemical controls . 
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BERMUDAGRASS MITE 
Scientific Name: Eriophes cynodoniensis 
(Updated 8/97) 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PEST 
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~ The bermudaerass mite ls a typical erlopbyld mite that is so smaU It can barely be seen 
£-' even with a lOX band lens. It has a wormlike shape with aU four legs and mouthparts at . 
·. the anterior end. £ass are spherical, transparent, and abo'Ut one-third the length of the adult 
\_~ mite. They are laid under leaf sheaths. One generation, from egg through two nymphal 
:· stages and reaching the eu-laytng adult stage again, takes 7 to 10 days in summer when 

temperatures are In the 80° to 11 o•F range. 

· .. DAMAGE 
. Adult and Immature mites suck Juices and Inject toxic saliva that shortens Internodes and 
·swells leaf sheaths, forming a witches'-broom erowth pattern. Damaae first appears in 
spring and Is f~llowed by dleback and browning In summer. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
This pest only feeds on bermudaerasses. Hybrid bermudagrasses, Cynodon transvaalensis, 
show resistance to bermudaerass mite and are better to erow than common bermudaerass, 
especially in high temperature inland areas. Tifdwarf is a highly resistant cultivar. 
Reduced nitrogen fertilization and close mowing or scalping with removal of clippings can 
slow down reproductl.on of, or physically remove, bermudagrass mites. 

WHEN TO TREAT 

• 

Examine leaf sheaths of stunted plants with a lOX or 30X hand lens for mites and their 
eggs. Damage thresholds have not been established for this pest, but if a treatment seems 
necessary, mow the turf closely and remove clippings first. This will not only physically • 
remove most of the population (see cultural control), but may also displace remaining mites 
so that they are more readily contacted by the miticide. After mowing, Irrigate the turf and 
spray while the erass is still wet. To increase the chance of getting the pesticide under the 
leaf sheath, add adequate spreader-sticker to the spray mixture. Do not water or cut the 
erass within 24 hours of chemical treatment. A second application 10 days after the first 
may be necessary to obtain satisfactory control. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide 
{commercial name) 

A. DIAZINON* 

Amount/1000 sq ft** 

(Diazinon) 4£C 2-3 fl oz 
COMMENTS: Must be applied by a commerc:lal appUcator; not for use on sod farms or toU courses. 
Highly toxic to birds . 
• . . or. •. 
(Diazinon) SOWP 1.25 oz 
COMMENTS: Not for use on sod farms or toll courses. Hilhly toxic to birds. 

B. FLWAUNATE 
(Mavrlk Aquaflow) O.ll-o.23 0 oz 
COMMENTS: May cause couabina reaction In susceptible IndiViduals. 

C. DICOFOL 
(Kelthane) 35WP 0.4-0.5 oz 

•• Apply sprays in 2S pl water/1000 sq ft 
Permit required from county aartcuJtural commissioner for purchase or use . • 
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• BERMUDAGRASS SCALE 
Scientific Name: Odonaspis ruthae 
(Updated 8/97) 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PEST 
··sermudagrass scales are 0.06 Inch (1.6 mm) long, clam-shaped, white armored scales, 
found on the crown, stolons, and under leaf sheaths of bermudagrass. High populations of 
bermudagrass scales can give the grass stems and crowns a whitish, moldy appearance. 

. Close examination of the grass with a hand lens wlll help to distinguish the clam-shaped 
~shields of the scales. 

· • The adult female produces eggs under her body covering. These hatch Into crawlers that 
move to a new location, settle down, start to suck juices from the grass, and molt Into the 

·familiar sessile form. Two or three generations complete development each year. 

z ··DAMAGE 

• 

• 

Bermudagrass scale infests both common and hybrid bermudagrasses in southern 
California. It occurs most frequently In shaded lawn areas and Is favored by development 
of a heavy thatch. Feeding by the bermudagrass scale stunts the plants and causes them to 
appear dry. This scale is especially damaging to bermudagrass suffering from other 
stresses, such as shade or drought, and can kill large areas of turf under these conditions. 

~· CULTURAL CONTROL 

.• 

· Bermudagrass scale Is dependent on shade. To reduce the amount of shade tn the turf, 
'remove excessive thatch, thus opening up the turf to light as well as removing some of the 
bermudagrass scale population with the thatch. Do not plant bermudagrass in heavily
shaded areas. 

TREATMENT 
There are no registered chemical control options. · 
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BILLBUGS 
Sdentific Names: Phoenix billbug: Sphenophorus phoeniciensls 

Hunting billbug: Sphenophorus venatus vestitus 
t (Updated 12/97) 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PESTS 
::}· The Phoenix and hunting bliJbuss are dark brown and light brown, respectively, 0.33 Inch 

(8.38 mm) long weevils (snout beetles) with a Ions. downward-pointing proboscis (snout), and 
elbowed, clubbed antennae. The hunting blllbua ls less common in California and has a Y-

.~ shaped marking on the thorax with separate, Inward-facing marks that resemble parentheses 
on either side of theY. These two marks ln the Phoenix blllbug combine to form an M. Adults 
are often seen walklns on paved areas, but are difficult to find In turf unless a pyrethrum or 
detergent test ls used. Egs are inserted Into grass stems. They hatch about 6 to 8 weeks after 
adults first appear. Larvae are creamy white, legless, and somewhat hunc:h-bac:ked, C-shaped 
arubs with a brown head. The lack of legs distinguish these grubs from white grubs. 

DAMAGE 
- Blllbug larvae first feed on the Inside of the grass stem and crown, then move Into the soli 

where they feed on roots. Fine, whitish, sawdustllke larval excrement (frass) may be 
observed on the soil surface. Because blllbugs feed higher up on th~ plant than white grubs, 
blllbug-damaged turf ls easier to pull from the soil because It brealcs at the crown. Root feeding 
~o a depth of 3 Inches does occur; however, damaged turf cannot be rolled back like a carpet 

. and the soil does not feel spongy underfoot. All species of turf can be affected; however, 
zoysiagrass is preferred by hunting billbug while Phoenix bilJbug prefers bermudagrus. Turf 
planted on fumigated soil is especially susceptible to damage because of the loss of natural 

" enemies. Drought-stressed turf Is also more severely Impacted than well-maintained turf. 

• 

BIOLOGICAL CONTROL • 
Commercially available nematodes, Steinemema carpocapsae or Heterorhabditis bacteriophora 
are well suited for controlling billbug larvae, especially ln sod farms or other locations where 

_ the soil has been fumigated before sod establishment. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
If you suspect a blllbug infestation, look for piles of fine frass at the base of turf plants. In areas 
where frass or damage is evident, dig up the turf to look for grubs. Treat when one or more 
_grubs are found per square foot of turf. Apply nematodes to moist turf and irrigate following 
application of either nematodes or chemical insecticides to move the material into the zone of 
larval feeding activity. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide 
(commercial name) 

A. IMIDACLOPRJD 

Amount/1000 sq ft .. 

(Merit) 75 WP 3-4 teaspoons (0.15-0.19 oz) 
(Merit) 75 WSP 0.15-0.19 oz (1 packet/8,250.11,000 sq ft) 
COMMENTS: Maximum of 1 application/year. Applications cannot exceed 8.6 oz/acre/year (0.19 
oz/1000 sq ft). Optimum control wlll be achieved when applications are made before •11 hatch of 
the target pests followed by sufficient irrigation or rainfalL Applications should not be made when 
turfgrass areas are waterloJied or soUls saturated with water. Not for use on commercial sod farms • 
.. . or ... 
(Marathon) 60 WP 10.7oztacre 
(Marathon) 60 WSP 1 packet/3000 IQ ft 
COMMENTS: For use on sod farms only. Apply May throu&h July. For optimum control, treatment · 
should be followed by rainfall or irrigation. Do not use less than 2 gal spray volume/1000 sq ft. 
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Pesticide 
(commercial name) 

Amount/1000 sq ft .. 

B. DIAZJNON* 
(Diazinon) 4£C 2-3 11 oz 
COMMENTS: Must be applied by a commercial applicator; not for use on sod farms or soli courses. 
Do not use where waterfowl may graze • 
• • • or •• • 
(Dla.zinon) SOWP 3 oz 
COMMENTS: Not for use on sod farms or JOlf courses. Do not use where waterfowl may srue. 

ST£1N£RNEMA CARPOCAPSA£ 
(Scanmask) 25 million 
.•. or ... 
HETERORHABDITIS BACTERJOPHORA 
(Cruiser) 25 million 
COMMENTS: Most effective larval treatment and the preferred choice on soil that hu been fumigated 
to reintroduce these parasites into the soil. Store nematodes properly before use as directed. Apply to 
warm, moist, but not soggy soli. Several irrigations may be needed durins 2 weeks after application 
to keep soil moist. Apply durlns the coolest time of day ln hot areu. 

D. CHLORPYRJFOS 
(Dursban) SOW 
(Dursban Pro) 2£ 

0.75-1.5 oz 
1.5-3.0 oz 

•• Apply sprays In 25 gal water/1000 sq ft 
'· • Permit required from county agricultural commissioner for purchue or use . 
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BLACK TURFGRASS ATAENIUS 
-,. Scientific Name: Ataenlus spretulus 

(Updated 12/97) 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PEST 
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The adult black turferass ataenlus beetle Is 0.2 Inch (5 mm) tong, shining jet black, and 
2 has parallel grooves on the wing covers (elytra). Adults can be seen any time of day, 
~.._., especially on green or tee areas on golf courses. Adult black turfgrass ataenlus can easily be 
~ mistaken for another beetle, Aphodius lividw (not known to damage turf), which Is sll&htly 
~ smaller, chocolate brown with straw-colored stripes near the center of the back and alona 
"' the margin of the elytra. Female ataenlus adults burrow Into the thatch and upper soli 

where they lay clutches of 11 or 12 eggs. Eags hatch into typical scarab arubs, which can be 
distinguished from other white erubs by their small size, the scattered pattern of bristles on 
the last abdominal segment and a pair of pads at the tip of the abdomen. At least two or 
three generations develop In California each year. Adults are continuously active durin& 
warm months In inland areas. They probably overwinter In a reproductive dormancy. 

DAMAGE 
Although black turferass ataenlus Is common In many turfgrass areas, It is predominantly 
a pest of aolf courses, especially during summer on highly stressed, cool season erasses. It 
is also commonly found damaging benterass/rye mixed turf and In annual bluegrass. The 
larval stage damages turf by feeding on roots, resultin& ln irregUlar dead patches. The 
damaged area appears to be drouaht stressed, even where there is sufficient irrigation. 
Symptoms may resemble those of turf root diseases such as summer patch, take-all patch, 

"' and Pythium root rot. Extensive root feeding sometimes allows the turf to be rolled back 
like a carpet Digging by vertebrate predators, such as crows, raccoons, and skunks, is a 
common indication of high grub populations. 

BIOLOGICAL CONTROL 
Milky spore (Bacillus spp.) organisms have recently been detected infecting black turfgrass 
ataenius in California. Milky spore pathogens affecting ataenius do not include the one that 

, controls Japanese beetles and are not commercially available. When black turfgrass 
. ataenius Is infected with milky spore diseases in other geoeraphical areas, It undergoes a 
·- 3- or 4-year boom-and-bust cycle at a site, then the site becomes protected from further 

damaging populations due to milky spore presence in the soli. It is not known at present lf 
this will also occur In California. For short-term control, the parasitic nematodes 

, Steinemema carpocapsae and Heterorhabditis bacteriophora appear to be quite effective. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Improve root development as much as possible to allow turf to withstand grub feeding by 
Increasing the mowing height and by using small-tine or water Injection aeration to 
promote deep rooting. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
Sample for black turfgrass ataenlus arubs when the symptoms described above are observed 
and/or about 2 weeks after the adults are seen. Using a cup cutter (a tool commonly used on 
golf courses), sample for grubs underneath areas of turf damage, or In areas where arubs 
have been active in the past (collars, wet spots, and areas where black layer occur are 
preferred by arubs). Grubs will be present at the thatch/soil Interface. If there are more tban 
four·arubs per cup-cutter sample (or 40 grubs per square foot), treatment is probably 
necessary. Threshold levels are much lower for bentarass arown in the desert region than 
the rest of the state because of the heat and hl&h humidity. Apply liquid sprays or nematode 
applications to moist turf and eranules to dry turf. In both cases lrrtaate following 
application to move the material into the zone of larval feeding activity. 
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TREATMENT 
Pesticide 
(commercial name) 

Amount/1000 sq ft** 

A. IMIDACLOPRID 
(Merit) 7SWP 0.05 oz 
(Merit) O.SCi U lb 
(Merit) 75WSP 0.15 oz (1 packet/8250 sq ft) 
COMMENTS: Use in areas that have bad severe Infestations of black turfgrass ataenlus In the past. 
Maximum of 1 application/year. applications cannot exceed 8.6 oz/acretyear (0.18 oz/1000 sq ft). 
Optimum control will be achieved when applications are made before egg batch of the target pests 
followed by suffic:ient Irrigation or rainfall. Applications should not be made when turfgrass areas 
are waterlogged or soil Is saturated with water. Not for use on commercial sod farms . 
... OT ... 
(Marathon) 60 WP 10.7oz/acre 
(Marathon) 60 WSP 1 packet/3000 sq ft 
COMMENTS: For use on sod farms only. Apply May through July. For optimum control, treatment 
should be followed by rainfall or irrigation. Do not use Jess than 2 gal spray votume/1000 sq ft. 

B. CARBARYL* 
(Cbipco Sevin) 6ftoz 

. C. CHLORPYRIFOS 
{Dursban) SOW 
{Dursban Pro) 2E 

~~-o. DIAZINON• 

Joz 
3oz 

{Diazinon) 4EC 3 0 oz 
COMMEI'.'TS: Must be applied by a commercial applicator; not for use on sod farms or golf courses. 

E. TRICHLORFON 
(Dylox) 80 3. 75 oz 

F. SmNERNEMA CARPOCAPSAE 
(Scanmask) 25 million 
COMMEI'.'TS: Store nematodes properly before use as directed. Apply to warm, moist, but not soggy 
soil. Several irrigations may be needed during 2 weeks after application to keep soil moisL Apply 
during the coolest time of day in hot areas. 

G. HETERORHABDlTIS BACTERIOPHORA 
(Cruiser) 25-35 million 
COMME!'<'TS: Store nematodes properly before use as directed. Apply to warm, moist, but not soggy 
soil. Several Irrigations may be needed durinJ 2 weeks after application to keep soU moisL Apply 
during the coolest time of day in bot areas. 

•• Apply sprays in 25 gal water/1000 sq ft 
• Permit required from county agricultural commissioner for purchue or use. 
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CUTWORMS and ARMYWORMS . 
Scientific Names: Black cutworm: Agrotis ipsllon 

Variegated cutworm: Peridroma sauela 
Ciranulate cutworm: Feltia subterranu 
Armyworm: Pseudaletia unipunc:ta 

(Updated 12/97) 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PESTS 
Cutworms and armyworms are larvae of heavy-bodied, niJht..flylng moths In the Family 
Noctuldae. The white or areenlsh eggs of these noctulds are laid In masses, darkeninl u 
they approach hatching. Larvae can erow up to 2 inches (5 em) lone and typically curl up 
and lie still when disturbed. 

~, AlthOUih damaae Is similar, armyworms are distinct from cutworms in their behavior. 
While cutworms are usually solitary feeders, armyworm eaes are laid In masses and 
larvae. will feed as a group. If there Is a high population and food is scarce, armyworms 

• will move as a group, feedln& Indiscriminately on plants In their path. Variegated 
cutworms are also known to march like armyworms when populations are blah. 

DAMAGE 
Any turf species can be affected by any of these noctuid larvae; armyworms prefer damp 
areas. Cutworms and armyworms are active from mid-March to October. Cutworms and 
armyworms feed on leaves and crowns and may cut off plants near the soil surface. The 
larvae feed at night and hide in the thatch layer or ln a burrow in the soil during the day. 
Look for close clippinl of grass around aeration holes, which are commonly occupied by 
larvae. Damage appears as circular spots of dead grass or depressed spots. 

• 

BIOLOGICAL CONTROL • 
Larvae are parasitized by braconid wasps (Apanteles spp.) and by tachinid flies. Birds also 
commonly feed on armyworms and cutworms. The extensive contact noctuid larvae have 
with soil or thatch makes Steinemema carpocapsae nematodes a valuable control measure. 
B«illus. thurinsiensis subsp. lturstaki (Bt ls not as effective aaainst cutworms and 
armyworms as for sod webworms; consider using Bt only when armyworms and 
cutworms are In the first and second instars. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Remove thatch to eliminate much of the daytime resting habitat. for noctuld larvae. 
Armyworms tend to lay eges ln damp areas with rank growth, so eliminate such areas, If 
possible. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
Conduct a pyrethrum or deteraent test (see GENERAL INFORMAnON) to determine the 
infestation level. Consider treatment when there are more than five larvae per square 
yard. Mow the lawn and lrripte before treating. After treatment, do not mow or Irrigate for 
at least 24 hours On the case of Bt. delay watering a couple days) unless nematodes were 
applied, in which case apply a post-treatment Irrigation. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide 
teommerc:lal name) 

A. ACEPHAT£ 

Amount/1000 sq ft** 

(Orthene Turf, Tree, and 1.2-2.4 oz (cutworms) 
Ornamental Spray) 0.5-1.2 oz (armyworms) 

COMMENTS: Odorous. Up to 2.4 oz material/1000 sq.ft. can be used for black cutworm. 

B. CARBARYL* 
(Chipco Sevin) 3 fl 0% 
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Pesticide 
(commercial name) 

C. CHLORPYRlFOS 
(Dursban) SOW 
(Dursban Pro) 2E 
COMMENTS: Odorous. 

D. CYFLUTHRJN 
(Tempo) 20WP 

E. DIAZINON* 

Amounl/1000 1q ft .. 

0.75 oz 
1.5 D oz 

0.175 oz (S srams) 

(Diazinon) 4EC 2-3 D oz 
COMMENTS: Must be applied by a commercial appUcator; not for use on sod farms or 10lf 
courses. 
-Or. .. 
(Diazinon) SOWP 3 oz 
COMMEl\'TS: Not for use on sod farms or 10lf courses. 

F. FLW AUNATE 
(Mavrik Aquaflow) 

G. TRICHLORFON 

0.23 D oz 

(Dylox) 80S 2.5-3. 75 oz 

H. STEINERNEMA CARPOCAPSAE 
(Scanmask) 25 million . 
COMMENTS: Store nematodes properly before use as directed. Apply to warm. moist, but not 
soggy soil. Several irrigations may be needed during 2 weeks after application to keep soil moist. 
Apply during the coolest time of day ln hot areas. 

I. BACilLUS THURINGIENSIS Label rates 
(various products) 
COMMENTS: Only effective on early instar larvae. Repeat application may be necessary. Breaks 
down rapidly in sunlight and washes readily off leaves. 

• • Apply spray In 2-5 gal water/1000 sq ft 
• Permit required from county agricultural commissioner for purchase or use . 
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DICHONDRA FLEA BEETLE 
Scientific Name: Chaetocnema repens 
(Updated 8/97) 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PEST , 
Eggs are laid near the soli surface and require 3 days to hatch. The soli-dwelling larvae 

" are white, with fine bristles and a light brown bead capsule. Last (fourth) lnstar larvae 
• are about 0.17 to 0.25 Inch long. The white. pupae are·o.os Inch long and are found In the 
,. same depths (up to 4lnches) In the soil as the larvae. Larvae require 22 to 25 days to 
· · complete development; pupation takes about 5 days. Adults are ovoid, about 0.06 Inch long, 

£. • and have greatly thickened hind femora for jumping. Newly emerged adults are white for 
.::· one day, then tum a characteristic black color with a metallic reddish bronze tinge. The 
~· antennae, front, and middle legs are reddish yellow. Adults can be observed by pustna a 

~. band over affected dichondra. The disturbed adults will jump, some of them onto your 
hand or arm. Dichondra flea beetle overwinters u an adult. · 

DAMAGE 
Dichondra flea beetles do not feed on grasses but seriously damage dichondra, causing 
many dichondra lawns to be replaced with grass turf. Larvae feed between May and 
October on small roots and the outsides of larger roots. This injury causes dichondra to wilt 
and die; often large patches are affected. Adults feed on dichondra leaves, producing 
distinctive crescent marks on the upper surface. Severely skeletonized plants may wither; 
however, this Is most likely caused by larval root feeding. Larval populations can be 
assessed by placing turf soil cores in a Berlese funnel and extracting the larvae. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
Treat if populations are high enough that damage may occur. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide 
(commerc:lal name) 

A. FLUVAUNATE 
(Mavrik AquaOow) 

B. ACEPHATE 

Amounl/1000 aq ft** 

o.tt-o.23 n oz 

· (Orthene Turf, Tree, and 1-1.9 oz 
Ornamental Spray) 
COMMENTS: Odorous. Up to 2.4 oz materlal/1000 sq.ft. can be used for black cutworm. 

•• Apply in 25tal water/1000 sq ft 

Dichondra Flea Beetle (8/97) B. 12 
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FIERY SKIPPER 
Scientific Name: Hylephila phyleus 
(Updated 12/97) 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PEST 

UC IPM Pest Management Guidelines • TURFGRASS 

Adult fiery skippers are orange or orange brown butterflies commonly seen feeding on 
lantana blossoms. Skippers are distinguished from other butterflies by having a hooked 
knob at the end of their antennae. Adult females glue hemispherical eggs singly to the 
underside of grass leaves. When larvae hatch, they first notch leaves. As they grow, they 
-..::onsume entire leaves. Larvae have distinctive reddish markings on the front of what 
appears to be an oversized black head, a narrowed neck foJiowed by a dark thoracic 

"Shield, and a greenish pink body color with a granulated texture. Larvae spin silk shelters 
ln the thatch from the third lnstar on, and are not readily seen unless flushed out with a 
pyrethrin or detergent test. 

DAMAGE 
Skipper larvae feed from May through September and damage appears as a 1- or 2-inch 
diameter round spot from which all the grass has been eaten by a single larva. If there Is a 
large population, then these spots will coalesce into dead patches. Usually damage appears 
on turf planted near flower beds, where adult skippers feed. Bermudagrass Is preferred by 
fiery skippers, though they also feed on St. Augustinegrass, bentgrass, crabgrass, and to a 
lesser extent, other grasses. 
~ 

~BIOLOGICAL CONTROL 
;larvae are attacked by parasitic braconid and ichneumonid wasps. The extensive soU or 
·thatch contact of fiery skipper larvae may make Steinemema c.arpoc.apsae nematodes a 
valuable control measure, although this has not been tested. Bacillus thuringiensis subsp . 
kurstaki (Bt) is a microbial insecticide that should be effective against fiery skipper, but this 
also has not been tested. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Remove thatch to eliminate larval habitat. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
Use the pyrethrum or detergent test to monitor this pest (see the section on MONITORING 
under GENERAL INFORMATION). five larvae per square yard on bentgrass greens _and 
fifteen per square yard in bermudagrass are reasonable estimates for treatment thresholds. 

Mow the lawn and irrigate before treating. After treatment, do not mow or irrigate for at 
least 24 hours, unless nematodes were applied; they do best with a post·treatment lrrisation. 
When using Bt products, delay normal watering a couple days. 

TREATMENT 
'Pesticide 
(commercial name) 

~. CARBARYL • 
(Chipco Sevin) 80WSP 

iB. CHLORPYRIFOS 
(Dursban) SOW 
(Dursban Pro) 2E 

C. STEINERNEMA CARPOCAPSA£ 

Amount/1000 sq ft .. 

1.5-3 fJ 0% 

0.75 0% 

1.5 fJ 0% 

(Scanmask) 25 million 
COMMtf\li'S: Store nematodes properly before use as directed. Apply to warm, moist, but not soggy 
soU. Several irrigations may be needed during 2 weeks after application to keep soU moisL Apply 
during the coolest time of day In hot areas. 

fiery Skipper t1lf97) B.13 
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Pesticide 
(commercial name) 

Amount/1000 sq tt•• 

D. 8ACJU.US THURINGI£NSIS Label rates 
(various products) 
COMMENTS: Breab down rapidly In sunliJbt and washes readily off leaves. 

•• Apply In 2-5 aaJ water/1000 sq ft 
• Permit required from county aaricultural commissioner for purchase or use. 

fiery Sldpper (12/97) 8.14 
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LEAFHOPPERS 
Scientific Names: Draeculacephala minerva, Deltacephalus sonorus, and others 
(Updated 8/97) · 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PESTS 
Adults are 0.125 to 0.25 inch long, wedge-shaped, active Insects that jump and fly short 
distances when disturbed. Their colors vary by species; whitish green, yellow, and 

1brownish gray are common colors, often the colors are speckled or mottled. Adults lay eggs 
·tnto host leaves. Nymphs lack wings; their color varies with species. Disturbed nymphs 
"have a characteristic habit of moving sideways or backwards. Generation time varies 
from 12 to 30 days, depending on species and temperature. 

·;.;-· 

.DAMAGE 
'All grasses can be affected by leafhopper feeding. Though these species are commori, 
observations of injury are unusual. Both nymphs and adults suck sap from the leaves, 
.resulting In yellowing or bleaching. Turf can lose vigor and die as a result of extended 

. presence of high populations of leafhoppers. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
Treat if populations are high enough that damage may occur . 

... :TREATMENT 
~Pesticide 

(commercial name) 

A. CHLORPYRIFOS 
(Dursban) SOW 
(Dursban Pro) 2E 
COMMENT: Odorous. 

B. FLUVAUNATE 
(Mavrik Aquaflow) 

c. ACEPHATE 
(Orthene Turr. Tree, and 
Ornamental Spray) 
COMMENTS: Odorous. 

D. CARBARYL" 
(Chlpco Sevin) .80WSP 

... Apply In 2-5 gal water/1000 sq ft 

Amount/1000 sq ft .. 

0.75 oz 
1.5 fl 0% 

0.11~.23 fl 0% 

1 oz 

1.5-3 fl oz 

• Permit required from county agrlculturaJ commissioner for purchase or use. 

leafhoppers (8/97) 8.15 
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SOD WEBWORMS 
Scientific Names: lucerne moth: Nornophila noctuel/a 

Western lawn moth: Tehama bonifatella 
- Sperry's lawn moth: Crambus sperryellus 

(Updated 12/97) 

DESCRIPTION Of THE PESTS 
Adult sod webworms, called lawn moths, are typical snout moths: they have labial palps 
(sensory appendages) that extend ln front of the head. The moth holds its wings dose to 
and over Its body at rest, &lvlnglt a slender appearance. When disturbed, the moth makes a 
short flight close to the grass. At night. these moths drop their eggs Indiscriminately Into 
turf. The creamy larvae have a distinctive double row of brown or black spots down their 
bacb, located at the base of long bristles. The Lucerne moth larva ls somewhat larger than 
the other sod webworm larvae. During the day larvae reside In silk-lined burrows, 

.. writhing when disturbed. At night they emerge to feed. 

DAMAGE 
First lnstar sod webworm larvae are leaf skeletonlzers. Later lnstars notch or cut off leaf 
blades that are drawn back into the burrow. Heavily-Infested turf (more than 100 per 
square yard) quickly appears moth eaten, with trresular patches of brown grass or bare 
areas. 

All turf species can be affected, however perennial ryesrasses and turftype tall fescues, 
which are infected with endophytes (symbiotic fungi), are resistant to sod webworms. 

,. Warm season grasses appear relatively tolerant of webworm feeding. The greatest damage 
can occur on drought-affected bluegrass and on bentgrass green and tee areas. 

• 

Lucerne moths are primarily a problem where clover and dichondra are mixed with turf. • 
Control of these dicots helps minimize the damage caused by this pest. 

BIOLOGICAL CONTROL 
Natural enemies In California include a parasitic tachinid f1y and two parasitic braconid 
wasps, along with earwig, rove beetle, robber fty, paper wasp, ant, and vertebrate predators. 

i. The extensive soil or thatch contact of sod webworms makes SteinernemD. cD.rpocczpsD.e 
:· nematodes a valuable control measure. BD.cillus thuringiensis subsp. kurstD.ki (Bt), a microbial 

insecticide, can be used but Jt breaks down rapidly ln sunlight, washes readily off leaves, 
and is Ineffective against late Jnstar larvae. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Thatch removal can assist in remoVing sod webworm habitat. however these larvae do not 
require a thatch layer to be present In very high numbers. 

·WHEN TO TREAT 
Monitor for these pests from June to early October. Consider treating only when a 
pyrethrum or detergent test (see section on MONITORING under GENERAL INFORMA110N) 
indicates there are more than 15 larvae per square yard. If Bt Is used, apply lt when there 
are predominantly early instar larvae. Other materials should be effective on both small 
and large larvae. 

Mow the lawn and irrigate before treating. Nematode applications also require post
application Irrigation. Delay normal watering a couple days when Bt products are applied 
and 24 hours with the other products. 

Sod Webworms (12/91) 8.16 
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TREATMENT 
Pesticide 
(commercial name) 

A. ACEPHATE 
(Orthene Turf, Tree, and 
Ornamental Spray) 
COMMENTS: Odorous. 

B. CARBARYL • 80WSP 
(Chlpc:o Sevin) 

C. CHLORPYRIFOS 
(Dursban) SOW 
(Dursban Pro) 2£ 
COMMENT: Odorous. 

· D. CYFL.UTHRlN 
(Tempo) 20WP 

£. DIAZINON* 

Amounl/1000 sq ft .. 

0.5-1 oz 

Label rates 

0.75 oz 
1.50oz 

0.176 OZ (5 IJ'IDlS) 

(Diazinon) 4£C 2-3 0 oz 
COMMENTS: Must be applied by a commercial applicator; not for use on sod farms or solf courses. 
Do not apply where waterfowl may graze . 
... or. .. 
(Diazinon) SOWP 3 oz 
COMMENTS: Not for use on sod farms or goJf c:ourses. Do not apply where waterfowl may graze. 

F. FLWAUNAT£ 
(Mavrik Aquaflow) 

G. TRICHLORFON 
(Dylox) 80 

H. STEINERNEMA CARPOCAPSA£ 

0.15 fl oz (J teaspoon) 

2.5-3.75 0% 

(Sc:anmask) 25 mlllion 
COMMENTS: Store nematodes properly before use as directed. Apply to warm, moist, but not soggy 
soil. Several irrigations may be needed during 2 weeks after application to keep soU moisL Apply 
during the coolest time of day in hot areas. 

I. BACILLUS THURINOIENSJS Label rates 
{various products) 
COMME~'TS: Slow acting stomach poison; only eHec:ttve on early lnstar larvae. Breaks down rapidly 
In sunlight and washes readily off leaves. 

** Apply in 2-5 gal water/1000 sq ft 
• Permit required from county atric:ulturaJ commissioner for purc:base or use . 

Sod Webwonns (12/97) 1.17 
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PLANT BUGS 
Scientific Names: False chinch bug: Nysius californieus 

Weed bug: Arrhyssus crassus 
White-marked fleahopper: Spanogonieus albofasciatus 

(Updated 8197) 

: DESCRIPTION OF THE PESTS 
Plant bugs are sucking insects. The anterior portion of their forewings Is leathery and the 
posterior portion is membranous. The false chinch bug and weed bug are occasional 

,;• nuisance pests. Both species are a pale gray color and feed on weedy hosts; the false cbiDcb 
' • bug is just under 0.25 inch, whUe the weed bug is just over 0.25 inch. When winter ratns 

permit heavy growth of vegetation, these bug populations build up to large numbers. Later, 
as the vegetation dries down, the buss migrate from the wild hosts and Invade residential 

~ areas, including lawns and houses. The white-marked fleabopper adults are about 0.125 
inch long, are blackish or arayish, and have white markings on the wings, which are 
folded over the back. Their lona antennae, white markings, larger size, and sucking 
mouthparts distinguish them from flea beetles. 

DAMACE 
Uttle ls known about direct feedlna of these species on grasses or dichondra. All species 
feed via sucking mouthparts, so damaging populations would be expected to cause yellowing 
and stunting of the turf. Turf Is sometimes treated to prevent false chinch buss and weed 

· bugs from mtsratlng into dwellings. Fleahoppers can be observed by running your hand 
, over the turf or dichondra lawn. U they are present, they will hop about; some wlll land on 
t' the hand or sidewalks where they can be observed more readily. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
Treat if populations are high enough that damage may occur. 

TREATMENT 
·Pesticide 
(commerc:ial name) 

A. DIAZINON* 

Arnount/1000 sq ft** 

{Diazlnon) 4£C 2-3 fi oz 
COMMENTS: Must be applied by a commerdal applicator; not for use on sod farms or 10lf courses. 
HIJhly toxic to birds. · 
... or. •. 
(Diazinon) SOW . 2-3 oz 
COMMENTS: Not for use on sod farms or solf courses. Do not apply where waterfowl may JI'Ue. 

B. CHLORPYRIFOS 
(Ours ban) SOW,· 
(Dursban Pro) 2£ 

C. FLUVAUNAT£ 

O.TS oz 
1.5 oz 

(Mavrlk Aquaftow) O.tt-o.2311 oz 
COMMENTS: May cause coutbini reacuon In susceptible Individuals. 

D. ACEPHAT£ 
(Orthene Turf, Tree. and 
Ornamental Spray) 
COMMENTS: Odorous. 

E. CARBARYL • 
(Chipco Sevin) 80WSP 

F. tmUTHRJN 
(rempo) 20WP 

•• Apply In 2-5 1a1 water/1000 sq ft 

1.2-2.4 oz 

4.4-611 oz 

0.25 oz (J trams) 

• Permit reqaired from countJ qrtcu1tural commissioner for purdl .. or •e. 
Plant 8up (8/91) 8.18 
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SOUTHERN CHINCH BUG 
Scientific Name: Blissus insularis 
(Updated 8/97) 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PEST 
Southern chinch bug adults are 0.125 Inch (0.3 em) long true bugs, black with nearly all 
white wings folded flat over the body. Both long· and short-winged adult forms may be 
present. Early instar nymphs are bright red but darken to black by the last lnstar. There 

,are several generations a year, with an life stages present during summer; populations 
tend to be highest when temperatures are above 90°F. All life stages usually reside in the 
lower parts of the turf and the thatch, but can also be observed at the border between 
damaged and healthy grass. 

Big-eyed bugs, which are beneficial predators, are similar in appearance to chinch bugs but 
their eyes, which are the widest part of their body, distinguish them from chinch buas. 

DAMAGE 
Although bermudagrass, buffalograss, and zoysiagrass are fed upon, only St. Augustlnearass 
Is seriously damaged in California. Active from April through October, chinch bug nymphs 
and adults suck sap from nodes and crown of the grass. Yellowish to brownish patches 
appear, especially in sunny areas where these bugs are most active. 

BIOLOGICAL CONTROL 
.Big-eyed bugs, ants, and the fungal insect pathogen Beauveria bassiana are the most 
'important natural enemies of chinch bugs. Maintaining moist conditions favors 
development of Beauveria . 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Thatch removal is important for eliminating conditions favorable for chinch bug survival. 
Low nitrogen fertilization slows chinch bug reproduction. Maintaining adequate moisture 
will increase the tolerance of turf to feeding damage and will promote beneficial fungi that 
attack chinch bugs. If St. Augustinegrass is desirable, then plant resistant varieties like 
Floralawn, Floratam, or FX-10. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
Use the notation method or pyrethrum test to determine chinch bug presence and population 
level. For the notation method, take a 6-lnc:h diameter eoffee can, remove top and bottom, 
and pound into the turf to a depth of 2 to 3 inches. Fill with water and wait for 5 to 10 
minutes for bugs to float to the surface. The pyrethrum test is described In the section on 
MONITORING under GENERAL INFORMATION. Treat when combined nymph and adult 
counts average at least three per coffee can sample, or 135 per square yard. Mow the lawn 
and irrigate before treating. After treatment, do not mow or lrriaate for at least 24 hours. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide 
(commercial name) 

A. ACEPHATE 
(Orthene Turf, Tree, and 
Ornamental Spray) 
COMMENTS: Odorous. 

B. CARBARYL* 
(Chlpc:o SeVin) 80WSP 

C. CYFL.lTTHRIN 
(Tempo) 20WP 

Amount/1000 sq tt•• 

1.2-2.4 oz 

4.4-6 n oz 

0.25 oz (J srams) 

<outhem Chinch Bug (8/97) B. 19 
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Pesticide 
(commercial name) 

D. CHLORPYRIFOS 
(Dursban) SOW 
(Dursban Pro) 2E 

£. DIAZINON* 

Amount/1000 sq tt•• 

0.75 oz 
1.s n oz 

(Diazlnon) 4EC 2-3 D oz 
COMMENTS: Must be appUed b)' a commerdaJ applicator; not for use on sod farms or toU courses. 
HlJhly .toxic to birds. 
... or ... 
(Diazlnon) SOW 2-3 oz 
COMMENTS: Not for use on sod farms or tolf counes. Do not apply where waterfowl may true. 

F. FLUVAUNATE 
(Mavrlk Aquaflow) 0.11.0.23 D oz 
COMMENTS: May cause coushlnt reaction in susceptible individuals. 

•• Apply ln 10-25 aaJ water/1000 sq ft 
Permit required from county alflcultural commissioner for purchue or use . • 

Southern Chinch Bug (8/97) B. 20 
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MASKED CHAFERS 
Scientific Names: Cyclocephala hirta, C. pasadenae 
(Updated 12/97) 

DESCRIPTION QF THE PEST 

UC IPM Pest Management Guidelines - TURFGRASS 

Masked chafers are C-shaped beetle larvae that are white, up to 1 Inch (2.5 em) In length, 
· with a dark translucent dorsal stripe, brown head capsule and legs, and a characteristic 
pattern of bristles on the underside of the posterior end of the abdomen (the raster). Masked 
chafers have a scattering of bristles, while Jess commonly encountered May or June beetles 

·. have two parallel rows of bristles. They also have a slight constriction at the forward 
;.'t portion of the abdomen, distinguishing them, along with their greater size, from black 
· ·turfgrass ataenius grubs. Adult beetles are golden brown, hairy on the underside of the 

thorax. and have a darker brown head. Cyclocephala hirta Is common throughout 
-california, C. pasadenae is found in southern California. These species complete one 
generation per year; adult males are attracted to lights at night, mostly from mid-June 
through July. 

DAMAGE 
All turf species are affected by masked chafer larvae, which damage turf by feeding on the 
roots, resulting in irregular dead patches. Symptoms resemble drought stress and exist even 
where there is sufficient irrigation. Grub activity can cause the .ground to feel spongy; 
extensive root feeding sometimes allows the turf to be roUed back like a carpet. The most 

._ damage usually takes place in late summer or early fall. Digging by vertebrate predators, 
such as crows, raccoons, skunks, and coyotes, Is a common indication of high grub 
populations. 

BIOLOGICAL CONTROL 
Tiphlid wasps are common parasites of masked chafers, but may not consistently be 
effective in reducing grub populations below damage thresholds. Heterorhabditis 
bacteriophora are commercially avaUable parasitic nematodes that can effectively control 
masked chafers, which are not effectively controlled by Steinemema carpocapsae. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Feeding by masked chafers tends to be most serious on rye/bluegrass turf, whereas fescues 
are somewhat less affected. Warm season grasses tend to be the most tolerant of grub 
feeding. Establishing warm season grasses may therefore prevent white grub damage. 
Thorough spike-aeration of turf also kills significant portions of white grub populations 
when they are feeding close to the soU surface. This can be achieved by wearing spiked 
shoes when mowing lawn or walking on turf. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
Carefully dig around roots of grass to detect white grubs. U the Infestation is heavy, the turf 
may be loose and easy to roll back like a carpet. Consider treatment only If there Is an 
average of more than six grubs per square foot In most turf; one grub per square foot on golf 
greens. However, sufficient watering and turfgrass health greatly affects these thresholds. 

Current chemical control options are most effective against early lnstar larvae Oess than 
0.5 inch long). Grubs may take up to 10 days to die following contact with an insecticide. so 
wait at least this long to evaluate Insecticide efficacy. Adult actMty generally occurs 
during the period from mid-June to July. Optimum timing for treatment is 3 to 4 weeks 
following peak adult activity. Since most of applied Insecticides bind to the leaf blades and 
thatch, remove thatch before and irrigate immediately following application to obtain good 
results . 

Masked Chafers (12/97) B.:n y1 \ 
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TREATMENT 
Pesticide 
(commercial name) 

Amount/1000 sq ft** 

A. IMJOACLOPRID 
(Merit) 75 WP 3 teaspoons (0.15 oz) 
(Merit) 75 WSP 0.15 oz (1 packet/11.000 sq ft) 
COMMENTS: MaxJmum of lappllcattonfYear. Applications cannot exceed 8.6 oz/acrefyear (0.19 
oz/1000 sq ft). Optimum control will be achieved when applications are made berore e11 hatch of 
tarset pests foUowed by sufficient Irritation or rainfall. AppUcaHons should not be made when 
turfarass areas are waterlo&Jed or soli Js saturated with water. Not for use on eommerctaliOd 
farms • 
• • 110 or. •• 
(Marathon) 60 WP 10.7oz/acre 
(Marathon) 60 WSP 1 packet/3000 aq ft 
COMMENTS: For use on sod farms only. Apply May throuJb July. For optimum control, treatment 
should be followed by rainfall or lrrtption. Do not use less than 2 aal spray volume/1000 sq ft. 

B. CARBARYL* 
(Chlpc:o Sevin) 80WSP 

C. CHLORPYRIFOS 
{Dursban) SOW 
{Dursban Pro) 2£ 

c. DIAZINON*. 

60 oz 

1.5-3 oz 
3-6 f1 oz 

{Diazlnon) 4EC 3 f1 oz 

D. 

COMMENTS: Must be applied by a commercial applicator; not for use on sod farms or JOU courses . 

TRICHLORFON 
{Dylox) so 3.75 oz 

.. E. HETERORHABDtnS BACTERIOPHORA 25 million 
COMMENTS: Apply durtnglate sprtnlfearly summer before adults emerp, or early fall when most 
chafers are In the susceptible stases. Irritate before and after applying nematodes. Store 
nematodes before use as directed. Apply to warm, moist, but not SOJIY soU. Several Irritations 
may be needed durint 2 weeks after application to keep soil moist. Apply durlnJ cool time of day 
In hot areas. 

•• Apply in 25 gal water/1000 sq ft 
• Permit required from county qrtcultural commissioner for purchase or use. 

Milked Chafers (12/91) 1.22 
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Diseases 

USE OF FUNGICIDES 
(Updated 7/96) 

. , The fungicides products mentioned In this section are registered for use on turfgrass In 

.. California, but many have not been evaluated by the University of California for their 
effectiveness in controlling turfgrass diseases. For convenience, a few commercial names 
are listed for each fungicide; the listings are not complete and other products may be 
registered for use In California. In general, use fungicides only on golf and bowling greens 

-.-and, in rare exceptions, on other turfgrass areas. Read and follow label recommendations 
. carefully for rate recommendations. which usually vary based on the severity of the 
. disease and whether the treatment ls preventative or curative. 

ANTHRACNOSE 
Pathogen: Colletotrichum graminicola 
(Updated 7/96) 

SYMPTOMS 
~Anthracnose appears as irregular patches of diseased turf that can be up to 12 Inches In 
. diameter but usually is much smaller, about the size of a dime. Leaf blotches are brown. 
fading to light tan. The fungus forms minute, black fruiting structures (acervuli) on dead 
grass blades . 

COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
. All grasses, especially annual bluegrass, are susceptible to anthracnose. The disease Is most 
severe under high temperatures (80° to 90°f), when foliage remains wet, and soli fertility is 
low. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Apply adequate balanced nutrients, especially potassium and phosphorus. Do not fertllize 
during periods of high temperatures. Do not irrigate any more than necessary to maintain 
vigorous growth of turf and do not water In late afternoon or evening. Alleviate compaction 
and avoid low mowing and high traffic. · 

WHEN TO TREAT 
Fungicides are not recommended for use on grass other than golf greens, where they may be 
helpful when the disease ls severe. At the onset of damage symptoms, use one of the following 
fungicides. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide Commercial Names 

A. CHJ..OROTHALONIL Daconll 2787 

B. FENARIMOL Rubigan 

c. M.A.NCOZ£8 Fore 

D. PROPICONAZOL£ Banner GL 

E. TR!ADIMEFON Bayleton 

F. THIOPHANAT£-METHYL Fungo Flo 
Scotts Systemic Fungidde 
Clearys 3336 

Use of fungicides (7/96) and Anthracnose (7/96) C.1 f1' 



CURVULARIA BLIGHT 
Pathogen: Curvul•ria spp. 
(Updated 12/97) 

SYMPTOMS 
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Curwlaria blight causes thinning out and decline of the grass; irregular patches and 
• streaks may also occur. Leaves yellow and then become brown from the leaf Up down. The 

.. ; pathogen Invades the grasses tbrouah cut Ups of dying leaves. 

COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
Bentgrasses, annual bluegrass. and fescues are suscepUble to Curw1aria blight. The disease 
Is favored by high temperatures and adverie growing conditions. 

~- CULTURAL CONTROL 
Improve growing conditions by avoiding overwatering or drought stress and by applytng 
adequate fertilizer to promote moderate growth. Also, increase mowing height, reduce 

.; thatch (do not allow It to exceed 0.5 inch), and avoid dense shading by pruning. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
FungiCides may be warranted on golf greens If hot weather Is expected to continue. 

TREATMENT 
~' Pesticide Commercial Names 
·~;. 

A. CAPT AN various 

t B. CHLOROTHALONIL Dacontl 2787 
J. 

c. IPRODIONE Cbipco 26019 
Scotts Fungicide X 

.t• D. MANEB various 

;; E. MANCOZEB Fore 

F. THIRAM SpotreteF 
Thlram 75W 
Proturf f1uid Fungicide m 

Culvularia 81ipt (12/91) C2 
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FAIRY RING 
Pathogens: Marasmius oreades, Lepiota spp. 
(Updated 7/96) 

. SYMPTOMS 
Fairy ring appears as a dark green band of turf that develops In a circle (from 10 to 20 em 

·.up to 10m) or semicircle in moist turf; mushrooms may or may not be present. Frequently, 
just behind the dark green band is an area of sparse, brown, dying grass caused by lack of 
water penetration. A second ring of thin dying grass may appear inside the circle. Weeds 
•commonly invade infested areas. 

:cOMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
:.AJJ grasses are susceptible to fairy ring, which Is caused by several species of mushroom
forming fungi. In northern and central California, the predominant fungus is Marasmius 
oreades. Lepiota _spp. are predominant in southern California. 

Fairy ring develops most frequently In soils high In undecomposed organic matter 
containing lignin. Thus, adding woody plant materials, such as sawdust, wood chips, 
bark, and other uncomposted material, favors fairy ring development. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
.-.Apply adequate nitrogen. Aerate soil for better water penetration and water heavily in holes 
' for several days; soil wetting agents may improve water penetration. Dethatch the turf 

because fairy ring often develops in soils with high levels of thatch. In some situations, 
replace infested soil. If fairy ring symptoms consist only of mushrooms and there Is no 
zone of dark green grass, the mushrooms can be raked off and disposed of. While this will 
not weaken or control the fungus, It will improve the turf's appearance. · 

WHEN TO TREAT 
Fairy ring can be eliminated by removing the turf and root zone containing the white, 
cottony mass, and by fumigating the soil. However fumigation is a dangerous and 
expensive process that should be done only by a licensed specialist. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide Commercial Name 

A. METHYL BROMIDE• Brom-O-Gas 

• 

COMMENTS: Complete soil sterilization. Use 400 lb/acre. 
llb/100 sq ft, or 10 lb/1000 sq ft. 

Permit required from county asricultural commissioner for purc:h&se or use. 

Fairy Ring (7/96) c.3 



FUSARIUM BLIGHT 
Pathosens: Fusarium culmorum, F. tricinctum 
(Updated 12/97) 

SYMPTOMS 

UC IPM Pest ~nagement Guidelines • TURFGRASS 

Fusarium blight first appears u small, circular, araylsh areen areas, ranging from a few 
f: Inches up to a foot In diameter. Some plants in the center of the circles may survive, gMna 

;.. them a froa eye or donut appearance. The crown or basal area of the dead stems Is affected 
::-. _ with a reddish rot and is hard and tough. The dead foliaae appears bleached. 

~. COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
The disease principally attacks bluegrass, the most susceptible cultlvars are Park. Campus, 
Fylkina, and Nugget. A-34, Baron, Merion, Victa, Windsor, and the new cultlvars, such u 

""' ~Adelphi, Bonnleblue, Geronimo, Majestic, Parade. and Ruaby. are much less susceptible. 

Funai survive In soil and turf as resting structures. The disease ls favored by daytime 
temperatures of ss• to 9S•F and night temperatures of 70•F or above. Fusarium blight occurs 
most commonly In areas that have been stressed for moisture and in areas ln full sun. The 
disease Is also favored by excessive nitrogen fertUfzatlon. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Provide the appropriate amount of Irrigation to avoid moisture stress in the plants. Keep the 

"' thatch moist, but not overly wet. Avoid heavy nitrogen applications. Use 20% perennial 
ryegrass when seeding bluegrass, and choose resistant varieties. Do not mow lower than 2 
inches. Remove thatch mechanically if more than 0.5 inch accumulates. 

• 

t. WHEN TO TREAT 
Complete control with fungicides has not been attained in California. When fungicides are • 
necessary, make an application In spring before initial symptoms appear, or at the earliest 
appearance of the disease . 

. TREATMENT 
Pesticide Commercial Names 

A. tRIADIMEFON Bayleton 
COMMENTS; Provides the most effective controL 

B. FENARIMOL RublJan 

c. IPROOIONE Chlpco 26019 
Scotts funJidde X 

D. MANCOZEB Fore 

E. TIUOPHANATE-METHYL Fungo Flo 
Scotts Systemic FunJidde 
Ctearys 3336 

• 
Fusarium lliprt (12/91) C.4 
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_SUMMER PATCH 
Pathogen: Magnaporthe poae 
(Updated 7/96) 

SYMPTOMS 
Summer patch appears as circular yellow or tan areas up to one foot In diameter. consisting 
of dead and dying plants. Roots, crowns, and stolons are affected by a dark, brown rot. The 
youngest roots may appear healthy, but dark brown hyphae may be present on these tissues. 
Vascular discoloration and cortical rot occur in later stages of the disease. On occasion, 
patches may retain centers of green, apparently unaffected arass. 

COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
Most bluegras.ses and fine fescues are susceptible to summer patch; resistant Kentucky 
bluegrass cultivars include Adelphi, Enmundl, Sydsport, and Touchdown. Infections 
generally first appear in late spring. The disease is favored by high temperatures (83° to 
95°F) and is most severe when turf is mowed too low or when soil moisture levels are too 

~ high. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Promote root growth by soil aeration and slow release nitrogen. Improve drainage, reduce 
cqmpaction, and avoid drought stress. Do not mow too low or water too frequently. 
Maintain thatch at about 0.5 inch in thickness and lower the soil pH by adding an 
acidifying nitrogen fertilizer. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
Fungicides may be required for control if summer patch has been a problem in previous 
years. Apply treatment 3 to 4 weeks before symptoms are likely to occur in late spring when 
temperatures are in the 65c to 68°F range. Irrigate after application. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide Commercial Names 

A. FENARIMOL Rubigan 
COMMENTS: Use with caution on bluegrass spedes. 

B. THJOPHA."'JAT£..M£THYL 

C. TRIADIMEFON 

D. MYCLOBUTANIL 

Fungo Flo 
Scotts Systemic Funstclde 
CJearys 3336 

Bayleton 

Easle WSP 

Sv ''" Patch (7 /96) C.S 



PYTHIUM BLIGHT 
Pathogen: Pythium spp. 
(Updated 8/97) 

SYMPTOMS 

UC IPM Pest Management Guidelines • TURFCRASS 

Pythlum blight, also known as erease spot, kills turf In small, roughly circular spots (2 to 6 
,_ inches) that tend to run together. Blackened leaf blades rapidly wither and tum reddish 

•• t·. brown. Leaf blades tend to lie flat, stick together, and appear areasy. Roots may be brown. 

-_ COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
-·: All grasses are susceptible to Pythlum blight. This disease Is also known as grease spot. The 

fungus forms thick-walled sexual spores, which enable It to survive In the soli for lone 
periods. Pythium blight usually appears in low spots that remain wet; the disease depends 

~ on excessive moisture and may be very destructive at high temperatures (80° to 95°F). Under 
·-humid conditions, masses of fungal mycelium may appear. · 

. • 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Reduce shading and Improve soil aeration and water drainage. Avoid overwaterlng; 
irrigate only when needed to a depth of 4 to 6 Inches. Avoid mowing wet grass. Keep 
nitrogen levels low during hot, humid weather. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
In California's semiarid climate this disease Is usually kept under control with proper 
water management. fungicides may be required, however, on some golf greens. Treat 
when symptoms first appear . 

t: TREATMENT 
Pesticide Commercial Names 

A. METALAXYL Subdue 
COMMENTS: Very effective asalnst Pythlum bllsht. The 
combination of metalaxyl and mancozeb is synerslstic. 

:~ B. FOSETYL-AL Chlpco Allette 
COMMENTS: Very effective asalnst Pythium blisht. 

C. MANCOZEB Fore 

Pythium Blisftt (8/97) C.6 
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RHIZOCTONIA BLIGHT 
Pathogen: Rhizoctonia so/ani 
(Updated 12/97) 

SYMPTOMS 

UC IPM Pest Management Guidelines • TURFGRASS 

: Rhizoctonia blight first appears as small, lrresutar brown patches or rings that may 
enlarge to many feet in diameter. The centers of the areas may recover, resulting In rings 
of diseased grass. Leaves and leaf sheaths become water-soaked, wilt, turn light brown, 

.and die. Stems, crowns, and roots may also be infected. In light infestations, roots are 
·,.usually not involved and plants recover. 

'·COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
This disease was formerly called brown patch. Bentgrasses, bermudagrasses, bluegrasses, 
fescues, ryegrasses, zoysia, and annual bluegrass are susceptible to Rhlzoctonla blight. 

Rhizoctonia is a soli-inhabiting funsus that is active as fine fungal threads In the soli or In 
and on the turf. Hard masses of these fungal threads (sclerotia) develop that are very 
resistant to fungicides. 

Excess thatch and mat along with high temperatures (75° to 95°f), high humidity, and soft, 
lush growth due to excess nitrogen favor the development of Rhizoctonla blight. This 
disease is more common in warm, Inland areas. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Reduce shading and improve soil aeration and water drainage. Irrigate only when needed 
to a depth of 4 to 6 inches, if possible. Avoid nitrogen fertilization that results in a soft 
foliage growth. Maintain thatch at less than 0.5 inch. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
Fungicides may be useful in treating Rhizoctonia blight on golf greens when there has been 
a history of infestations. They may also be necessary on young turf when seedling are 
being infected. Other infestations may be managed best by improVing water and fertility 
management. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide 

A. CAPTAN 

B. CHLOROTHALONJL 

Commercial Names 

various 

Daconil 2787 

C. FENARJMOl.. Rublsan 
COMMENTS: Use with caution on blue,rus species. 

D. IPROOIONE 

E. MANCOZEB 

Chlpco 26019 
Scotts Funsic:ide X 

Fore 

F. MYCLOBt.rrANU.. Eagle WSP 
COMMENTS: Do not apply more than 7.2 oz/1000 sq. ft!year. 

G. PCNB Terraclor 
Turfclde 

Rhizoctonia Blight (12/97) C,7 
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Pesticide Commercial Namea • H. THJOPHANATE-MEllM. Funto Flo 
Scotts Systemic Funt~clde 
Cleary• 3336 · 

'-- L THIRA.M . SpotreteF ..... Thlram 75W 
~-

Proturf Fluid Funtlclde m -... 

"-.~ J. TRIADJMEFON Bayleton 

• 

• 
Rhizoctonia Blipt (12/97) C.8 
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• SCLEROTIUM BLIGHT 

• 

• 

Pathogen: Sclerotium rolfsii 
(Updated 8/97) 

SYMPTOMS 
'Sclerotium blight affects circular areas of turf, enlarging up to 9 feet In diameter; some 
·plants may remain alive In the centers of these areas. The grass turns reddish brown as It 
dies. As the fungus advances, abundant white mycelium grows on ·the turf. Look for light to 
dark brown sclerotia, which are tiny, hard, resting bodies that resemble mustard seeds, at 

'the base of the stems to help Identify this disease. 

::.COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
- Sclerotium blight Is also known as southern blight. Bentgrasses, bluegrass, fescues, 

ryegrasses, dichondra, and many kinds of plants are susceptible to this damage. The 
fungus survives in thatch as sclerotia. It Is spread by sclerotia and Infected plant parts. The . 
disease is favored by warm or hot weather, high moisture, and heavy thatch. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Reduce the amount of thatch. Aerating and verticutting can spread the fungus sclerotia. 
Fertilize regularly. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
· Apply a treatment at first signs of the disease. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide Commercial Names 

A. PCNB Terrac:Jor 
Turfc:lde 

COMMENTS: Very effective against Sc:lerot!um blight. Irrigate after 
application. 

B. TRlADIMEFON Bayleton 

Sclerotium Blight (8/97) C. 9 
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LOOSE SMUT 
Pathogen: Ustilago cynodontis 

., (Updated 7/96) 

SYMPTOMS 
Loose smut causes the Dower heads of bermudagrass to be replaced with masses of dark 
spores. 

COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
Loose smut Is primarily a disease of bermudagrass. The fungus survives In the grass plant 
and produces spores In place of the Dowers. The spores, which are airborne, infect 

"'· germinating seeds and young stolons. The disease Is favored by warm weather and 
~ conditions that promote Dowerlna. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Keep grass growing Vigorously. Mow before the grass Dowers to prevent the production of _ 
spores. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
Before planting bermudagrasses, be sure that seeds have been treated. 

~ TREATMENT 
Pesticide Commercial Names 

A. CAPT AN various 
COMMENTS: Seed treatment. 

B. THIRAM Spotrete F 
Thiram 75 W 
Proturf Fluid Fungicide m 

COMMENTS: Seed treatment. 

C. MYCLOBUTANIL EaJ)e WSP 

Loose Smut (1/96) C.1 0 
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• DOLLAR SPOT 

• 

• 

Pathogens: Sclerotinia homeocarpa, Lanzia sp. and Moellerodiscus sp. 
(Updated 12/97) 

SYMPTOMS 
'DoJJar spot affects small, circular areas of turf, about 1 to 5 Inches in diameter. The spots 
may merge to form large, irregular areas. Leaves appear water-soaked at first, then later 
tum brown; they often have a reddish band extending across the leaf. Fine, white. · 

··cobwebby hyphae (fungal threads) may be seen In early morning. 

COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
·Bentgrasses, bermudagrasses, bJuegrasses. fescues. ryegrasses, and annual bJuegrasses are 
.~usceptibJe to dollar spot. The fungus survives In soil as sclerotia, which are tiny, hard, 
often dark, resting bodies. The disease is common near the coast, especially on creeping 
bentgrass and annual bluegrass. Moderate temperatures (60° to 80°F), excess moisture or 
water stress, fog, and excess mat and thatch favor dollar spot. Turf deficient in nitrogen 
tends to develop more dollar spot than turf adequately fertilized. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Keep thatch to a minimum. Irrigate only when needed to a depth of 4 to 6 Inches, but do not 
stress the plants between irrigations. Apply adequate nitrogen. ~aintain good air 

. circulation by keeping the turf mowed and pruning barrier trees and shrubs. Composted top 
' dressings may suppress dollar spot. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
- Fungicides are usually needed to control this disease, especially on closely clipped grass 

such as golf greens. If the disease has been present in previous years, apply fungicide in 
~rly spring or taU before disease develops. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide Commercial Names 

A. FENARIMOL Rubigan 
COMMENTS: Use with caution on bluegrass species. 

B. TRIADIME.FON · Bayleton 

C. THIOPHANA TE-METHYL Fungo Flo 
Scotts Systemic Fungicide 
CJearys 3336 

0. VJNCLOZOUN Curalan 

£. IPROOIONE Chlpco 26019 
Scotts Fungicide X 

F. CHLOROTHALONJL Oaconll 2787 

G. MANCOZEB Fore 

H. THIRAM Spotrete F 
Thlram 75 W 

1. MYCLOBtrr ANJL 

J. PCNB 

Proturf Fluid Fungicide Dl 

Eaale WSP 

Turfclde lOG 

Dollar Spot (12/91) C.11 
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NECROTIC RING SPOT 
Pathogen: Leptosphaeria lcorrae 
(Updated 12/97) 

SYMPTOMS 
r Necrotic ring spot appears as large, rlng.shaped patches that often cause depressions In the 

~· ~ turf. The roots, rhizomes. and crown of affected plants are brown or black. · 

: COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
' ., Bluegrasses and fine fescues are susceptible to necrotic ring spot. Necrotic ring spot Is 
· favored by cool conditions In spring and ear)y fall. as well as drought stress and 

compacted soils. Another disease, spring dead spot. Is caused by the same pathogen but 
J)rlmarlly Infects bermudagrus. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Maintain a mowlns helsht of 2 Inches or hlsher. Avoid drought stress and apply adequate · 

-amounts of a balanced fertilizer. Overseed with perennial ryegrass or tall fescue. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
Systemic funslcldes have proven effective when applied on a preventative basis. 

TREATMENT 
(t Pesticide Commercial Names 
~ _:..;=::::.:.::=--------__;;==;..;;;.;..;;;;;....;.,=..;;.;;..--

A. FENARIMOL RubiJan 
COMMENTS: Use with caution on blue,rass species. 

B. lPRODIONE Chlpco 26019 
Scotts Fungicide X 

Necrotic line Spot (12/97) C.12 
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LEAF SPOT 
Pathogen: Bipolaris sorokiniana 
(Updated 1 2/97) 

SYMPTOMS 

UC IPM Pest Management Cuidelines • TURFGRASS 

: Leaf spot occurs on leaf blades, sheaths, and stems as circular to elongated purplish or 
.. brown spots with brown colored centers and purplish to dark brown borders. Leaf spots 

occur on leaves throughout the turf. Indicating spread by windborne spores. Crown and 
roots are frequently affected with a dark brown rot. Plants with crown infections are 

·weakened and may die in hot, windy weather, resulting in a thinning out of the turf In 
scattered areas.· 

·,., 
~COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
Bentgrasses, bluegrasses, fescues, and ryegrasses are susceptible to leaf spot. The fungus 
survives in Infected grass plants or grass debris and may be seedbome. The spores are 
airborne. 

The disease is favored by warm temperatures {70° to 90°f) and high humidity. It is most 
damaging on closely cUpped turf. Leaf spot is more severe under high nitrogen fertilization. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Reduce shade and improve soil aeration and water drainage. Avoid dry spots, 
overfertilizing with nitrogen, and clipping the grass too short. 

, WHEN TO TREAT 
·· Leaf spot usually is not serious enough in California to warrant the use of funsicldes . 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide Commercial Names 

A. CAPT AN various 

8: CHLOROTHALONJL Daconll 2787 

c. IPRODIONE Chipco 26019 
Scotts FunJicide X 

D. MANES various 

E. MANCOZEB Fore 

F. MYCLOBlTTANJL Eaale WSP 

G. POm Turfcide 100 

H. THIRAM SpotreteF 
Thiram 75W 
Proturf Fluid FunJiclde m 

lufSpot (12~· C.13 
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LEAF BLOTCH 
Pathogen: Bipolaris cynodontis 
(Updated 12/97) 

SYMPTOMS 
Leaf blotch appears as tiny purplish to reddish spots that occur on leal blades and leaf 

.:fc sheaths. Seedlings are very susceptible. but older plants rapidly become resistant. Affected 
~ seedlings wither, die, and tum brown. The roots and crowns of infected plants may 
"'* develop small lesions and rot. The disease occurs ln Irregular patches that range In size 

from 2 Inches to 3 feet across. 

E, COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
_.., Leal blotch Is a disease of bermudagrasses only. The pathogen survives ln Infected 

bermudagrass plants and debris and may be seedbome. The fungal spores are airborne. 

Leaf blotch damages young seedlings or adult plants that are weakened by factors such u 
excess thatch, nitrogen deficiency, and other unfavorable growing conditions. · 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Remove thatch at regular Intervals and apply adequate nltrosen. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
Fungicides are usually not necessary. Healthy older plants wlll not be damqed. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide Commercial Names 

A. CAPT AN various 

B. CHLOROTHALONIL Dac:onil 2787 

c. IPRODIONE Chi~o 26019 
Scotts Fungicide X 

D. MANES various 

E. MANCOZEB fore 

F. THIRAM SpotreteF 
Thiram 75W 
Proturf Fluid Fungicide m 

Luf Blotch (12/97) C. 14 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

POWDERY MILDEW 
Pathogen: Erysiphe gramlnis 
(Updated 7 /96) 

SYMPTOMS 

UC IPM Pest Management Guidelines .. TURFGRASS 

Powdery mildew causes grayish white, cobwebby growth to develop on the upper Jeaf 
. surface, at first In isolated patches, then spreading to give a grayish white appearance to 
the leaves. In advanced stages of the disease, the leaf blades may tum paJe yellow. 

COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
All grasses are susceptible to powdery mUdew, but It Is most severe on Kentucky bluegrass 

.and fescues. Powdery mildew ls most Injurious ln shady areas with high humidity and 
poor air circulation with temperatures at about 65°F. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Improve air circulation and reduce shading. Plant less susceptible species in powdery 
mildew prone areas. Supply adequate moisture and fertility, and raise the mowing height. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
. Fungicides are generally not necessary except in severe cases. 

,·. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide 

A. TRlADIMEFON 

' B. FENARIMOL 

C. MYCLOBUTANIL 

Commercial Names 

Bayleton 

Rubigan 

£agle WSP 

Powdery Mildew (7/'!16) C.15 
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RUST 
Pathogens: Puccinia striiformis, P. graminis, P. coronata, and Uromyces spp. 
(Updated 7/96) 

SYMPTOMS 
Rust begins as small yellow spots on leaves and stems. These spots develop into elongated, 

t"'- reddish brown pustules. The pustules contain reddish spores that adhere to your fingers 
when the pustules are rubbed. Rust kills leaves and debilitates plants when It Is severe. 
The turf quality is affected because of the yellowish color and reduced plant vigor. 

~ COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
!.. Bluegrasses, ryegrasses, zoyslagrass, and tall fescue are susceptible to rust. The disease 

overwinters in Infected grasses. Moderately warm, moist weather favors rust 
development. Moisture in the form of dew for 10 to 12 hours is sufficient for the spores to 
Infect plants. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Keep plants growing rapidly with adequate but not excessive nitrogen fertllization and 
Irrigation. Provide good air movement on surface of grass. Mow the grass at weekly 
intervals and remove the clippings to lower the number of spores. Avoid Irrigating late In 
the day. Turfgrass comprised of different grass species fares better against rust than 
turfgrass composed of a single species. 

CHEMICAL CONTROL 
A fungicide may be effective at times of the year when the grass is growing slowly. At other 
times, manage this disease with proper mowing, fertilizing, and irrigation. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide 

A. TRIADIMEFON 

Commercial Names 

Bayleton 
COMMENTS: Very effective against rust. 

B. CHl.OROTHALONlL Daconll 2787 

c. MANEB various 

D. MANCOZEB Fore 

E. MYCLOBt.rr ANIL Eagle WSP 

Rust (1/96) C.16 
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• STRIPE SMUT 

• 

• 

Pathogen: Ustilago striiformis 
(Updated 7 /96) 

.SYMPTOMS 
. Plants infected with stripe smut are often pale green and stunted with long, black stripes of 
.; spore pustules. Infected leaves curl, then die and become shredded. 

COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
Bentgrasses, perennial ryegrass, fescues, and bluegrasses are susceptible to stripe smut. 

;.; Bluegrass cultivars Adelphi, Baron, Bonnleblue, Glade, Newport, Park, Sydsport, and 
-Touchdown are resistant. 

_, 

: Fungal spores formed in the leaves can contaminate seed and Infect seedlings and young 
tillers. The fungus survives In the grass plant. Stripe smut Is favored by moderate 

• temperatures and is prevalent In spring and fall. Infected plants may die in hot, dry 
· weather. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Plant resistant cultivars or species. Avoid drought stress, but too much water In summer 
can encourage spread of the disease. Keep nitrogen levels to a minimum during summer 
months. Use disease-free seed. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
If you us~ susceptible c:uJtivars, treat seed with captan or thiram . 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide Commercial Names 

A. FENARJMOL Rubigan 

B. MYCLOBt.rr ANIL Eagle WSP 

c. THIOPHANA T£..METHYL Fungo Flo 
CJearys 3336 

o. TRlADIMEFON Bayleton 

E. CAPT AN various 
COMMENTS: Seed treatment for susceptible cultivars. 

F. THIRAM Spotrete F 
Thlram 75W 
Proturf Fluid Funliclde m 

COMMENTS: Seed treatment for susceptible cultivars • 

Stripe Smut (7/96) C. 17 f~ 
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FUSARIUM PATCH 
Pathogen: Microdochium nivale 
(Updated 12/97) 

SYMPTOMS 
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Fusarium patch causes roughly circular patches of 1 to 2 inches to develop that may enlarge 
:' to 12 Inches. The leaves first appear water-soaked. then tum reddish brown. Finally. the 

7 leaves appear bleached. Minute white or pinkish, gelatinous spore masses are occasionally 
: seen on the dead leaves. Fungal threads, which are also white or pinkish. may be ·seen in 

..• , · the early momlng. 
·;:. '. 

"' 

COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
Bluegrasses, fescues, ryegrasses, and zoysiagrass are susceptible to Fusarium patch. It ls 
common on annual bluegrass and creeping bentlfass. 

Fusarium patch Is also known as pink snow mold. It Is commonly observed only in 
central and northern Caltfomia and Is rarely found in southern CalifomlL 

Cool (40° to 60°f), moist conditions, such as prolonged ralny periods In winter, favor 
Fusarium patch. High nitrogen applied ln fall also favors the disease. Fusarium patch Is 
more severe when the soU pH Is neutral or alkaline. The pathogen survives in grass 
residues. 

CULTURAL CONTROLS 
Reduce shade and improve soli aeration and water drainage. Avoid excess nitrogen 
fertilization, especially in fall. Adjust soil pH to 6.5 to 6.7. Htgh levels of potassium tend to 
suppress the disease. Reduce mowing height to reduce pockets of high humidity. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
lf Fusarium patch has been a problem ln previous years .• apply a fungicide in fall before 
symptoms develop. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide Commercial Names 

A. FENARlMOL Rubigan 

B. IPRODIONE ChJpco 26019 
Scotts Fungicide X 

C. MANCOZEB Fore 

D.· THIOPHANATE-METHYL Fungo Flo 
Scotts Systemic Fungicide 
Clearys 3336 

E. TRJADJMEFON Bayleton 

F. VJNCLOZOUN . Curalan 

Fusarium Patch (12/91) C.18 
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MELTING OUT 
Pathogen: Drechslera poae 
(Updated 12/97) 

SYMPTOMS 

UC IPM Pat Management Guidelines • TURFGRASS 

· Melting out causes circular to elongated purplish or brown spots with straw-colored centers 
• to occur on leaf blades, leaf sheaths, and stems. The leaf spots may be widespread 
-throughout the lawn, indicating spread by windbome spores. Crowns and roots are 
'frequently affected with a dark brown rot. The crown-Infected plants are weakened and 

·'-may die in hot, windy weather, resulting in a thinnine out of the turf In scattered areas. 

COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
tKentucky bluegrass Is the primary turfgrass species susceptible to melting out. Many 
improved bluegrass selections are resistant, Including: Adelphi, Bristol, Destiny, Eclipse, 
Enmundi, Glade, lk<?~e. Uberty, Majestic, Mona, P-104, Rugby, and Somerset. 

~ 

The fungus survives on infected bluegrass plants or grass debris and may be seedbome. The 
spores are airborne. 

Cool (50° to 75°f), moist conditions favor melting out. It first appears on shaded plants. 
Melting out is most severe on closely clipped turf and on turf that has high levels of 
nitrogen. 

-CULTURAL CONTROLS 
Reduce shade and improve soil aeration and water drainage. Avoid dry spots and do not 
mow the grass lower than 1.75 inches. Maintain thatch below 0.5 inch. Fertilize at 
moderate rates. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
With the use of resistant cultlvars and proper cultural practices, fungicides should not be 

. necessary in most situations. For susceptible cultivars, apply a treatment at the onset of 
symptoms. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide 

A. IPROOJON£ 

B. PNCB 

c. VINCLOZOUN 

D. CLOROTHALONIL 

E. MANCOZEB 

F. MYCLOBtrrANIL 

G. THIRAM 

H. CAPTAN 

J. MAN£8 

Commercial Names 

Chipco 26019 
Scotts Fungicide X 

Terrador 
Turfc:ide 

Cur alan 

Daconll 2787 

Fore 

Eagle WSP 

SpotreteF 
Thlram 15W 
Proturf fluid FunJiclde m 
various 

various 

Meltins Out (12/91) C.19 ~ 



RED THREAD 
Pathogen: Laetisaria fucifonni1 
(Updated 7/96) 

SYMPTOMS 
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Red thread may kill turf In patches that are 2 to 8 Inches In diameter, or the disease may 
~"' occur over large areas without killing the plants. A pink web of fungal threads binds the 
· ~1 leaves together. Look for pink, gelatinous fungal crusts projecting from the leaves to help 

Identify this disease. 

COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
~- Bentgrasses, bluegrasses, fescues, ryegrasses, and bermudagrasses are susceptible to red 
· ···· thread. The disease survives u pinkish or red gelatinous crusts of fungal threads. It 

commonty occurs along the coast of northern and central Califomta and is rare 1n 
southern California. Red thread usually appears on plants deficient In nitrogen and during 
periods of prolonged cool, wet weather. 

CULTURAL CONTROLS 
Avoid nitrogen deficiencies; apply adequate balanced fertiUzers. Prevent drought stress, 
provide adequate air circulation and reduce shading. 

·WHEN TO TREAT 
Fungicides are rarely warranted. Prevent this disease with proper fertilization. 

Red Thread (1/96) C.20 
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• SPRING DEAD SPOT 

• 

' 

Pathogen: Leptosphaeria ko"Je 
(Updated 7/96} 

SYMPTOMS 
'Spring dead spot appears as circular areas of dead grass, 6 to 12 inches In diameter, that 
occur as the turf resumes growth ln spring. The spots may coalesce to form large areas. 
Spring dead spot typically affects turf that ls several years old. 

'COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
Bermudagrass is the only turf species susceptible to spring dead spot The pathogen survives 
in debris as fungal threads and sclerotia, which are tiny, hard, often dark, resting bodies. 

.... The fungus Is spread by sclerotia and infected plant parts. Spring dead spot affects dormant 
plants and is most severe when temperatures are ln the mid to low 50s°F. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Remove dead grass. Fertilize in the summer to maintain vigor, but do not overfertilize in 
late summer. Overseeding with ryegrass may be beneficial. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
Systemic fungicides applied In fall are usually necessary when the disease has been 
severe and not managed by cultural practices. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide Commercial Names 

A. FENARJMOL Rublgan 
COMMEI\'TS: A systemic fungicide that is very effective 
against spring dead spot. Apply in September. 

B. MYCLOBtrr ANIL Eagle WSP 



TAKE-ALL PATCH 
Pathogen: Gaeumannomyces graminis var . .avenae 

,. {Updated 7 /96) 

SYMPTOMS 
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Take-all patch appears as circular or ring-shaped dead areas which range from a few 
: ~< Inches up to 3 feet or more In diameter. Dying bent grass at the advancing margins of these 

areas has a purplish tinge. The roots of the diseased plants are rotted and have dark 
' strands of mycelium visible on the surface of the roots. Larse black perlthecla, which are 

. ·· globular or flask-shaped fungal fruiting bodies, may be visible with the use of a hand lens. 

COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
Bentgrasses are the most susceptible, but fescues and ryegrasses are also susceptible to take-
all patch. This disease was formerly called Ophlobolus patch. . 

The pathogen survives In grass debris and living grass plants. In California. take-all patch 
principally occurs In late fall and winter. Soli conditions that favor the disease Include 
light texture, low organic matter, low or unbalanced fertUity, high pH, and high moisture 
conditions. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Improve growing conditions, such as soli drainage and fertility. Lower soli pH using 
elemental sulfur (ammonium sulfate) if it is above 7. Replant with less susceptible grasses, 
and fertilize in fall with ammonium chloride. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
Fungicides may be necessary on golf greens that have experienced the disease In the past . 
Apply a fungicide on a preventatiVe basis In fall. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide 

A. FENAJUMOL 

8. TRlADIMEFON 

Commercial Names 

Rubisan 

Bayleton 

• 

• 
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• 1SEED ROT and DAMPING OFF 

• 

, Pathogens: Pythium spp., Rhizoctonia so/ani, Fusarium roseum, Helminthosporium spp. 
,(Updated 7/96) 
• 
. :SYMPTOMS 
Seeds affected by seed rot are rather dry and do not germinate. Damping off may affect 
seedlings at either the pre- or postemergence stage. The hypocoty) area of seedlings is 
particularly susceptible. Seedlings appear ·water soaked, then blacken, shrivel, and turn 

-brown. In general, affected seedlings are not killed, but are yellow and stunted, with 
·~.markedly reduced root systems. 

COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
All grasses are susceptible to these diseases. Seed rot and damping off are favored by 
excessive moisture and by sowing seeds of low viability above the recommended rates, 
especially during periods unfavorable for seed germination and growth. Do not plant seeds 
of cool season grasses during hot weather. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
.Improve soil aeration and water drainage. Sow only fresh, healthy seed at recommended 
rates and seasons and do not overwater. Mechanically remove thatch if it exceeds 0.5 inch 
in depth. 

"WHEN TO TREAT 
Treat seed with thiram or captan. Spray seedlings at first evidence of damping off with 
mancozeb . 

TREATMENT· 
Pesticide Commercial Names 

~·A. THJRAM Spotrete F 
Thiram 75W 
Proturf Fluid fungicide Dl 

COMMENTS: Use for seed treatment. 

B. MANCOZ£8 fore 
COMMENTS: Use for seedling spray. 



, __ ·! 

tt·~ .-

PYTHIUM ROOT ROT 
Pathogen: flythium spp. 
(Updated 7/96) 

SYMPTOMS 
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Pythlum root rot causes poor growth as a result of rotten roots. Small, bleached patches 
develop In the turf that may progress to large dead areas. 

COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
All grasses are susceptible to Pythlum root rot. The disease Is favored by hot weather, poor 
drainage, and excessive soil moisture. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Improve drainage and do not overwater. Increase mowing belsht to reduce plant stress. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
• Fungicides may be considered for use on turf when cultural control bas not resulted in 

satisfactory control. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide 

A. 

B. 

METALAXYL 

FOSETVL-AL 

Commercial Names 

Subdue 

Allette 

Pythium Root Rot (7/96) C.24 
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Scientific Names: 
. , 

(Updated 8/97) 

UC IPM Pest Management Guidelines • TURFCRASS 

Nematodes 

Root knot nematodea: Meloidogyne naasi, Meloidogyne sp. 
lesion nematode: Pratylenchus sp . 
Stubby root nematode: Paratrichodorus sp. 
Seed and leaf gall nematode: Anguina pacificae 
Sting nematode: Belonolaimus longicaudatus 

:DESCRIPTION OF THE PESTS 
. .Plant parasitic nematodes are microscopic roundworms that feed principa1ly on plant roots. 
,They survive in soil and plant tissues, and several different species may occur in a lawn. 
They have a wide host range, and vary In their environmental requirements and In the 
symptoms they cause. While the other species occur throughout the state, sting nematode 
only occurs in certain areas in southern California. 

DAMAGE 
Several genera of nematodes may be associated with turfgrasses In California, but only root 
knot nematode has been shown to be damaging. Of the root knot species, Meloidogyne naasi 
-prefers grasses over other hosts and infestations of this nematode can reduce the growth 
and vigor of turfgrasses. Recently, sting nematode, a major pest of turf and other 
~commercial crops in the southeastern United States, has been collected from several turf 
-~-sites ln the Coachella Valley. Sting nematode feeds on the tips and along the sides of the 
~roots. Activity of this pest is highest in light, sandy, moist soils when air temperature Is in 
'the 68° to 1 00°F (20° to 40°C) range . 

Although not proven to be damaging, lesion nematodes are commonly found associated with 
turfgrasses, stubby root nematode may be found feeding on growing root tips, and seed and 
leaf gall nematode have been found in galls on Kentucky bluegrass along the central 
California coast. Additional nematodes associated with turfgrasses in California are ring 
nematode, Criconemoides sp.; dagger nematode, Xiphinema sp.; and pin nematode, 

· Paratylenchus sp. 

SYMPTOMS 
The symptoms described below are indicative of a nematode problem, but are not diagnostic 
because they could result from other causes as wen. Infestations may occur without 
causing any aboveground symptoms. 

Aboveground symptoms of a severe root knot nematode Infestation Include patches of yellow 
plants, stunting, and poor growth. Feeding by root knot nematodes results In swellings, 
called galls, on roots. Severely galled roots may appear malformed and the root system 
shortened and thickened. Turf affected by sting nematode exhibits drought and 
malnutritional symptoms and does not respond to watering or feeding. Badly affected 
plants collapse and die in patches that can measure up to several feet in diameter. Roots of 
grasses infested with lesion nematodes may exhibit brown-black lesions of various sizes 
and shapes. Feeding by stubby root nematode causes swollen and/or discolored root tips and 
restricts root growth. Kentucky bluegrass infested with seed and leaf gaJJ nematode will 
have green galls at the bases of stems. Galls contain nematodes of different stages; mature 
galls are generaJJy filled with bacteria that resembles white cream. 

FIELD EVALUATION 
To make management decisions, It is important to know the nematode species present. If 
nematode species have not previously been identified, take soli samples and send them to a 
diagnostic laboratory for identification. 

Randomly take several soU cores (1 to 2 inches In diameter) to a depth of 6 to 8 inches, from 
each area of suspected nematode infestation, mix them thoroughly, and make a composite 

Nematodes (8/97) D.1 
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sample of about 1 quart (1 liter) for each area. To allow comparison take similar samples • 
from adjacent areas with apparently healthy plants. Place the samples In separate plastic 
bass. seal them, and place a label on the outside with your name. address, location, the 
previous crop, and the srass you Intend to srow. Keep samples cool (do not freeze), and 
transport as soon as possible to a diasnostlc laboratory. Contact your farm advisor to help 
you find a laboratory for extracting and Identifying nematodes, and for help In lnterpreUng 
sample results. 

:" . 
. ·. MANAGEMENT 
:· Sanitation. Clean soli from equipment with water before moving from Infested to 

:4 nonlnfested areas. Avoid lntrodudng nematode.lnfested soli or rootlngs Into areas free of 
nematodes. 

"' When to Treat. Apply a preplant or postplant treatment If sampling Indicates that either the 
root knot nematode or sting nematode Is present. When treatins established turf. leave a 
few of the affecte~ areas untreated for comparison If possible. 

;·-.... 
~ 

,. 

.... 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide 
(commercial name) 

Amount/Acre 

PREPlANT 
A. METHYL BROMIDE • 400-500 lb 

COMMENTS: Inject under polyethylene ta.rps, from compressed JU cannlsters. 

B. CHLOROPICRIN• 150-500 lb 
(Clor..Q..Pic) 
COMMENTS: Inject, preferably cover with ta.rps. 

C. METAM SODIUM• 
(Vapam, SoU Prep, Sectagon U) SG-100 sal 
COMMENTS: Contact your farm advisor for adVice on the most effective application method 
for a particular situation. 

~· A. 
POSTPlANT 
FENAMIPHOS* 

• 

t 
"!: 

• {Nemacur) lOG 100 lb 
COMME.!'\'TS: For use on established eolf courses. Apply a minimum of 0.5 Inch water 
immediately after application. 

Permit required from county aanculturll commissioner for purchase or use . 

Nematodes (8/91) 0.2 
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Weeds 

INTEGRATED WEED MANAGEMENT 
; (Updated 7/96) 

A dense, vigorously growing, competitive stand of turfgrass wlll resist invasion by weeds. 
Integrated weed management focuses on establishing and maintaining a competitive stand 
of turf. While It Is difficult to eliminate aU weeds from turf, In highly maintained turf It Is 
possible to prevent large irregular patches of weeds, which make turf unattractive and 
reduce lts utlUty. 

The objectiVe of an Integrated weed management program is to keep weed populations 
below levels that are incompatible with the purpose of the turf. The first step Is preparing 
the site properly and choosing an appropriate turfgrass species for the location, followed by 
cultural practices that contribute to turf vigor, such as proper irrigation, mowing, 
fertilization, thatch removal, and aeration. The Increased vigor allows turf to better 
withstand insect, disease, and nematode damage and to recover more quickly. Healthy turf 
can also out<ompete weeds and reduce the chances of their becoming established. 
Herbicides are used as tools in turf management where high quality turf is required; 
however, their use should be integrated with a good cultural program. 

c, TURF ESTABLISHMENT (Before planting turf or renovating weedy turf) 
Before planting, annual weeds can be controlled by Irrigating to allow germination, 

· followed by cultivation or application of a contact herbicide. Repeat this process two or three 
' times to improve the chances of establishing a turfgrass with a minimum of weeds. Using 

turfgrass sod in well prepared soU that has been cultivated and amended to improve water· 
holding capacity in sandy soil or to improve drainage in clay soils wiJJ decrease annual 
weeds. Soil that is wet for long periods of time, often as a result of poor drainage, favors 
some weeds such as red sorrel, curly dock, nutsedge, and annual bluegrass. 

Populations of some perennial weeds such as dallisgrass, bermudagrass, and purple 
nutsedge can be reduced before planting turf by cultivating In summer and keeping the soil 

""completely dry to dehydrate the propagules (stems, rhizomes, tubers). Rework the soU to 
-bring up new propagules, but be sure to keep the soil dry; three to four cultivations may be 
needed for best results. 

SELECTING A TURFGRASS 
Turf species and cultivars vary ln their adaptability to different areas of California. 
Choosing a weU·adapted cultivar to plant will be one of your most important weed 
management decisions (see section on Turfgrass Species at the beginning of this guideline). 
Cool season species (bentgrass, bluegrass, perennial ryegrass, and tall fescue) are most 
(:Ompetitive in the coastal and northern regions of California; some of the newer cultivars 
·of perennial ryegrass, Kentucky bluegrass and tall fescue, however, are more competitive 

' . .and grow better than the old cultivars. Warm season species (bermudagrass, St. 
Augustinegrass, zoyslagrass, and dichondra) are most competitive with weeds In the 
interior valleys and desert regions; kikuyugrass Is more competJtive In coastal regions. 
When turf species are planted in areas where they are not well adapted, they require 
greater care (e.g. management skills and resources) to grow and maintain and are more 

·susceptible to invasion by weeds. For new, Improved cultivars, consult turfgrass literature 
or your farm advisor. Irrigation, mowing, and fertiUzation requirements vary for each turf 
species and must be carefully followed to maintain their competitive edge against weed 

·Invasions. · 

MANAGING ESTABLISHED TURF 
Turfgrass can be estaolished and maintained to discourage weeds in the turf or to decrease 
chances for weed invasion. Any condition that exposes the soil surface to additional light 
allows weeds to invade. Weed problems are often the result of overwatering or 

Integrated Weed Management (1196) E. 1 
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underwatertng, mowing too low or too high, low fertility, excessive wear, disease or Insect • 
damage, soU compaction, and excessive shadln&. · 

Irrigation Management. Callfomla has a Mediterranean climate that ts characterized by 
...... rainfall in winter and spring and very little rainfall In summer and fall. Irrigation Is 
_..,. needed, therefore, for both cool and warm season turfgrasses. It is very important to follow 

good Irrigation practices, regardless of turfgrass species used, 10 that optimum growth and 
development of turfgrass Is obtained. A rapidly growing, competitive turfgrass sward resists 
weed Invasion • 

t 
Most turf sites In California are Irrigated with a sprinkler Irrigation system. A uniform 

;;!. application of water Is extremely Important for maximum efficiency because It Is 
•,·~ Important to avoid wet and dry spots Within the sward. Turf ls weakened In wet spots 
- because of poor soil aeration and root disease that can result in the Invasion of shallow-

.... rooted weeds such as crabgrass, annual bluegrass, and oxalls. Also, runoff· from 
overirrigated areas Is wasteful and results In accumulation of water In low parts of the 
sward. In contrast; dry sites will be characterized by turf of poor color, density, and 
uniformity that allows the invasion of deep-rooted weeds such as bermudagrass, 
dandelions, plantains, clover, knotweed, and yarrow. 

Proper timlnl and an adequate amount of lrriKatlon are necessary for optimum growth, 
maximum quality, and best appearance of the respective turf species. Warm season turf 
species require less Irrigation than cool season turf species. Frequently used warm season 
turf species in California include: common and hybrid bermudagrass, St. Augustlnegrass, 
klkuyusrass, and zoysiagrass. The most commonly used cool season turfgrasses for 
California are tall fescue, Kentucky bluegrass, and perennial ryegrass, which are the 
higher water-use-rate-grasses. Water use rates vary based on location Oow desert valleys 
can approach 0.37 inches per day In July, while during the same period turf in northern • 
coastal regions may require only 0.12 inches per day). The table below shows the relative 
water use rates of turfgrass types for three different locations In California. See local 
newspapers or contact local Cooperative Extension offices for the water required in specific 
areas. 

TABLE 1. Evapotranspiration of turfgrass types· at three different locations 
(acre inches per month per acre). 

IRVINE 
MONTH 

January 
February 
~rch 
April 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

cool season 
crass 
1.2 
1.6 
2.8 
4.5 
-4.6 
4.8 
5.9 
5.0 
3.6 
2.8 
1.8 
1.2 

fT cool season turfJrus • ET0 X 0.8 
ET wann season turflrus • ET0 X 0.6 

warm season 
arus 
1.2 
VI 
2.8 
3.1 
4.0 
3.6 
4.3 
-4.0 
3.1 
1.9 
1.5 
0.9 

DAVIS 
cool season ...... 

0.8 
1.5 
2.6 
4.0 
5.1 
6.0 
6.5 
5:1 
4.3 
3.2 
1.4 
0.8 

UKIAH 
coo1seaon ..... 

0.8 
1.1 
2.0 
2.6 
4.1 
4.6 
5.4 
4:1 
3.6 
2.2 
1.0 
0.6 
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Key points for maximum lrrlgatlon efficiency. 
• lrilgate deeply, but infrequently. · 
• lrrisate late at n!ght or early In the momlnJ. At these times water loss from evaporation Is 

minimal and distribution Is usually sood because or sood water pressure and limited wind. 
• Avoid runoff by matchinl water application rates to soil infiltration rates (the rate water enters 

the soil). 
• Use less water Jn shaded areas than in open sun. 
• Remove thatch in spring if it is more than 0.5 Inch thick. 
• Do DOt overfertilize; fertiliZe moderately according to the individual species and location. 

Fertilization. Proper fertilization of turfgrass is an Important component In producing 
vigorous. dense growth. Low fertility, especially low nitrogen, ts one of the factors that 
allows weeds to invade turf. Apply nitrogen monthly during the year when the turf Is 
actiVely growing (see Table 2) using the foJJowlng guidelines: 

Turf Species 

bentgrass, colonial 
ben1grass. creeping 
bermudagrass. common 
bermudagrass, hybrid 

Tifgreen 
Ttfwayii 
Santa Ana 

dichondra 
fine fescue 
Kentucky bluegrass 
kikuyugrass 

Nitrogen (lb/1000 sq fllmonth) 
0.75-1 
1 
1 (spring;ummer) 

1 
1 
1 
1 
0.75 
0.75-1 (Sept-May) 
infrequent 

ryegrass, annual (for overseeding) 
ryegrass, perennial 

1 
1 

st. augustinegrass 0.75 
tall fescue 0.75 
zoysia grass 0.5-0.75 

TABLE 2. Periods of active growth of cool and warm season 
turf species. 
Turfgrass Species Period of Active Growth 

Cool season turf 
bentgrass 
fine fescue 
Kentucky bluegrass 
ryegrass, annual 

(for overseeding) 
ryegrass, perennial 
tall fescue 

Warm season turf 
bermudagrass 
dichondra 
kikuyugrass 
Sl Augustinegrass 
zoysia grass 

Mar-Jun and Sep-Nov 
Mar-Jun and Oct-Dec 
end of Feb-end of May and Oct-Dec 

Oct-May 
Feb-Jun and Oct-Dec 
Mar-Jun and Oct-Dec 

Apr-end of sep 
Apr-oct 
Feb-Nov 
Mar-oct 
Apr-oct 

Integrated Weed Management (1/96) E. 3 
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Mowing. Correct mowing height and frequency of mowing is critical for preventing weed 
Invasion. Different turf species have different mowing height requirements. Mowing 

· · Kentucky bluegrass too short (shorter than 1.5 inches) weakens the turf and encouraaes 
. . . weed growth. Conversely, mowing bermudagrass too long (longer than 1 to 2 inches) 

results in a buildup of thatch, which reduces the competitive abillty of the grass. The table 
below outlines the correct mowlna helaht for the different turfgrass species. 

Turf Sped• Mowing height (inches) 

bentgrass, colonial 0.5-1 
. ' bentgrass, creeping 0.25 or less 

{f .. . , 

bennudagrass, common 0.75-1.5 
bennudagrass, hybrid 

Tifgraen 0.25-0.5 
Tifway I 0.5-0.75 
Santaena 0.5-0.75 

dichondra 0.5-0.75 
fine fescue 1.5-2.5 
Kentucky bluegrass 1.5-2.5 
kikuyugrass 0.5-1 
ryegrass. annual 1.5-2 
ryegrass, pereMial 1.5-2 
St. Augustinegrass 0.75-1.5 
tall fescue 1.5-2.5 
zoysia grass 0.5-1 

Mow turf so that no more than one-third of the leaf blade is taken off at each cutting. In the 
summer months, cool season turfgrasses (Kentucky bluegrass, perennial ryegrass, fine 
fescue, tall fescue and colonial bentgrass) may be mowed at the higher height. 

~ Unless mowed frequently, weedy turf areas will develop a patchy appearance in just a few 
Clays because of uneven growth. Common weeds that require frequent mowing to prevent 
patchiness are annual bluegrass and annual ryegrass in winter and crabgrass, 
dallisgrass, and buckhorn plantain in summer. 

;: Thatch Removal and Aeration. Thatch develops in turf when surface organic matter is 
-~ developed faster than organic matter is decomposed. Creeping species such as bentgrass, 
' bermudagrass, zoysiagrass, St. Augustinegrass, and klkuyugrass can produce a thick 

thatch. Removing thatch Increases the turf vigor; It also reduces scalpina by the mower and 
gives a more uniform appearance to the turf. Thatch can reduce the effectiveness of 
preemergence herbicides by either (1) binding with the herbicides, making them 
ineffective or (2) increasing degradation of the herbicides due to the increased activity of 
microorganisms. 

7
- Thatch removal (by verticutting) should be done before preemeraence herbicides are 

··· applied; otherwise the herbicide will be removed or Its activity will be decreased. The 
~same principle applies to aeration. Apply herbicides after aeration to get maximum control 

':Y' of the weeds. 

MONITORING 
Regular weed surveys (winter, spring, and summer) will help determine what species are 
present, their approximate population levels, and what types of management practices may 

! be necessary. Use Turfgrass Pests, UC/DANR Publication. 4053; Grower's Weed Identification 
... _Handbook, UC/DANR Publication 4030; Weeds of the West, UC/DANR Publication 3350; or 
· contact your local county office of the University of California Cooperative Extension to help 
Identify weed species. 

Use a form such as tbe following one to keep written records of monitoring results. A 
written weed history will aid in making future weed management decisions. 

Integrated Weed Management (1/96) E. 4 
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ANNUAL SPECIES 
( ) annual bluegrass 
( ) goosegrass 
( } k.notweed 
( ) burclover () _____ _ 
PERENNIAL SPECIES 
( ) dandelion 
( ) oxalis 
( ) English daisy 
() _____ _ 
() _____ _ 

UC IPM Pest Management Guidelines .. TURFGRA.SS 

WEED SURVEY FORM 

( ) large crabgrass 
( ) common chickweed 
( ) malva 
( ) black medic () _____ _ 
( ) broadleaf plantain 
( ) dallisgran 
( ) klkuyugran () _____ _ 
() _____ _ 

( ) smooth crabgrass 
( ) prostrate spurge 
( ) wild barley 
( ) spurweed () _____ _ 
( ) bermudagrass 
( ) white clover 
( ) yellow nutsedge () _____ _ 
() _____ _ 

( ) Check for frequency of occurrence; L =low, M =medium, H =high frequency • 

. · HERBICIDES 
:Herbicides are an effective tool where high quality turf Is desired. However, they must be 
applied with care and accuracy and in the context of a good overall turf management 
program. Before using any herbicide, carefully review the label for conditions of use 
including rates, methods of application, and precautions. Never use an herbicide In ey 
manner contrary to its label. 

When using any herbicide for the first time, apply It at the recommended rate on a limited 
area to make sure it is successful under local conditions. Excessive rates, Improper timing, 
or application errors of selective herbicides can injure or kill desirable turf. Insufficient 
application, on the other hand, usually results in failure or incomplete weed control. 

Adjuvants are compounds that modify a spray solution. These include wetting agents, 
surfactants. spreaders, emulsifiers. and solvents. Adjuvants can enhance herbicide activity 
and/or reduce herbicide selectivity. Some adjuvants alone can cause injury to turf. 
Adjuvants should only be used when called for by the product label. Be aware of 
formulation changes for the herbicide; new formulations may result in turf Injury even 
though no injury was noted in previous formulations. 

Both broadcast and spot treatment of herbicides can be made. The extent of the weed 
Infestation will determine which application method will be used. Broadcast applications 
can be made either by spraying herbicides miXed ln water or by applying herbicides fixed 
to granules. Small scattered infestations can be controlled with spot applications. Laraer 
more uniform infestations should be controlled with broadcast appllcations. To increase the 
uniformity of granular applications apply one-half of the required herbicide over the entire 
area to be treated in one direction (north-to-south) and the other half over the entire area lD 
the perpendicular direction (east-t~west). Before making broadcast spray applications. 
carefully calibrate the sprayer to insure accuracy. See The Safe and Effet:tiw Use of 
Pesticides. UC/DANR Publication 3324 for additionallnformation. 

Spot treatment with selective herbicides such as 2,4-D is useful in small areas. Be sure to 
apply the recommended rate ed concentration. Be careful not to prolong application over 
individual spots as over application can occur and result lD turf injury to the surroundln& 
area. Spot treatments are also useful with nonselective herbicides such as alyphosate. used 
to control individual clumps of weeds such as tall fescue, dallisgrass. or nutsedge. When 
applying the herbicide. apply just enough spray to wet the leaves of the weed. Do not allow 
the application equipment to drip or leak between spot applications; also, do not walk 
through the treated area onto untreated turf. Both activities can cause severe turf Injury. If 
the weed is taJJer than the turf, the herbicide can be applied with a wiper, living a 
selective application to tile weed. 
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SITE PREPARATION. Four herbicides recommended for preplant use on areas to be planted • 
with turfgrass are glyphosate (Roundup or Rodeo plus surfactant), dazomet (Basamld), 
metham (Vapam) and methyl bromide. Glyphosate ls a translocated herbicide used 
primarily for control of perennial weeds. Methyl bromide Is a nonselective soli fumigant 

'i that requires special application techniques using a vaporproof covering like polyethylene. A 
;-;; polyethylene covering will also Increase the control of dazomet and metham. Preplant 

fumigation of a site can kill bermudagrass, nutsedge, and other perennials, as well as all 
existing annual weeds and many aerminattna seeds . . 

'i1' Newly Established Turf. Bromoxynll (Buctrll) can be applied to newly emeraed turf when It 
,."~'' ls about one month old to control seedling broadJeaf weeds. DCPA can be used •at areening" 

when a soUd stand of turf Is apparent. Postemergent herbicides such as 2,4-D or dicamba 
can be used once the turf has produced several tillers and has been mowed two or three 

· times. · 

Established Turf. Herbicides may be applied before (preemergent) or after (postemergent) 
weeds emerge. Preemergent herblddes used to control weeds in turf are applied to the soU 

• before the weed seeds germinate and are Incorporated Into the top 1 to 3 Inches of soU by 
rain or irrigation where they will be taken up by the roots and shoots of the emergtna 
weeds. Preemergent herbicides include atrazlne (Drexel Atrazlne), benefin (Balan), 
bensuJide (Presan), DCPA, dithiopyr (Dimension), isoxaben (Gallery), napropamlde 
(Devrlnol), oxadiazon (Ronstar), pronamide (Kerb), pendimethalin (Pre-M). and the 

~· ;· combination materials benefin plus trifluralln (ream), and benefln plus oryzalin (XL). 
•.t;. 
• Atrazlne, which is labeled for sod production only, is used exclusively In St. Augustinegrass 
·· or zoysiagrass for control of ~nual broadleaf weeds and some annual grasses. 

Beneftn is used primarily for annual grass control, but it wlll control some annual • 
broadleaf species .. Apply It· 2 to 3 weeks before Initial weed aermlnation and use sprinkler 
lnigatlon to wash it off the turf leaves . 

. · Bens11Ude is also used primarily for control of annual grasses. Apply It before initial weed 
seed germination; the timtna of the application depends on location in the state and the 
weed species targeted. BensuUde gives 4 to 6 months control of annual grasses and will 

~Inhibit germination of overseeded grass. 

ncr A Is one of the safest herbicides for most turf species. It is used principally for 
· .. crabgrass control, but wlll also atve short term control of prostrate spurge. 

Dithlopyr Is used· on established turf for control of annual grass and some seedling 
broadleaf weeds Some bentgrass cultlvars and fine leaf fescue are sensitive to this 
material If treated durin& periods of severe stress. Used primarily as a preemergent 

, herbicide to control germinating crabgrass, annual bluegrass, spurge, and oxalis, lt will 
also control crabgrass seedlings up to the 3-tlller stage. 

\: 
t lsoxaheD Is used on established turf for the control of many broadleaf weeds. Apply it In . 
• late summer to early fall for winter annuals or In early spring for summer annuals or 
• perennial weed seedlings. For best results. follow with a sprinkler Irrigation of at least 0.5 

inch of water. 

:cNapropamlde effectively controls crabgrass and many other annual weeds before. 
~emergence. It ls cunently registered on dichondra. warm season turf and tall fescue . 

• Oryzalln controls annual grasses In warm season turf. It has long residual actlv'lty; a 
summer application may prohibit germination of a fall overseeding of winter annual 
grass. 
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Oxadlazoa Is used In established turf principally for crabgrass control, although annual 
bluegrass and many annual broadleaf weeds can also be controlled. It should not be used 
on turfgrass greens or tees, nor Is It registered for use on home lawns. 

Peadimethalla ls used on established turf to control many weeds Including crabgrass, 
'foxtail, oxalis, and spurge. Due to Its long residual period, the turf should not be overseeded 
with grasses for 8 to 12 weeks after appUcatlon. 

Pronamide is used for preemergence or early postemergent control of annual bluegrass In 
. bermudagrass turf. It is most effective In late fall at, or just before emergence. For 

·. postemergent control it takes 14 to 21 days before results are evident. Do not overseed with 
'~;annual ryegrass within 90 days of treating with pronamlde. 

.... Postemergent herblddea used In turfgrass weed control either translocate systemically or 
act as contact herbicides. Herbicides that translocate penetrate the leaves and stems, move 
In the vascular system, and eventually reach a site of action where they Interfere with 
plant processes, ultimately killing the weeds. Herbicides that translocate lnc:Jude 2,4-D, 
fJuazifop (Fusllade), DSMA. glyphosate (Roundup), mecoprop (MCPP), and MSMA. Some 
translocated herbicides such as dicamba (Banvel) and tricJopyr (TurOon) also have some 

. soil activity and can be taken up by roots. Contact herbicides like bromoxyniJ (Buctrll) and 
bentazon (Basagran) kill only the plant tissues touched by the spray, although bentazon 
does have some soil activity. Movement within the plant beyond the point of contact Is 

.lilimited. Both types of postemergent herbicides must pass through the leaves or shoots of the 
~ plant and must not be washed from the leaves with water from rainfall or irrigation for at 
, least 48 hours after application. A surfactant (adjuvant) is often added to foliar sprays to 
. help penetrate leaves . 

Bentazon helps to control yellow nutsedge and selected broadleaved weeds in turf. Repeated 
applications are necessary for best results. 

Bromoxynll is a contact material used for the control of many young broadleaf weeds. It is 
the least phytotoxic of the postemergent materials to newly-seeded grass turf, yet controls 

._ broadleaf weeds when they are small seedlings . 

. · Dicamba is a foliar-applied, translocated material that also has soil activity. Spray dicamba 
on calm days to avoid drift onto susceptible plants. 

Dlthiopyr may be used for the control of young tillered crabgrass {large or smooth) up to the 
3-tiller stage. May be combined with MSMA. 

DSMA is a translocated material used primarily for crabgrasses, dallisgrass, and nutsedge 
control. Temperature, soil moisture, and the type of turf determine the degree of turf 
selectivity. Do not use DSMA on St. Augustinegrass turf as injury will result. 

Fluazlfop is a translocated, selective herbicide that controls most annual and perennial 
grasses. Its effectiveness is reduced when grasses are under moisture stress. Annual 
grasses are easiest to control when young. Higher rates of application and repeat treatments 
are necessary for control of perennial grasses. 

Glyphosate is a translocated material used for control of a broad spectrum of weeds. Apply it 
to rapidly growing young annual weeds or perennial weeds at the flowering stage. In a 
mowed turf area, omit at least one mowing before application. 

Meeoprop is a translocated, broadleaf herbicide. Because of lts selectivity, It is generally 
safer to use on turfgrass than 2,4-D or triclopyr. Mecoprop is the safest postemergent 
herbicide to use on bentgrass. Mecoprop is frequently formulated Into broadleaf mixes. Uke 
2,4-D, mecoprop has Uttle soU activity. 
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MSMA Is a selective, translocated herbicide. It .Is used principally for crabgrass, • 
dallisgrass, and nutsedge. The degree of selectivity on tqrf of MSMA Is determined by 
temperature and rate, Do not use MSMA on St. Au11Jstlnegrass, bentgrasses, or kikuyugrus. 

. • Pronamlde Is a selective herbicide that ls used to control annual bluegrass In bermudagrass 
'!' turf. It controls annual bluegrass slowly by Inhibiting root development and thus reducing 
: the weed vigor. Best control Is accomplished when the annual bluegrass Is young and 
~ before seed head stage. Do not treat where the material can move Into sensitive cool season 

grass species and do not overseed with cool season species for 90 days following treatment. 

,! The herbicide 2,4-D Is a selective material used for broadleaf weed control. It is applied In 
-.., spring when weeds are rapidly growing. Repeat treatments may be required for late 
• -~· emerging weeds or on perennials. This herbicide Is avaUable as an amine or ester 

... formulation. The 2,4-D ester form Is used for hard-to-kill perennial broadleaf weeds. Do not 
use It on newly-seeded turf. St. Au11Jstlnegrass, bentgrasses or dichondra. The amine form 
Is generally more selective on turfgrass and ls less subject to drift problems to nontarget 

. species. ' 

· Trlclopyr Is a translocated herbicide used for some broadleaf weeds; It Is especially 
effective on oxalis. Do not use trlclopyr on bentgrass or warm season turf species such as 
common and hybrid bermudagrasses and kikuyugrass. It has some soli activity, so do not 
apply high rates or make repeated applications over the root zones of susceptible shrubs and 
trees. 

~ . 

. : 
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CALIFORNIA BURCLOVER AND BLACK MEDIC. California burclover and black medic are 
; annual or short-lived perennial weeds that Infest turf. Invasion by these two species ls 
"encouraged by low nitrogen fertility. Herbicides that control these annual species Include 
-..mecoprop, dicamba. or triclopyr. 
~ 

L CRABGRASS. Two species of crabgrass that commonly infest turf ln California are smooth 
,-crabgrass and large crabgrass. Both species are annuals that spread primarily by seed, and 
'·to a Jesser extent, by rooting at swollen nodes of stems. Crabgrass is frequently a problem ln 
;;..Overirrigated turf. Frequent, shallow irrigation encourages the establishment of crabgrass. 
-Preemergent applications of products containing benefin, bensulide, DCPA, dithiopyr, 
.oryzaJin, oxadiazon, pendimethaUn, and trifluralin control crabgrass. Postemergent 
-applications of products containing MSMA wiJI aid in the control of crabgrass. 

-Crabgrass may germinate In warmer parts of the state throughout the year. In southern 
California, the major germination period is from late January to early March, depending 
on the weather, and seeds continue to germinate throughout the spring and summer. While 

· germination Is early in warm winter areas, growth is slow during spring months until 
mid-May. In June and July the plants produce tillers, shoots, and flowers In late July and 

-August. Crabgrass may overwinter in warm areas and produce new growth and a second 
.. l::rop of seed in spring or early summer. For best control, apply preemergence herbicides 
""·l>efore the end of January in warm winter areas. The optimum application period for 
:_ postemergence herbicides in these areas in late May. 

~ GOOSEGRASS (SILVER CRABGRASS, WIREGRASS). Goosegrass seedlings are often confused 
-with crabgrass, but goosegrass germinates later in spring, Is darker green, grows In tufts, 
and has a white or-silvery color near the flattened stem bases. This annual weed Is 

-normally found on compacted soils or areas of heavy wear. Preemergence applications of 
' oxadiazon have been helpful in the control of goosegrass . . ' 
1 SPOTTED SPURGE AND PROSTRATE SPURGE. Spurge Is an annual weed that germinates in 
-~open spaces from March through October. It can be a problem in closely mowed turf that 
~has open areas. Preemergence applications of products containing DCPA, isoxaben, 

pendi-methalin, oryzalin, and trifluralin plus benefin, and oryzalin plus benefin have been 
helpful in the control of spurge. Postemergent applications of products containing 
bromoxynil or triclopyr have been helpful in limiting the establishment of spurge. In 
addition, raising the mowing height and increasing fertility may make the turf more 
competitive against this species. 

BERMUDAGRASS. Bermudagrass is a perennial weed that is commonly found throughout 
California. It spreads by seed and by stem sections {rhizomes and stolons). The rhizomes 

·. and stolons are many jointed and root at the nodes. Bermudagrass does not grow well ln 
the shade. Fall and winter fertilization and high mowing heights (greater than 1.5 Inches) 
will reduce bermudagrass invasion into cool season turf. Avoid spreading stem sections of 
bermudagrass to uninfested areas with mowers and other turf maintenance equipment. 
Preemergent herbicides (pendimethalin, or benefin plus trlfluraJin) wlll aid In the control 
of germinating bermudagrass seedlings. 

WHITE CLOVER. White clover is a low-growing perennial that roots at Its nodes. It produces 
flowers that attract bees to turf areas. It develops readily in turf that is low in nitrogen; add 
nitrogen in spring and fall. Postemergent application of dicamba, mecoprop, or triclopyr 
will control white clover . 

DALLISGRASS. Dallisgrass seedlings germinate in spring and summer and it becomes a 
perennial with the formation of short rhizomes. It has a clumpy growth habit that gives 
turf an Irregular surface unsuitable for most sports activities. Repeated postemergent 
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treatment with MSMA or nonselective spot treatment with aJyphosate can reduce 
dallisgrass Infestations • ._ · 

DANDELION. Dandelion is a perennial with a heavy taproot. Removal of the leaves and 1 to 
2 Inches of taproot will not control It because lt wtll regenerate from the remaining portion 

·;. of the taproot. Poorly maintained open turf areas allow the establishment of dandelion. 
Frequent mowing to remove the flowers will reduce the spread of viable seeds. 
Postemergent treatment of 2,4-D will control dandellon; products containing MCPA and 
MCPP are less effective than 2,4-D, and dicamba Is ineffective. 

ENGLISH DAISY. English daisy Is a perennial weed that Is most common in cool coastal 
cllmates. It Is difficult to control, but products containing dicamba wlll reduce Infestations. 
Repeat treatments are required since regrowth can occur and seedlinas are common. 

KIKUYUGRASS. Klkuyugrass is a perennial weed that Is found ln south and central coastal 
counties and Is localized In the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. Frequently, 
klkuyugrass Is mistaken for St. Augustlnegrass. A quick way to teU them apart ls to 

• examine their leaves: klkuyugrass has pointed leaves with hairy stems, St. Augustinegrass 
has short, blunt leaves with no hairs. Most cultural practices have not reduced 
kikuyugrass Invasion. Repeated postemergent applications of MSMA wilt reduce 
kikuyugrass in warm season turf. Repeated trlclopyr or triclopyr plus MSMA applications 
have controlled kikuyugrass ln~ns into cool season turf. 

• 

CREEPING WOODSORREL (Challs spp.). Creeping woodsorrells a perennial that is often 
found in well maintained turf areas. Creeping woodsorrel grows year round In California 
and produces running rootstocks and has leaves similar to those of clover. There are no 
cultural controls available for this weed. Herbicides that control Oxali& stricto (an annual 
found in many southern states) do not control Oxalis comiculata (creeping woodsorrel). 
Preemergent treatment with herbicides containina pendlmethalin or dithlopyr will llmtt • 
emergence. In cool season turf, postemergent treatment with trlclopyr controls creeping 
woodsorrel. 2,4-D does not control this weed. 

PLANTAIN. Both broadleaf and narrowleaf (buckhorn) plantain are found as weeds in turf. 
Poorly maintained open turf areas encourage the establishment of plantain. Postemergent 
treatment with products containing 2,4-D will control this perennial. 

NUTSEDGE. Yellow and purple nutsedge, sometimes called nutgrass, are serious perennial 
weeds in turf. Both produce an e"qensive system of underground tubers from which they 
can regenerate. Nutsedge is very llifficult to control once It is established in turf. When 
establishing turf. try to plant In seedbeds that are free of nutsedge. Control small localized 
Infestations of nutsedge with metham or repeated applications of glyphosate. Yellow 
nutsedge may be reduced In turf by multiple postemergent applications of products 
containing MSMA or bentazon. Purple nutsedge is more difficult to reduce. Maintain a 
closed, competitive turf and avoid overly wet soll. . 
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• COMMON AND SCIENTIFIC NAMES OF WEEDS 
{Updated 12/97) 

Common Name Scientific Name 
' : bamyardgrass Echinochloa crus"'(Ja/11 

bermudagrasa Cynodon dactylon 
• bindweed, field COnvolvulus arvenais 

bluegrass, annual Poaannua 
burclover, California Medicago polymorpha 
catsear, common Hypochaeris tlldicata 

-chickweed, common Stellarill medi11 
"' chickweed, mouseear Cerastium fontanum subsp. vulg11re 
-; 

dover, white Trifolium repens 
crabgrass, large Digitaria sanguiMHs 
crabgrass, smooth ();gltaria lschaemum 
cudweed Gnaphalium stramineum 
daisy, English Bellis perennis 
dallisgrass Paspalum dilatatumdandelion 
dandelion Taraxacum officlnllle 
dock, curly Rumex crispus 
foxtail, yellow Setaria pumila 
geranium, cutleaf Geranium dissectum , 
goosegrass Eleusine indica 

W" healall (selfheal) Prunella vulgaris 
( hen bit Lsmium smplexicaulfl 
,, 

kikuyu grass Pennisetum clandestinum 

"' knot grass Paspalum distichum • knotweed, prostrate . Polygonum aviculare 
lettuce, prickly Lactuca serriola 
mallow, little (cheeseweed) Malva parvlflora 
medic, black Medicago lupulina 
nutsedge, purple Cyperus rotundus 
nutsedge, yellow Cyperus esculentus 

f oxtongue, bristly Picris echioides ,. 
pearlwort, birdseye Sagina piOCumbens 
r:'='-"l';d, redroot Amaranthus retroflexus 
pimpernel, scarlet Anagallis arvensis 
plantain, broadleaf Plantago major 
plantain, buckhorn Plantago lanceolata 
purslane, common Portulaca olet11cea 
ryegrass, Italian Lolium muttillorum 
soliva (spurweed) So/iva sesSilis 

.. sorrel, red Rumex acetose!/a 
,. speedwell, Persian Veronica persica 

.. spurge, spotted Chamaesyce maculate 
velvetgrass, German Holcus mol/is 
wooc:lsorrel, creeping Oxalis comiculata 
yarrow, common Achl71ea mDiefolium 

. . 

• 
Common and Scientific: Names of Weeds (12/91) E.11 



; 

UC IPM Pest Management Guidelines • TURFGRASS 

SENSITIVITY OF TURF SPECIES TO HERBICIDES 
(Updated 8/97) 

""' 
PREEMERGENCE 

ftiRF SPECIES 
ATR BEN BES DCP DIT ISO NAP ORY 

be(ltgrasses I • T r r • I 
beiD'Iudaarass. c:omrnon r T T T T T T R 
be«nudagrass1 hvbrid r T T T T T t r 
bluegrass1 Kentucky I T T T T T r I 
dichondrl I I T I T t 
fescue1 t1D I T T T T T t I 
flscut. tnt I T T T R T I 
tilwvuarUs t t t r 
f\'tgi'ISSII I T T T T r I 
St Awustinenss t T T T T • T· 
zoxsiagrass T T T T T r I 

POSTEMERGENCE 

;.~ 

r r I r s 
ryeorasses T T T I t T 
St.Augustinegrass T s I I t I 
ZC?YSilgrass T R R s r T 

... 
A.TR aatrazile·(Orexel Alrazine) B1Z == benlazon (Basagran) 
BEN = benefin (Balan) BRO = bromoxynil (Budril) 
BES =bensulide (Presan) DIC • c:Jicamba• (BaiMI4-S) 
DCP = DCPA (Oaclhal W-75 for Turf) DSM K OSMA (Melhar) 
OtT a cilhiopyr (Dimension) OXA = oxacfliZOI'I (Ronstar) 
ISO a lsoxabtn (GaDery) PEN = pendimethalin (Pri-M, Pmllum) 
NAP = naprapamide (Oevrinol) PRO= pronamide• (Kerb) 
ORY • oryzllil (Surtlln) .. TRI•Irifturalin 

Upper e.t • Registered for this turf species in Cllifon'ia 
s = stnsilive 
R K l'llltivlly IDierant 
T•._ 
- • no. information 

• PtnniliiQUirld from county agricultural commissioner for pwchase or use 

s 
s 
s 

BEN 
OXA PEN PRO• ORY 

• • I I 
T T T t 
T T T T 
T R I I 
I t r t 
T T I I 
T T I I 
r r. 
R r I I 
R I T 
R R s T 

240* 

r s s 
T T s 

I s s r 
s s s 

GL y K glyphosate (Roundup) 
MEC K mec:opcp (MCPP) 
MSM==MSMA 
24A = 2.4-D amine" 
24E=2.4-DIItef 
240=2,4-D" 
TRY •lriclopyr {Turtlon) 
FLU •IUIZifop (Fuslade 2000) 
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• SUSCEPTIBILITY OF WEEDS TO HERBICIDE CONTROL 
(Updated 12/97) 

PREEMERGENCE 
BEN BEN 

ATR BEN IES DCP DIT No6P ISO ORY DCA F£N PRO• CRY TRI 
ANNUAL WEEDS 
bamvardarass c c c c c c N c p c c c c 

t bl~rass. annual c c c c c c N c c c c c c 
.l burclover1 California c N N N c c p c p N p p 

chickweed. common c p N p c c c c N c c c c 
crabQrass.la!9! p c c c c c N c c c c c c 
crabgrass, smoolh p c c c c c N c c c c c c 
cudweed c N N N N c N N N N N N 
foxtaD, yeUow p c c c c c N c c c c c c 

. 9!ranium. cutleaf N N p c c c c c 
goosegrass p p c p p p N c p c p c c 
henbit c N N N p N c p c p c c 
knotweed. l!!!!strate c c N p c c c c c c c c 
lettuce. ~riekl:r: c N N N p c p c p N p p 
mallow. little {cheeseweecl) c N N N p p c p p p p 
medic, black c N N N N c N N N N N N 
oxto!!Siue. bristl:r: N N N N N c N N N N N N 

~ ~arlwort. birdse:r:e p N c c N c c c 
*• pigweed, redroot c c c p c c p c p c p p 
, 2!!!J2!mel, scarlet c c N c c c c c c c c 
• 2urs1ane. common c c N c c c c c c c c c c 

~grass, Italian p c c p c p N c N c c c c 

• soliva (s~urweedl c N N N c p c p N p p 
s~dwell, Persian c N p c c c c c 
!2U!9!. ~tied c N N p c N c c p c N c c 
PERENNIAL WEEDS 
bermudaorass N N N N N N N N N N N N N 

.. bindweed, field N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
i· catsear. common p N N N N N N N N N N N N . ·, . chickweed. mouseear p N N N N N N N N N N N N 

clover. white p N N N N N c N N N N N N 
dais:r:. English N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
dalliS9!!SS N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
dandelion N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
dock,curl:r: N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
healall (selfheal) N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
kik!!n!9!!SS N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
knotgrass N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
nutseckle, 2!!21e N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
nutsedQe. ~llow N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
plantain, broadleaf N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
plantain, buekhom N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
sorrel. red p N N N N N N N N N N N N 
velve!51rass. German N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
woodsonel. creeping c N N N N N N N N N N N N 
yarrow, common N N N N N N N N N N N N N 

ATR = atrazine (Drexel Alrazine) DCP = DCPA (Daclhll W-75 for Turf) ISO = isoxaben (Gdery) PEN = pendime1halin (Pre-M, Pendulum) 
BEN = benefin (Balan) on: = c:lthiopyr (Dinension > ORY = oryzalin (Surftan) PRO= pronamicle• (Kerb) 
BES = bensulide (Presan) NAP = napropamide (Oevrinol) OXA = oxadiazon (Ronstar) TRI = tritluralin (Team 2G) 

• C = control P = partial control N = no control - c no information 
• Permit required from county agria.Jitural commissioner for purchase or use. 
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SUsceptibility of Weeds to Hetblclde Control, continued • POmMERG!NCE 
240• 

240" MEC 24D-
BTZ BRO OIC" DIT DSM FLU GLY MEC MSM 24A. 24E" TRY MEC OIC" TRY 

ANNUAL WEEDS 
~ N N N - N c c N c N N N N N N 
bluegiiSII .,.., N N N p N N c N N N N N N N N 

. burclovlrl Clli:lmil N c N N c c N p p p c c c 
I chickweed p c N N c c N p c p c c c c:rabaran.- N N N c c c c N c N N N N N N 

crabgrass, smoalh· N N N c c c c N c N N N N N N 
cudweed N N c N N c c N N p p p p 
foxtail. veaow. N N N p c N N N N N N N 
aerri.lnl aJIIeaf c N N c c N c c c c c c 
~ N N N N c c N c N N N N N N 
henblt c· c N N c c N p c c c c 
knotweeciiiiOIIIrllt c N N p c N p c c c c 
lettut:el DriddY c c N N c c N c c c c c 
mallow.lltt!t (chetsewted} c c N N p c N c c c c c 
rnedie, black N c N N p c N p p c c c c 
oxtonout. bristly N c N N c c N c c p c c ' Deariwort. birdseve c N N c c N c 
lli!rwted.l'ldrDct c c c N N c c N c c c c c c 
2!!!!1!!"* scarlet c N N c c N c c c c c c 
DUI'$lane, common c c c N N c c N c c c c c c 
fYIQI'ISS, Italian N N N N c p N N N N N N N N 
soliva{SDUIWHdl c p N N c c N c c c c c • soeedWIII. Ptrsiln N N c N N N p p N 
stiUI'I:Ie. JPOtlld c p N N c p N p p c p p c 
PERENNIAL WEEDS 
ben'nudlarass N N N N N c c N N N N N N N N 
biildwted leld N N p N N N p N N p p p p c p 
calselr, coinmon N N c N N N c p N c c c c c 
c:hickwted. mouseear N N c N N N c c N p p c c c 
dover. Whitt N N c N N N p c N p p c c c c 
dlisx. Enatish N N p N N N c N N N N N N p p 
dallisgrass N N N N c p c N c N N N N N N 
dandelion N N p N N N c p N c c p c c c 
dock. aJI1v N N c N N N c N N p p c p p c 
heafaD {seltheall N N p N N N c N N N p N c p 

kikuMias N N N N p c c N p N N N N N N 
knotarass N-· N N N N c c N N N N N N N N 
nutsedgei11U111fe N N N N N N p N p N N N N N N 
nutsedai. yellow p N N N p N p N p N p N N N N 
plaMainlllroadleaf· N N p N N N c p N c c p c c p 

Dlantainl budd1om N N p N N N c p N c c p c c p 

redsanll N N c N N N c N N N N p c p 
velvetarass, German N N N N N p c N N N N N N N N 
woodson~!. ateDina N N N N N N c p N N N c N p c 
yanow, COI'II'IICin N N c N N N c p N p c p c p 

BlZ • blpiiZOn {Bisagran) DIT = dllhiapyr (Dimension) GL y = glyphaall (~Wtdup) 24A • 2,4-0 amine• 
BRO •blornoltyril (Buctrl) DSM = DSMA (MIIhar) MEC = ft'IICOPII:IP (MCPP) 24E • 2,4-0 ester* 
DIC = dcambl• (Binvtl4-S) FLU •luuirop (Fusllade 2000} MSM•MSMA TRY II tridopyr (Turflon) 
C•_.. p • partial coniRII N•nocared - • no iniDrmalion • • Permit MqLilwd fRII'IN:CUftty agric:ullural commissiontr for pc.rchae ffl use. 
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HERBICIDE TREATMENT TABLE 
JUpdated 8/97) 

Herbicide 
(commercial name) 

Amount/Acre 

·A. 

B. 

PREPLANT 
DAZOMET 275 lb Ll./acre or 10 oz Ll./100 sq ft 
(Basamld) 
COMMENTS: Soil-applied fumigant for control of annual weeds. Apply directly to the soil and mix 6 
Inches deep with a power tiller. Seed in 3 weeks If temperature ls over 60°F and soU Is moist but not 
wet. 

Jti£THAM* 345-5171b a.l. or 8-10 lb Ll./1000 sq ft 
(Vapam) 
COMMENTS: Preirrigate soli to Imbibe seeds and juvenate perennial propagules. Apply as soU begins 
to dry. soU temperature should be at least so•F at 1 Inch for best results. Apply In water on calm day; 
follow immediately with sprinkler irrigation to seat the soU surface or, preferably, cover wlth 
vaporproof covering. Seed In 2 weeks on light sandy soils, In 3-4 weeks on heavier clay or orsantc 
soils. Extend waiting period If temperature Is below 60*F. Two applications usually required to 
eradicate bermudagrass, nutsedge, or kikuyugrass. Rototllling before treatment wlll enhance control. 

C. METHYL BROMIDE* 430 lb a.i. or 10 lb LL/1000 sq ft 
(Brom..Q.Gas) 

~ · COMMENTS: Methyl bromide is extremely dan serous and must be applied by a licensed applicator. 
•· SoU should be friable for gas to penetrate. Inject methyl bromide under a vaporproof cover, sealed at 

the edges; remove cover In 24-48 hrs. Vapor is toxic when sealed cover Is removed; exclude people 
and pets from the area until the cover has been removed and the fumigant dissipated. Will kill roots of 
trees ~nd shrubs present In the fumigated soli. Methyl bromide is effective on bermudagrass, field 
bindweed, kikuyugrass, and nutsedge. Control may be Incomplete for hard-seeded species like 
mallow, clovers. medics, and pipeed. 

D. GLYPHOSA TE 2-4 lb Ll. 
(Roundup, Rodeo plus 
surfactant, Roundup Pro) • 
COMMENTS: Glyphosate Is a nonselective, foliar-applied postemergent herbicide that wlll eliminate 
nearly all established weeds and turf species from a site before seedbed preparation. It has no 
preemergence activity on emerging weeds or turf species. Use the lower rate for annual weeds and the 
higher rate for perennial weeds. Apply to actively growing weeds that are not stressed. A single 
application of glyphosate will not control nutsedge. 

POSTPlANT 
Preemergent to weed 

A. A TRAZJN£ 1-2.2 lb Ll. 
(Drexel Atrazine) 
COMMENTS: Used for control of annual broadleal weeds and some annual erasses ln St. 
Augustinegrass or zoyslagrass turf. Do not use on other turf types or injury will result. May be applied 
up to 30 days before cutting or lifting sod. Do not apply In light textured (sandy) soils where tree or 
shrub roots may absorb the herbicide. · 

'B. BENEflN 3 lb Ll. 
(Balan) 
COMMENTS: For crabgrass control, apply 2-3 weeks before Initial senntnation (January for Los Angeles 
Basin, early to mid-February for Central Valley and central coast, mid-February to March 1 for northern 
California and north coastal areas). Sprinkle-irrigate after application to wash herbJdde off leaves and 
Into the soil. For annual bluegrass control, apply 2-3 weeks before lnJtlalgermination (August
September) and sprinkle-irrigate after application to wash herbicide off leaves and into the son. For 
speedwell control, apply preemergence In January. Benefln is often combined wlth other 
preemergence herbicides, such as trlfluralin or oryzalin, for longer residual. Do not apply to bentgrass 
greens . 
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\ 

Herbicide Amount/Acre 
,., (commercial name) 

.... ..... 
-·-

c. 

'D. 

E. 

BENEFIN 
• ..AN!Jm 
ORYZALIN 
(XL 2G) 2-3 lb LL 
COMMENTS: For use on warm season sruses only. Apply on established turf before annual weeds 
sermtnate. Do not aerate or vertlcut after application. Do not use on bluesrus, bentsrass, ryesrus, or 
fescue turf. 

BENEFIN 
•• .AND •.. 
TR.tFLURAUN 
(Team2G) 

J.5-2lb a.l. (cool season apedel) 
2-3 lb Ll. (warm season apecles) 

COMMENTS: Apply on established turf in sprins l.Z weeks before expected sermlnation of summer 
annuals (crabsrass, soosesrass, foxtail, or barnyardsrus). For annual bluesrus control, apply ln late 
summer or early fall before germination. A second application can be applied 10.12 weeks after the 
first in the southern part of the state to controllate-sermlnatina weeds. Do not overseed srasses for 12· 
16 weeks after application. 

BENSUUDE 7.5-10 lb a.l. 
(Pres an) 
COMMENTS: Safest preemergence control material In bentsrass. For crabgrass control, apply 2-3 weeks 
before initial germination {January for Los Angeles Basin and south coast area, mid-February for 
Central Valley and central coast. mid-February to March 1 for northern California and north coastal 
areas). For annual tiluesrass control, apply 7.5 lb a.l./acre In fall and 7.5 lb a.l./acre in midwinter (Jan
Feb). Crabgrass may terminate and become established in turf in late summer lf lower rates are used. 
Good manaaement will allow use of lower rates. For annual bluegrass control, apply in early fall before 

• 

annual bluegrass terminates (mld-Autust to mid-September). Exclude children and pets durint • 
application and until treated area has been thorouahly sprinkleNrritated. 

F. DCPA 10 lb a.t. 
" (Dacthal) 

COMMENTS: Apply 2-3 weeks before Initial crabsrass sermlnation (January for Los Anteles Bastn and 
south coast area, early- to mid-February for Central Valley and central coast area, mid-February to 
March 1 for northern California and north coast area). Do not use on bentgrass and dichondra. Exclude 
children and pets durinaapplication and untlJ treated area has been thorouJhly sprlnkler-lrrisated. 
Will not control crabgrass after germination. For annual bluesrass control, apply at the end of Aupst 
or beginning of September. 

G. DITHIOPYR 0.25-0.5 lb LL 
(Dimension) 
COMMENTS: Apply to established turf before annual weeds terminate. Apply in spring for crabgrass, 
spurge, and oxalis, or ln fall for annual bluegrass. May be applied as a single application ln sprlnJ or 
fall, or as a split application with hall belnJ applied In sprinl and half in fall. Do not apply more than 
t.S lb a.i. per year. Do not apply within 3 months of seedlnJ, overseedinJ, or sprigiJna. May InJure fine 

".:" fescue or bentsrass In eolf course sreens. 

~H. ISOXABEN 0.5-llb LL 
.,;,; {Gallery) 

COMMENTS: Apply to established turf In late summer or early fall before winter annual weeds 
germinate. Provides 6-8 month control of many broadleaf weeds includina: henbit, speedwells, oxalis, 
brass buttons and knotweed. A sprins application helps control spurte and other summer broadleaf . 
annuals. Follow application with at least 0.5 Inch water. wm not control established weed plants. Not 
for use on puttinl sreens or IJ'&SS srown for seed. 
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Herbicide Amount/Acre 
_. (commercial name) 

L NAPROPAMJDE 2-31b LL 
(Devrinol) 
COMMENTS: Apply at seeding or on established dichondra; can also be used on bermudagrass, St. 
Ausustinegrass, and fescue. Principally for grass control, but will control some broadleaf weeds. A 
split application of 2 lb can be applied for crabgrass and 21b for goosegrass; apply 8-10 weeks apart. 
Follow treatment With a minimum of 1 Inch of water to wash maerial from the leaves and Into the son. 
Do not reseed or overseed Within six months after application. 

J. ORYZALIN 1.5-2 lb LL 
(Surflan) 
COMMENTS: For use on warm season srasses only. Apply on established turf before annual weeds 
germinate. Use low rate of application for annual bluegrass control In late summer or early fall. Use 
high rate in late Winter or early spring before germination of summer annual weeds. Do not aerate or 
verticut after application. Do not use on bluesrass, ryesrass, or tall fescue turf. Long residual may 

z prohibit overseeding of winter annual srass from a summer application. 

• 

• 

K. OXADIAZON 2-t lb Ll. 
(Ronstar) 
COMMENTS: The granule formulation can be used safely on most grass species except bentgrass. 
Some foliar injury may be observed if the granules are applied to wet foliage or the herbicide is not 
washed from the leaves after application. Only use the wettable powder formulation on dormant 
established bermudagrass, St. Augustlnegrass, or zoysiagrass turf. Apply the wettable powder 
formulation at least 2 weeks before turf greens In spring. Do not use on dichondra or on newly 
seeded turf. Has not been effective for control of prostrate spurge or creeping woodsorrel (Oxalis) In 

-~ California. 

1. PENDIMETHAIJN 1.s-3 Jb Li . 
(Pre-M) 
COMMENTS: Apply to established turf before annual weeds germinate. Useful In the control of many 
weeds including: crabgrass, foxtail, oxalis, and spurge. Use lower rate for control of annual bluegrass 
in fall or as a split application for control of crabgrass or spurge In late winter and early summer. Do 
not aerate or verticut after application. Do not overseed with grasses for 8-12 weeks after application. 
Do not apply on bentgrass. 

M. PRONAMIDE* o.s-1 lb Ll. 
(Kerb) SOWSP 
COMMENTS: Used for control of annual bluegrass In bermudagrass turf; the higher rate gives longer 
residual control. Most effective In late fall at, or Just before, emergence; 14-21 days are required before 
results are observed. Do not use on seedling, newly sprigged, or newly sodded turf. 

Postemergeot to weed 
A. BENTAZON 1-21b LL 

(Basagran) 4EC 
COMMENTS: Apply in 40 gal water/acre for yellow nutsedge In established turfgrass; thorough 
coverage is important. The nutsedge should be growing vigorously with good soil moisture. If control 
Is not as desired, apply a second treatment after 1~14 days. Do not apply more than 31b Ll. per 
season. For optimum control, do not mow 3-5 days before or after application. Do not use on newly 
seeded or sprigged turf or golf course greens. 

B. BENTAZON lib a.l. 
(Basagran) 4EC 
...PJ.US ... 
2,4-D* 1 lb a.l. 
COMMENTS: For nutsedge and other broadleaf control. Do not use on newly seeded or sprigged turf . 
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Herbicide 
(commercial name) 

Amount/Acre. 

E. 

F. 

BROMOXYNJL 0.25-0.5 lb L1. 
(BuctrU) 
COMMENTS: Apply on younJ turfgrass after trass has emerted and when broadleaf weeds are In the 
3- to 4-leaf stap or up to 6 Inch weed height, or on rosette plants before they exceed 1.5 inches ln 
diameter to control broadleaf weeds. On established turf, use lower rate on small weeds and higher 
rate on large weeds. During periods of hJth temperature, leaf tip burn may occur on turf. Do not use 
on bentiJ'US IJ'eens. Apply In at least 20 sal water/acre. May be tank-mixed with other broadJeaf 
materials such as 2,4-0 and 2,4-DP, MCPP, dlcamba, MSMA.. or DSMA.. or combinations of these 
materials, depending upon the weed species present. 

DICA.MBA • 0.25-0.5 lb LL/100 tal water 
(Banvel 4-S) 
COMMENTS: Apply In 40 sat water/acre for control of chickweeds, cloven, EnaUsh dalay, prostrate 
knotweed, pearlwort, red sorrel, curly dock. Do not apply more than two times per year. Tbe 41b add 
equivalent/sal formulation can also be used for spot spraying; do not exceed 0.5 lb add 
equivalent/acre/season. Active throuah the soU; do not use where roots of ornamental plants may 
extend Into treated area or spray on tree basins. Spray on calm days to avoid spray drift onto 
susceptible crops or ornamentals. Do not use on dichondra or spray In tree basins. 

DmDOPYR 0.25-0.5 lb LL 
(Dimension) . 
COMMENTS: Apply to crabgrass before tillerins stage. May be used with MSMA to control exlstint 
crabgrass. Equally effective on smooth or larte crabgrass . 

DlCA.MBA • Label rates 
• • .AND ... 

• 

2,4-D• 
(rrimec) • 
COMMENTS: For En,Ush daisy or other difficult to control broadleaf weeds such as dandelion or 
plantain. Do not exceed 0.25 ac:id equivalent/acre of dicamba on bentiJ'asS turf. Active throuth the 
soli; do not use where roots or ornamentals may extend Jnto treated area. Spray on calm days to avoid 
spray drift onto susceptible crops or ornamentals. Do not use on dichondra. 

. G. DSMA 3-4 tb a.L 

.. 

(Methar) 
COMMENTS: Apply In 175-200 gal water/acre. Effective for crabiJ'ass. dallisJrass. and nutsedae control. 
Temperature, soU moisture, and turf type determine dearee of turf setectlvtty. Avoid spraylnJ under 
hot, droughty conditions. Benttrasses, One-leaved fescues, and dichondra are most sensitive; 
bermudagrass Is most tolerant. Do not use on St. AuJUstlneJrUI turf. Use lower rate on bentgrasses 
and fine-leaved fescues and If dally temperatures exceed so•F. Lower rate ls suWclent to control 
young crabgrass; use higher rate for mature crabiJ'ass; requires 2-3 resprays at 5-7 day intervals. Use 
repeated monthly sprays for established dallistrass and nutsedte. Use higher rate on bermud&IJ'asS 
and, If temperatures are so•F or lower, in Kentucky bluegrass u well; will yeUow zoysi&JfUI turf. 

H. FLUAZIFOP Label rates 
(Fusilade) 
COMMENTS: For selective trass control In dichondra only. Will not control annual bluesrus. Apply 
when the grass ls young and vigorous and hu tood soil moisture. Retreatments may be required for 
hard-to-kill weeds such as bermud&IJ'aSs, dallisiJ'ass, and ldkuyugrus. Will not control nutsedJe . 
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Herbicide 
(commercial name) 

Amount/ Acre 

1 GLYPHOSATE 1-21b a.l./acre or 1.6 oz a.l./gal/1000 sq ft 
(Roundup) . 
COMMENTS: Apply to rapidly growins weeds In 20-40 sal water/acre or as a spot treatment. For control 
of annual weeds shorter than 6 Inches, apply lib a.l./acre; U 6 inches or taller, apply J.S lb a.t./aere. 
Allow minimum of 3 days between application and renovation or cultivation. For control of perennial 
weeds, apply 4-S lb a.l./acre to Vigorous but nearly mature weeds (bermudagrass In summer.fall; field 
bindweed, at full bloom). In mowed turfgrass areas, do not mow before application. Delay 
verticutting, removing sod, or tillage for at least 7 days after treatment. To maximize control, allow the 
soU surface and root area to dry after verticuttlng or sod removal before replantlna. When turf or 
ornamentals are to be planted, a foUowup preemergence program ls required to control the seeds of 
perennials. 

J. MECOPROP 1-1.5 lb acid equivalent 
.CMCPP) . 
COMMENTS: For control of clover, prostrate knotweed, pearlwort. Spray on calm days to avoid spray 
drift onto susceptible erops or ornamentals. Safer to use on bentgrass than 2.+0; do not use on 
dichondra. Use 1 qt surfactant/tOO gal spray. For spot spraying use the same concentratlon/100 tal 
spray or 3-4 tsp mecoprop plus 2 tsp surfactant/gal water. (Rate for spot spraying applies only to 
formulations containing 2 or 2.5 lb acid equivalent/tal.) 

K. MSMA 2-4 lb Ll. 
COMMENTS: Temperature and turf type determine degree of selectivity. Use lo.wer rate for nutsedge 
control, on bentgrass, and on other turf types when daily temperature exceeds 85 F. For control of 
dallisgrass and nutsedge. Make no more than two applications/season at a 30-day interval. Apply 
uniformly over area regardless of distribution of the weed. Hesitating with sprayer over weedier spots 
may cause excessive rate and injure or kill the turf. Repeated applications of high rates reduces 
ldtuyugrass. Turf may be temporarily discolored. Injurious to St. Augustinegrass, red fescue. 
dichondra, and zoyslagrass. 

L PRONAMIDE'* 0.75-l.Sib a.l. 
(Kerb) SOWSP 
COMMENTS: For control of annual bluegrass in bermudagrass turf only. Use 0.75-llb Ll. to control 
seedling to young tillering stages of annual bluesrass; a higher rate of 1-1.5 Jb Ll. Is needed for seed
forming stages. Do not apply where the herbicide can move Into sensitive cool season grasses. Do not 
overseed cool season grasses within 90 days after treatment. 

M. TRJCLOPYR 0.25-0.5 lb Ll. 
(Turflon) 
COMMENTS: For use on cool season turf species only. Especially useful for creeping woodsorrel 
control. Apply In 50-100 sal water/acre to vigorously growing broadleaf weeds, preferably In sprina or 
fall. May be retreated 4 weeks following the first application for hard-to-kill weeds. To broaden weed 
spectrum and control dandelion, use a tank mix of amine or low volatile ester of 2,4-D with tridopyr. 
Do not apply around trees or shrubs, since Injury may result. Do not follow application with an 
Irrigation within 4 hrs. 

N. 2,4-0 LOW-VOLAnU: ESTERS* 0.48-0.95 lb LL 
(Weedone LV4) 
COMMENTS: Apply in 100 aal water/aere. Use to control common yarrow, speedwells, mallows, mature 
botweed. For spot treatments, use 4 tsp formulation/llal water. 

0. 2,4-0 WATER-50LUBU: AMJNES• 1-1.5 lb LL 
(Weedar 64) 
COMMENTS: For control of dandelion, plantain, youna pigweed use 1 lb acid equivalent plus 1 qt 
surfactant In 100 aal water/acre. For spot treatment use 2 tsp formulation plus 2 tsp surfactant to 1 1a1 
water. For control of young knotweed (2- to 4-Jeaf stage), field bindweed, wild lettuce, and ftlaree use 2 
lb acid equtvalent plus 1 qt surfactant in 100 aal water/acre. For spot treatment, use 4 tsp formulation 
plus 2 tsp surfactant to 1 1a1 water. On bentgrasses use water-soluble amine only and do not exceed 
0.75 lb acid equivalent/acre. 
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Herbicide I Amount/Acre 
(commercial name) 

.. 
P. t~· ~~~~ 

' " • 
••. PLUS .•• 
MCPP lib~ 
COMMENTS: A tank mix. Do not apply In windy conditions where drift can occur. Do not mow IJ'ass 2-3 
days before or after treatment. Do not use on bentiJ'U& IJ'een&, St. AugustineJI'US, or centipede turf. 
Do not Irrigate for 4 bra after appUcation. 

• Q. 2,4-[)• Label rates 
•• .AND ••• 
MCPP 
• ..AND ••. 
DICAMBA• 
(rrlmec, etc.) 
COMMENTS: For broad spectrum control of broadleaf weeds. Use lower rates for bentJI'US, hybrid 
bermudaJfass and other sensiUve turfgrasses. NonselecUve on dichondra. Avoid applyinl to 
drought;. and heat-stressed turf. Do not irrigate within 24 brs of application. Newly seeded turf should 
not be treated until after the second or third mowing. Bentgrass Is the most sensitive of the 
turfgrasses. Read label for further application directions. Do not allow spray drift to contact broadleaf 
ornamentals or InJury may occur. 

Label rates R.· 2.~· 
if ... .PLUS.. •. 

if' TRICLOPYR Label rates 

' . 
-. 

(rurOon) 
COMMENTS: A tank mix used for control of a broad spectrum of broadleaf weeds. Particularly effective 
for o:xalis when other broadleaf weeds are present. Do not use on dichondra, bentgrass, or warm 
season turfgrasses. Avoid applyln1 to drought or beat stressed turf. Do not Irrigate within 24 hour of 
application. Do not allow drift to contact broadleaf ornamentals or InJury may occur. 

Permit required from county aJflcultural commissioner for purchase or use. 
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AUTHORS AND AFFILIATIONS (1l/9i) 
.. !Dsec:ts aod Mites: R. Cowles, EntomoloJY, The Connecticut Agricultural Experiment Station; K. Kido, 
!· EntomoloJY, UC Riverside; H. Kaya. NematoloJY, UC Davis; H. Costa, EntomoloJY, UC Riverside 
,,. Diseases: M. E. Grebus, Plant PatholoJY, UC Riverside; J. Hartin, UCC£, San Bernardino Co.; A. H. McCain, 
':;Environmental Science, Policy and ManaJement, UC Berkeley; H. D. Obr, Plant PatholoJY, UC Riverside 
. Nematodes: B. B. Westerdahl, NematoloJY, UC Davis; E. CaswelJ.Chen, NematoloJY, UC Davis 
~ Weeds: C. L. Elmore, Veg Crops/Weed Science, UC Davis; D. W. Cudney, Botany and Plant Sciences, 
• · UC Riverside; V. Gibeault, Botany and Plant Sciences, UC Riverside; C. Wilen, UC IPM Project, UCCE, San 
:Diego Co. 

This materlal is partially based upon work supported by the Extension Semce. U.S. Depll'tlllent of AlftcuJture. amdet special proJect 
· Settion3(d),lntearated Pest Manqement. 

PRECAUTIONS FOR USING PESTICIDES 
~ Pesticides are poisonous and must be used with caution. READ THE J..ABEL BEFORE OPENING A PESnCJDE 

CONTAINER. FoDow all label precautions and directions,lnduding requirements for protective equipment. 
.Apply pesticides only on the crops or In the situations listed on the label. Apply pesticides at the rates spedfled 
on the label or at lower .rates lf suggested in this publication. In California, all agricultural uses of pesticides must 
be reported. Contact your county agricultural commissioner for further details. Laws, regulations, and 
Information concerning pesticides change frequently. This publication reDects legal restrictions current on the 
date next to each pest's name. 

Legal KesponslbWty. The user is JegaiJy responsible for any damage due to misuse of pesticides. Responsibility 
extends to effects caused by drift, runoff, or residues. 

, Transportation. Do not ship or carry pesticides together with food or feed tn a way that allows contamination 
it of the edible items. !':ever transport pesticides In a closed passenger vehicle or in a closed cab. 

, Storage. Keep pesticides in original containers until used. Store them In a locked cabinet, building, or fenced 
.~ area v.ilere they are not accessible to children, unauthorized persons, pets, or livestock. DO NOT store 
.. pesticides with foods, feed, fertilizers, or other materials that may become contaminated by the pesticides . 

Container Disposal. Dispose of empty containers carefully. Never reuse them. Make sure empty containers are 
not accessible to chlldr.en or animals. Never dispose of containers where they may contaminate water supplies 
or natural waterways. Consult your county agriCultural commissioner for correct procedures for handling and 
disposal of large quantities of empty containers. 

• .. Protection of Nonpest Animals and Plaots. Many pesticides are toxic to .useful or desirable animals, Including 
·honey bees, natural enemies, fish, domestic animals, and birds. Crops and other plants may also be damaged 

·• by misapplied pesticides. Take precautions to protect non pest species from direct exposure to pesticides and 
+from contamination due to drift, runoff, or residues. Certain rodentiddes may pose a special hazard to animals 

that •• poisoned rodents. 

PostiDg Treated fields. For some materials, re-entry interoals are established to protect field workers. Keep 
workers out of the field for the required time after application and, when required by regulations, post the 
treated areas with slans Indicating the safe re-entry date. Check with your county agricultural commissioner 
for latest re-entry Interval. 

Prebarvest Intervals. Some materials or rates cannot be used In certain crops within a spedfled time before 
harvest. Follow pesticide label instructions and allow the required time between application and harvest. 

Permit Requirements. Many pesticides require a permit from the county asricultural commissioner before 
; possession or use. When such materials are recommended, they are marked wtth an asterisk (*) In the 
,.treatment tables or chemical sections of this publication. 

Processed Crops. Some processors will not accept a crop treated with certain chemicals. If your crop lsgolng 
e to a processor. be sure to check with the processor before applylnJ a pesticide. 

Crop Jajury. Certain chemicals may cause Injury to crops (phytotoxicity) under certain conditions. Always · 
consult the label for limitations. Before applying any pesticide, take Into account the stage of plant develop
ment, the soil type and condiUon, the temperature, moisture, and wind. InJury may also result from the use of 
l&lcompatible materials. 

,.PeJ'IOIUIJ Safety. Follow label directions carefully. Avoid splashing, spiWng, leaks, spray drift, and contamina
tion of clothing. NEVER eat, smoke, drink. or chew while usinJ pesticides. Provide for emeraency medical care 
IN ADVANCE as required by regulation. (8/91) 

The UAMtrslty ol Calilomia. In a~cordance wtth applicable Federal and State law and University policy. does not dl5crim.lnate on the basis 
or race. color. naUoul orilin. relialon, sa. disability, qe. medical condiUon (cancer..relatecl). ancestry. marital status, dtlzenship. sexual 
orielltation. or status as a Vietnam-era veteran or spedaJ dlubled veteran. The Uni\lerslty also prohibits sexual barusment. Inquiries 
Nl&fdirlldael.laiverlll;)''siiODd.isaimiA11ioapolltitii1111JbtdnctedtodleAlfinnltlveAr:t.ioftDirector.UaiV111'11itJDICalifonlll.~ure 
•" Natant Resoun:es. 3011 l.Uu14e t>me.lth Floor, o.ltand. a. ttm-3510; [510) tl7.-& (31M) 

PrecaU" . ns for Uslnt Pesticides and Notes (12/97) F .1 
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. 1.0 INTRODUCilON 

~ This document outlines a program that wm be implemented in order achieve • .~ environmental balance between the proposed Hellman Ranch Reserve Golf Course and the 
it .. proposed restored and natural resource areas and their associated habitats. This approach 
. to golf course development and management integrates environmental and agronomic 
.. practices and promotes the management of golf courses as ecosystems. By mana gins soJf 
.: courses and associated developments as ecosystems, the golf course can take advantap of, 
···. or mimic, naturally functionins ecosystems. . 

'" On a practical level this program wDl integrate final golf course design, golf course cultural 
practices (maintaining the turf), special management zones, best management pradlces, 
Integrated pest management, and environmental monitoring. The result wm be. . 
thought:fuUy designed and carefully operated course in which there is effective integration 
ol development, management and the environment. 

• 

lt is intended that this program and the principals and pr~ctices herein be implementecl!n, 
a) the final design of the golf course (i.e., precise grading) and, b) management and 

_ operations of the golf course. The result will be detailed golf management program that · 
will focus on sustainable resource management and the application of scientifically based 

._ decisions in the design, c:onstruction, and management of the golf coune. 

11le focus of this approach will be on the following: • 
• Identifying Specific Management Zones on the golf course relative to their position in 

the watershed and proximity to ecologically sensitive areas. These areas would. be 
cared for and managed more sensitively than other, less sensitive areas of the coune. 

• Jnco1p0rating Best Management Practices into the design of the golf course and 
JMintenance facility, and the use of Integrated Pest Management to control pests; 

• Controlling potential problems at their source through appropriate turfgrus eultunl 
practices including the judidous use of fertilizers and pestiddes, eelectio.n of 
pesticides based on an ecological risk assessment, an effective irrigation manapmmt 
program, and identification of management zones within the golf course ar&l.i 

':.·.. Conducting an environmental monitoring program that evaluates the effectivei'IMS of 
the management pJOPDL 

1'his management program will be developed to detan how the golf course desip. 
c:onst:Nction, and most importantly, maintenance will protect eeologic:ally sensitive anu 
and wiJdlif.;.; habitats and meet the enviroru:nental objectives of both the land owner cad 
ftiWatOJ'y agencies. By implementing the principles and practices contained in this plln, 
an environmentany sensitive approach to golf course development and :management will 

- eftllll'ld. 
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2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

;~· Inae.aslng aHention has been focused recently on the interrelationships between solf 
Y., courses and the environment, in particular on protecting habitat and water resources from 
· contamination by nutrients and pesticides (Balogh and Anderson 1992; Walker and 

'- Branlwn 1992). By taking a 
proadive environmental 
approach to consf::nlction and 
snanagement, the probabmties 

. · of negative occ:ur.rences can be 
" significantly reduced (Peacock 
· and Smart 1995; Peacock et aL 
1996). Furthermore, recent 
scientific studies at several state 
universities indicate golf course 
Jn.an.agement pradices and 
environmental interactions can 

f be favorable. 

n.e first step in a proactive 
approach is to examine the golf 

• course relative to its position in 
· the watershed, and to identify 

the drainage basins and JUb.. 
... draina basins (the smallest . ge 
··units of land that drain to a 
common point). These analyses 

... are generally completed Jn 
conjunction with the pJeeile 
pding plan for a project, ad 

MANAGEME!\"T OF RESOTJRCIS 

1. Identify dralnaae basins ID the watershed ID which 
the properlf Is located. 

2. Identify envlronmentaDy and ecoJoafcaDy senslthe 
areas of the lite. 

3. Identify mana,ement practices that wiD protect tbe 

... 

properlf: 
-Spedftc :Ma:Daaement Zo1111 
-Best :Ma:Daaement Practices (BMP'a) 
-Inte&rauel Pest Mana,ement (IPM), IDcludJ.Da 

eeoJopcal risk assessment to select pestk:ldes 
forue. 

Identif.y, conceptually. manqement practices for 
resource protectioll: 

-Creeks, wetlands, streams, 1akiS 
-Assodauel habitats 
-Sw:face water 
-Subsurface water 
-GroDDdWider 

·are essential becaUse the watershed and it's component drainage basins are the units of 
· management at the ecosystem level The second *J> is to identify en~tally and 
ecologically sensitive areas on or near a golf course. This includes, for example, aeeb and 

. wetlands and the5r associated habitats. The third step is to identify those :management 
:. practices that would be appropriate to ensure protection of any sensitive areas or species. 

The IIW'lAgement practices that will be addressed include the followJ:ns: 

• Spedfic Managetnent Zones 
• k.: Management Practices 
• Integrated Pest Management, including selection of pesticides and fertilizer ad 

restrictions on the use of certain materials In sensitive areas. 

n.e fourth step Is to Identify, at leut conceptually, how the Spedfic Management Zo:ra, 

--------------------------------------~~' 2 • 
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Best Manage:mentrPract:ices md Integrated Pest Management practices would be emploree 
for management of sensitive areas, protection of surface and ground water duriDg 

~ construction, grow·ln and operations, and subsurface dralnap. 

1- 2.1 Watershed Dralnaae.Julu 
Drainage basins particular to the differlng topographic divisions should be identified with 
topographic maps and aerial photography. Onsite and offsite areas should be identified 
and the areas of each sub-basin will then be determined. The sub-basin areas form the 

· '- basis for the Sped.6c Management Zones for a golf course watershed. This information is 
· used to determine where speci5c Best Management Practices need to be employecl. 

2.2 Ecologically Sensitive Aleu 
One of the key objectives of this approach is to provide the necessary protection for 

,-<i' ecologtcally sensitive areas and species by correct golf course design and management 
operations. Ecologically sensitive areas are those resources that are susceptible to chanp 

;;;~ since change could altez ecosystem structure. These sensitive areas are identi6ed in the 
; • ~basin areas within the watershed.. Design, construction and operations aft to 'be 

managed to protect these resoUl'CIS. . 
• 2.1 Specific Management Zcmes · . • 

·'· , The process of managing the golf course in an environmentally sensitive and responsible 
manne.t involves establishing Specific Management Zones throughout a golf COLU'IIe. 

-... . Specific management zones aft defined as areas on a course that have distinct management 
, practices that coindde with their position in the watershed, and are based on the sub-'buln 

analyses conducted for the watershed. Manage.ment practices include many diffaent. 
aspects of turf management (e.g., the type and application rates of fert:ilize.rs or pestidcles, 
or mowing heights). Thus, a golf course area next to a wetland or stream, or other 
environmentally sensitive area must be managed differently than an upland uea. 
Landscapes lower in the watershed generaDy have D\01'e environmentally sensitive at'8U .,. 

than landscapes higher up in the watershed. Specitic management zones~ be 
established for the property based on environtftentaDy sensitive areas in the watmhed. 

I' 1he management zones should be identified and speci5c management practices detailed 
~ heachzone.. 

i~. 2A lest Management Pradic:ea . 
· Best M.anagement Practices (BMP's) are accepted industry standards for the reduc:tioll of 

erosion and poDutant movement, particularly developed for use in agriCulture and 
·. industry. These standards can also be applied for golf courses and other types oflaftc1 • 
· · 'QMS. nx golf courses, BMP's npresent those engineering or cultural app:roaches to so1f 

CO\Uie management which act to pnwent the movement of sediments, nutrierdl or 
pet&:ides into enviranmentaD.y JmSitive areas. They ue tools 11led in manapment ao 
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protect these areas and associated species. 11uough the use of Best MAnagement Practices 
turfgrass management can coexist in harmony within a natural setting. The goals of BMPs 
ueu~ 

1) to reduce the off-site transport of sediment, nutrients and pestiddes; 

2) to control the rate, method and type of chemicals being applied; ancl 

3) to reduce the total chemical load. 

The quantity and quality of water !rom a golf course watershed can be protected by 
appropriate wat~hed controls and management practices. Because water is the primary 
movement mechanism for contaminants, protection of water resources also provides 

. protection for sensitive areas and species. 

The following is a sample of BMPs that may be incoipOrated throughout the design and 
management of a golf course to prevent and minimize any adverse environmental impact. 

.Many of the BMPs suggested by the US Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation 
, Service (Bottcher and Baldwin, 1986) can be adapted for use in turfgrass management 
. situations: 

Aqwztic filter ponds- Utilization of ponds or detention basins in order to dilute, filter or 
assimilate nutrients fro:r:n drainage water will function in pollution abatement. 

· SW.ifaa 4rllinllgt- Collection of infiltrated surface water primarily from greens and tees 
and reducing runoff and leaching will allow channeling of potential pollutants for 
_abatement. Collection, filtration and drainage into vegetative areas for additional filtration 
will control the potential release of nutrients and pesticides from a golf c:oune. 

~ 

'kpl4te4 nmoJf impcnln4ment- Detention with associated filtration through plant material 
within basins prior to discharge is used to reduce runoff quantity and nutrient and 
pestidde disdwp. . 

Umdllbsorption tmR- Providing an adequate land absorption area for c:lrainage or runoff 
filtration so that soil and plants absorb nutrients. Surface drainage on a golf cour1e is 

. filtered through turf areas. All drainage from impervious surfaces is directed into areas 
· which have vegetative cover or which contain the runoff rather than allowing dizect 
.dischup. . 

Grasel wfmDizys 11r lnlJfm- Using a constructed waterway or outlet maintained with 
vegetative cover in order to prevent soD erosion and filter nutrients. Buffers, graaed 
swales and selected golf course roughs serve in this capacity. Vegetative areas act as 
Ntmal biofiltezs to reduce stor:mwater flow and poDut:ian. These practices use the natural 

, 
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· ~ " processes of infiltration, ftltration and biological uptake-to reduce flows and poDutat 
~- " loadings. PDte:: strips, buffers and grassed SVtrales are examples of vegetative practice~. 
· Sediment removal rates for lndJvldual BMP are generally greater than 70% and. nutrlent • 

· xemova1 is typically greater than 50% (USEPA, 1993). The effectiveness of swaleaiD 
'* _reducing flows and poDutants is similar to ftlter strips. Edges of roughs and fairwa:p 
: should be contoured to provide a swale which wm· direct flow onto the fairway and rough 
:·. ueas and channel runoff away from ecologically sensitive areas and eventuaDy Jnt:o a 

sto.rmwater system. 

·., Wauchope (1978) noted that In cases where water quality has decUned due to agriculturll 
• '~< practices leading to loss of nutrients and erosion, grass buffer strips placed between treated. 

.· fields md surface waters have significantly reduced the problem. This result is zelatecl to 
the architecture of the turf canopy and the fibrous nature of the turf root system. TUrf 
density, leaf textule and canopy height are physical factors which JeStrafn son eroslo1\ uad 

. eedhnent loss by dissipating impact energy from rain and irrigation water droplets 
·providing a resistance to surface II\Oveme.nt of water over tulf. 

: _: Crltialla1tA pZanting • the plantfns of vegetation to stabD.ize the soD and reduce erosion and 
'fa:: nmoff. TUrfgrasses are the premium choice of plants for this purpose. In roughs and ou.t
:t····of-play areas, low maintenance hearty spedes/ cultivars specifically adapted for this lite 
<l · wm be selected tor a-. . _ 

~ . 'Jaisllmt r:rvp wrid!M ·the UR of plant vuieties that ue JI!Sistant to inNets, J~C~&todes, • 
cfisuses, etc., In order to reduce pestidde use. Care should be taken in the selection of the 

:..' ··tw:fgrass spedes and cultivm best adapted for the edaphic, climatic and traffic intensity 
t ·conditions of a proposed lite. 
;~, 
~- . 

:- Cultlmal amtrol of pats • the use of cultural practices to partially substitute for pesticides. 
Details of the proper cultural practices including mowing, fertilization, irrigation, and 
supplementary cultural practices are Included fn this plan to take advantage of f!Vf11:1 

' aspect of cultural control of pest problems. One of the 'best deteuents to pests is a healthy 
. tuzf which is the zesult of selecting the proper grasses and using the proper cultural 
t'propams. 

SDil fating tmllf''llml llnlilyliJ ·testing to avoid over-fertilization and subsequent lo•es of 
:nutrients shCNld be extensively utilizecl. All fnftial fertilizer reconu:nendations shou1cl be 
·~based on son testing. All subsequent fertilization programs Jhould be Bnalizecf 'buld em a 
~Jninlmum sampling pogram consisting of annual soil and quarterly tissue anaty.s. 
..t, 
"! . • 

Tuning tm4 pZacemenf of frrl:D.izm • tb:nfng and placement of fertmzers for :maximum 
utmzation by plan~.and minfmum leaching or movement by surface NnOff should be • 
~ Every preeaution in fertilization tiD:dJls, includfn& scheduling to avoid potential · 

• 
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rainfall which could produce nmoff and/or leaching, verification of application rate 
tluough proper calibration of equipment, and choice of materials should be employed by 

~ the golf course superintendent. 
. 

. Slow releast fertiliur • applying slow release fertilize:s to minimize nitrogen losses &om soDs 
· prone to leaching. AD fertilization programs should include the use of slow release nitrogen 
fertili:ms. 

lnigation tDIZler management· determining and controlling the rate, amount, and timing of 
~ irrigation water application in order to minimize soD erosion, runoff, and fertilizer ancl 

pestidde movement. The irrigation system should be designed to have an average 
. application rate below the infiltration capacity of the son so that no surface ponding wm 
. occur and maxim~ efficiency of water percolation wiD occur. AD inig~tion should be 

based on a water balance method which takes into account plant water use as monitored by 
environmental conditions, soD drainage and natural rainfalL 

BiologiCA! canfTol of pests - use of natural enemies as part of an Integrated Pest Management · 
(ll'M) program which can reduce the use of pesticides. While biological controls which 
provide eHective pest management for turfgrasses are limited, whenever practical these 
should be considered. For example, parasitic nematodes, and bacteria/toxins for insect 

· control are available. The IPM program is further sw:nmarized in Section 2.5 of this 
document. 

l: Pesticidt Stlection - selecting pesticides should be based on an ecological risk assessment, . 
·~ and should include pesticides which are less toxic, persistent, soluble and volatile 
·t whenever feasible. All pesticides selected for use should be saeened for their potential to 

be sources of pollution. Only materials which have a documented margin of safety should 
be included in the recommended Ust. 

Pesticide rotatiDn -rotating materials for use on specific pest problems to prevent natural 
resistance from developing. Saeening of materlals for use allows multiple selections for 

... speci.6c problems. Rotating choices of materials helps preclude resistance to a specific 
. material or class of materials from occurriDg. · . • .. 
. CDmct ~~ppliaztion of pestici4a- includes spraying when conditions for drift are minimal or 

··.avoiding application when rain is forecast and irrigating with appropriate volumes of 
~ water when specified. AD of these conditions as well as proper calibration of equipment 
r shou1cl be scrutinized at r!Vf!rY pestidde application by the golf course superintendent. 

CDmd pestid4t ccmtJZiner lisposld· following accepted methods for pesticide container 
disposal. This should be a routine practice under the supervision of the golf comse 
superintendent. 
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1he goal of Best Management Practices (BMPs) Is to reduce or elimfnate the movement of 
Ndiment, nutri~~ or pestidde into env:ironm~tally sensitive ueas. • 

2.5 Intesratec:l Pest Manasemeat 
Integrated Pest Management (IPM) Is the use of Information about turfgrass pest problems, 

"' including environmental conditions which may precipitate these problems, and the 
integration of this information with turfgrass cultural practices and pest control measures 

.-. to prevent or control unacceptable levels of pest damage (Ferrentino, 1990). 

. ,,~. The goal of IPM Is to reduce JeJianee on any one form of pest control, such as chemical 
... pesticide applicatiOl\ in order that all fon:ns of controlue applied u appropriate to control 

clamage. Strategies for 1PM have been employed for over 30 years.lPM Is a preventati.ve 
approach inCOipOrating a number of objectives including the foBowt:ns: 

• . 
· '1) Development of a healthy tuxf that can withstand pest pressme; 

2) Judidous and elftdent use of cheinicals; 

3) Enhancement of populations of natural, bene5da1 organisms; md 

4) Effective timing of handling pest problems at the most vulnerable stage, often • 
resulting in reduced pesticide usage. -

Experience and t:ralning are important requisites to an IPM approach which focuses em the 
following basic components: 

• monltorins of potential pest populations and their environment 
• cletenni.nins pest injmy levels and establishing treatment thresholds; 
- decision malcins to develop and integrate an bioloaical, C'Ultural and dw:l:rticl1 

control strategies; 
- eaucatirls personnel on all biological and chemical control strateJiel; 
• ti.min&l.llc:l spot treatme~t utilizing either the chemical, bioloaical or cultural 

methods; 
• evaluatinJ the results of treatment. 

Lib IMPs, IPM strategies should be inCOlpOrated into every upec:t of the Manapznent 
Program and should take into consideration the entire scheme of golf c:oune operations as 
·they !elate to environmental considerations. A flow chart showing the steps in IPM-Ielated 
decision making is mustrated. in Pigw:e 2. Incorporated into this approach ue tbe 

fo1lowms: • 
l) Selection of the best regionaDy adapted tul'fpss species and cultiVals; 

, 
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Fipre2 
Intep-ated Pest Manaaement Decision FJow Chart 

txperience aDd Data 
Based Information lmNt 

" 
1t Establish Pest lbresbolds 
" Establish Monitorina Propam 
It Establish Potential Pest Problems 
It Establish Curative Teclmiques 

f---t. ConditJons Favorable for 
Pest OccurrcDCCJ? 

YES 

Implement Preven1ative Strateaies 

Monitor for Pest Presence or 
Symptoms ofPests 

NQ No Curative 
Action Needecl 

4 

Pesu are Present or Symptoms 
of Pests are FoUDd 

NC';_ Continue Pesl -

YES 
Identify Pest and Level ofl>amap 

MonitoriDa 
Proll!'lm 

Does Damage and Do Pest Levels NO 
Exceed 'Ibiesholds? 1-----::~----.. 

1 YES 

Implemettt Curative Trutment 
• Consider all Curative TecJmi~ 
• Use Risk Assessmau Tec.hniques 

to Select Pesticides 

Detennine Eft'ecdvmas of 
Treatment 

----------------------------------------.-~ A.ll>tmOH Jl.."'l'EEUCA'I'IOIIW. • SJDiA Cou.l:ci•AtlDWON Jl..~ licsDiUIL ~ • 
' ' 
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~·"" 2) The use of proven cultural practices such u aerlficaticm, vertical D\OW'fns, 
topdressing, maintenance of proper soD nutrient levels, sound irrigation 
management and proper mowing techniques to produce a high quality playing 
1\Ufaee; 

3) A sound pestidde management program to control those pests that exceed a toleruice · 
· · ·level for acceptable~ growth; and 
ir: 

~- 4) Monitoring of the turf and environmental conditions which may precede pest 
.. · problems and for population changes in pest and benefidal organism populations . 

• 

• ~~···A comprehensive monitoring program Is one of the most critical components to an effective 
;:. IPM effort. A well-trained and experienced golf course superintendent employs seouting to 
: detect symptoms of pest proble%1'11 on a da.Uy basis. nus approach coupled with compDina 
~;. a site specific history, and consulting with other superintendents in the mea and with 
.:· specialists in turfgrus management zna.ke it a viable prosram. 

'W'N1e economic advaniages ofiPM are JJW'8inal., the sociological and enviroru:nental 
··. consequences of judicious pestidc:le use is strong justification for im.ple:mentatlan. 

~ 2.J.1 IPM Pestidde SelectiOil• A IUsk Assessment for Selec&. 
~ Selection and use of pestiddes ce i:mportant considerations in the IPM progtam.. 

' Pestiddes should be selectee! for use basecl on an ecological risk assessment approach that 
~ is protec:tive of the environzne:nt. Pestidde use should be :restricted in z:nost CUll to 
: curative rather then preventive applications. Pestidde applications should not be made on 
-._.a replarly scheduled basis, but rather on a need b~, thus recludng environmental 
· exposure. The only exceptions may be preemergenee herbicides used to contm1 weeds. Jt 

-~ a much more effective and less Jwmfu1 to the envilonment to control weeds befcn t'My 
~,. emerae rather than aft& 

Pesticide selection should be based on effectiveness, toxicity to raon-tarpt species, 
IDlubDity and pers!stenee. A4ctltlona1ly, JMtedals should be applied strictly m accpvtanc:e 

• 
' 
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2.5.2 Pesticide Selection Criteria 
Steps In Detennining Pesticide Selection 

J. Step witt models. Step wise IDOCieb ~ouJd be usee! lo evaluate pe:s6cides buec! Oil their c:hemlal 
daaradw6cs me! site concliliou. Step wise models (u m the Callfomia Pesticide Cont.ami.na6oa PnYIIltloa 
Act: GVS model. Guta!soaltl'; SCS Jtanlcin& 1ft Goss 1991; PLP .model ill W&.ml\ me! Webe.r UN) prcrt'SU a 
Mdes of 1f·thea' situations to l'ftluate petticid-. 11\ese models an often used to tdeatif)' potenUal e:rpos11n 
of 1J1e pesticides lo the ennrorunenf ect DOB-tuJet o:audsms lA su.rface nmofl me! sul:>Jv.dace JeacJWw, 

2. J'vpml. The Jeveb of potenUaJ e:xposwe of a pesticide Uuoup ndace nmd -a 
nhwce leac:hhlc will be ctete.tmlned from these stcf"MH mod111. 

I, TppqtJ. 11\e len! of ds1c asJOc:iaW with exposwe b thu evaluated with toddty data to defermlu .. 
potential h.uarcS that exposure to a pesticide eu caue. Aquatic to:ddty b a pzi.IN.ry unrorunc.tal focal 
l>ecause aqvatic orsanisr.u a.rt \11\able to mon from SOUft'eS of contam.tn.Uoa, met th\lJ have a hip ct.,... of 
1\lJCtpb"'bility. Pesticides will be eli.mlnated or Jtitric:ted bucd on this mal;pis1 or fwther an.a2Jses wiD M 
coactuct.ec! asiA D.uaber C, Wen& 

L Molds. Pesticides that hue tJ\e potenUaJ to move tli.ro11p the tn.UOrunent s~o'lllc! be fudher eval1lallld 
'With compute: simulation mocll'h. Surface -...-afer anc! Jeach.in& movement will be modeled witll tJae 
limulalor for ~tu Besou.rces 11\.Bvnl~asills •!fate: Qvality (SWRlli·.WQ). SWJUlBWQ It a model tl&ll 
ues GLEA.MS pesticide fate component. CREAMS ctaDy n.ln.fall ~yd.roJou model, Ulc! SCS lecbolOIJ far 
estim.alin& peak nanof:! ntes met Aewly d"eloped s.climtnt yield equations to simulate ~yd.roJopc ...t 
related processes II\ nznl basiN ('Williams et aL, 1985; A.mold met Williams, 199&). This model wu denloped 
for IO'W crop agnC'IIltunlud has I"'CeDtl)' hal nalvated for twf (Wun:n-Hieb et a1., UK). ne model .... 
prec!ids ac:Nal Seld ol:t.t:rTalioM for mOYemtl\t of pest.icictes to l'lllface waleD 'by a t.dor of 2 to S tt-. 
11\e.refon. UlJ euor wowd be COJ\Serntin m compal.'boA 

Scaw:ios for pesticicte ue for pesticides modeled with 5W.RUWQ 1~o'llld be dneloped. 'nlete da...W 
repreloel\t worst case scuwios for pesticide "'' at a coli to\IZM; that is, the patest amout of malc.lll .... 
applied to the total acreace of a pll couse, and all at the s.~.J:M time. Estimated conce.ntntions of pestidd-.la 
IN.tface nanof! and 11olkurface leac:JUn&, fto.m the compute 1imulations should be n-aluated wltll dlk 
uressmeD.t procec!1U'IS to def.e.nl:liae relatiYt risk to lllutic ozp•'mn 

I. Bills AIRHP'lcnL lcoJosfcal dsk usessznent protocols sho'llld h u.se4 to select pestidd-. Afl'llllk 
ec'Diosfc:aJ risk a.uessmenll sho'llld be conducted. with methodJ tb.tl estimate the probability and mapltDU of 
aclvuse effects to orsanisr.u from t::ICpOI'Gft to 01\t or more pesticic!es or othe.r to:dc chemlcak (Pa:ldu:1111111 a1.., 
titS). This approach dif!e:n from othe.r ecoJopcal ds1c assessmenlll>ecaue it b both Cluantltatift a4 
probuililtic. Most methodJ an det.emdnistic and woulc! ctesaibe risk as, for example, •an ucee4u:t.ot 1111 .. 
acute water qulity .tu4ud lor chltiDlc:aJ X Isla Oee.k will cause ac!vuse ef:t'eds to •Clu.atic ~NoectL• Wltb tld.l 
approach, a risk cnlct be ch.andaized u •a _,._. probability that r.- or more of the ~Ned tpedes Ia a o.k 
wD1 be lost from acute chamc:al X toddty.• Ecolosfc:aJ ef:t'ecll dwaderi.r.aUonldeatUies ud qa.udi6lf 
nspcmses of aquatic tpedes to the chamc:aJ concentrations tb.tt cUl 11\cluce lwmfW effects. It is a com~ 
of ecolopc:al effectt aiteria, which ue comparable to EPA's acute uul dvonic aml:liat wat.r ClulilJ c::ll..a• 

Mmatecl comm'lll'lliJ' dsJc for...,, chamc:alt is a let of procedures that deJCdbe risk 111 the~ of 
~Jed• or cenaa affected by aC'Ute or chronic t.oxic:lty. ne piOCedves 11M moc!el.s relatiftc c:Madral 
COileelltratioA to the paa:nt of species or aenaa af:!ectecl mel the probability dislft"'batioA of apece.4 
D't'i10l\.1I'Uil\tal COJ\ceDtntiou, with auodatK ueertaizlli-. These two moctels a.rt lslteptect to proa. a 
Joiat probuility fwdcm. For .multiple cha.aJcak, estimatecl co.mmu.ity risk mtesraw the Jolat p2'01NIWJit.r 
fuct.iona for uch chemical, aU the proNJ>ility that IDOft than Ul)' puceD.faae of the lali:D wiJl h d 1 d' 
., .. chaalcalls ld••llfJM 

l.ltnlrielisms. ~tiODt of whether a pestidcte c:U be 1I.M4 at tile site 1~o'lllc! be based • llae dlk 
essessmet results. For those that cu be 1IMdr U\3' restrictions for 11H wUJ h dead)" ldentUie4 Ia tDI& 
11ae restzict:ioM wiJl be !Jasecf Oil &IDOtll'lt applied., time of )'tw' appJiecf.JocatiOl\ applied illllWLllt:mlllll
..... pe:u, lelil or fairw&)'5)# formDlatiOM, or the time MtweeA appJicatl-

• 
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:.::. Figure 2 
Pesticide Selection Process For IPM 

Below Is a pes6dde teled:lon flow &apam. From this evl!ua6cm, a recommeru!e4 pesllcWe 

Ust wo11ld h devatlope4 for each pest eatesor.r for ue In an llltepatecl Pest Manaaemet 

propm. AU matenlls are repterec:l b)' the v. s. En'firol\D\ental Protection Aaencr -a 8aa 
State of_ c.ulomla. SeJedlonlndudes UUIIJSII of COftdJIIom of the lite, propert:l• of a. 

soiL properti• of the pesddde, and 1N.NlJemenf prad:lc& 

Pesticlde Eflicaq 

Chem.leal Properties a ............... 
Site CondJtioDs 

Screeb.ID& Models: 
GUS, SCS, PLP 

I 

Exposure Potential a 
To:ddty 

I 
Evaluate Relative Risk 

of Chemicals 
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Aecept for U• 
Determfne RestrlctloDS 

Computer Slmulatlolls: 
Ma'dmum Exposure 

Evaluate with CautloD 
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with label instructions, at labeled rates, under appropriate envirorunental conditioN (i.e. 
~l no spraying on windy days or when rairi is forecast), and with a low-volume sprayer to 

teduce the possibility of drift. In sensitive management zones, where spraying is allowlft 
the use of a shrouded sprayer would be recommended. Materials should be rotated for UJe 

t· on a particular disease or pest. This will deter the development of resistant strains of pests 
which may require more frequent and/ or higher rates of pesticide applications. 

..,'4"' 

· · 2.6 Management of Jtesouzas . 
· 2.6.1 Ecologically Sensitive Areas. An active ecological management program should be 

in place. This program is generally coordinated with the overall maintenance program lot 
a golf course to ensure that course maintenance activities focus not only on rna.intahiing 
golf tw:f quality and course playability, but also on maintaining the health and functional 
characteristics of ecologically sensitive areas. Critical elements include periodic 
inspections, maintenance of proposed vegetative conditions, restoration or repair of 
damaged areas, record keeping and golfer notification. Each of these is briefly discussed 
below: 

: 1nspectiDns. All ecologically sensitive areas on the site should be inspected at least twice 
annually: onc:e in the spring and onc:e in the autumn. Inspections should focus on 
e:xunining the Condition of vegetation, the color and clarity of surface waters, the integrity 

· . olbanks and gro\U'ld cover, and other physical indicators of habitat stability. In conjunction 
·:. with the inspections, the condition of vegetated buffer strips should be inspected for the 

t-i ·presence ot debris, the integrity of vegetative cover, and the existence of channels or other 
· : indic:aton of concentrated storm water flow. 

N/JI.intenJm.t: t(Vtgdlltiw Ctmdifitms. Vegetative conditions established during construction 
should be maintained in the future. Cut material should be hand removed from 
ecologically sensitive areas and no machinery should be used at any time within theses 
areas of the site. The herbaceous cover of the buffer filter strips should be, maintainecl by 

.l. mowing at a frequency of twice per year. a vegetation height of approximately six inches 
J should be maintained in the buffer filter strips. 

_ AtstorllfiDn lm4 R.qNm of'Dirmllgt4 AN'AS. Observed damage to resources should be remedied 
• ·promptly. Ac:cumulated sDts should be removed, eroded channels should be fiDecL 
· compaded areas should be raked and other damages should be repaired using hand tools 
only, unless a mechanical tool arm can :reach into the area to perform a specific task. 
Damaged ground cover vegetation which may have led to these problems should then be 
RStored by seeding or vegetative planting depending on the 1ype of vegetation damaged. 
Ganne1s which foim within the buffer filter strips should be filled and immediately 
seeded. If additional gradi:ns iJ nec:essa:ry to prevent the l'efonnation of the charme1, such 
pde adjustments should be implemented to restore sheet flows. Additional level 
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spreaders should be lnsta!Jed as necessuy. 'nub and other debrls should be remove& 
resource and buffezs whe:n obsenre4. · 

16cord Kuping. An annual record of all resource and buffer inspections and n!DledJa1 
~· . . actions should be maintAined as put of the maintenance records for the golf cou:rse. These 

records w.lll include the dates of inspection., inspection findings for each resource and Slter 
strip location, a description of each mnedial action taken, and the dates of such acticms. 

.... 

Nofi.Jitllfitm. Education and notification of golfers of environmentally sensitive areai Is an 
important put of the overall ma:nagement strategy for resource areas. Appropriate sip 
should identify areas that are ecologically sensitive, or that golfers should not entea:. The . · 
scorecard should also identify these areas, and the starter should notify golfers of the 
sensitive areas on the course. Information should also be posted in the clubhouse ard 

· kdter JOOJnS. 

2.U Surface Water 

if·' 
2.6.2..1 Surface Water and Golf Course Consbuction and Grow·ln. Protedion of surface 

¥) 
~ waters from runoff is aitical during construction and during the •grow-in" period w~ 

the bare soil and thin turf cover makes the site most vulnenble. • W 

. ,, . Ctmstruditm. Golf course clearing should include Installing erosion control barriers between 
:;- ; 
, :; the areas being cleared for buffers, roughs and fairways and ecologic:aJly sensitive ueas. 
;.t • 

~ "t These should rem.am in place after turf is established until an cleared areas have adequate 
tt·'. turf cover to pzevent erosion. Turf buffer strips of at least 15 feet have been shown to 

iinprove water quality Jn pOlluted J'W\O!f (Doyle et al., 1977), and buffers should be N11y 
established with a one-inch height of cut be.foft removal of erosion barriers. .M the tm:f 
matures, potential nmoff problem$ w.il1 diminish. The effectiveness of turf u a buffer is 
related to the fibrOus nature of the turf root system and the a:chftectu:re of the turf amopy. 
Studies at the Pennsylvania State University and the University of Maryland have shown 

If that grassed areas are extremely effective fn redudng son losses compared. to otMr 
" cropping systems with measu:red son losses of only O.OS toni/ acre on grassed ueas with a 
" slope of 16% on a silt loam son. Additionally, any nmoff &om turf areas should be directec! 

Into a buffer area, vegetated swale, or other IMP for filtratlcm, therefore there shoWd be no 
~· swptive impact on water quality in ecologlc:ally sensitive..... · 

!f;· Sodding Js an effective mec:ha.nism to control runoff and eroslol\. On slopes greater than 
:~ 5%, a »-foot stabilization buffer shoulcl be established. '!he stabilization buffer lhou1d. • 
i\.. 
· ~:: a:msist of a 4-foot wide strip of sod at the base, and then extending up-slope, a Uoot 
: .. ~pigged bed, a second 4-fdot sod strip, and a 6-foot sprlgged bee!. Por sprigging of tbese 

sloped areas, rates should be inczeased by 50% to 750 bustels/aae to er&bDce 
.-Bstmll!l\t me. Catewm have to be taken durin& the pow-In phase with irription 
management to pzevent runoff and sediment movement into ftiiOUftl! areas and allow the 
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~- , buffer areas to adequately filter any possible surface nutrient or sediment movement. 

Gn:nD-ln. Controls put in place during goll course construction should remain Jn place after 
tud'buffer strips are established and until all areas have adequate turf cover to prevent 
erosion. Care should be taken during the grow-in phase with hrlgation management to 
p:event nmofl and sediment movement into ecologically sensitive areas and allow the 
buffer areas to adequately filter any possible surface nutrient/sediment movement. 

2.6 2 2 Surface Water After Constructicm. The main concerns with surface water and p1f 
courses are that transport of sediments, nutrlents and pesticides from more intensively 
maintained tud areas will impact surlace water quality. A golf coune designed properly 
makes it difficult for nmoff conta.minants to adversely affect surface water quality or 
associated wildlife because of the management practices that will be in place (i.e., SpedS.c 
Management Zones, BM'Ps and lPM) and because design considerations that allow runoff 
from the golf course areas to be routed through many different BMPs (Smart It Pea~ 
1996). After much research on nmoff from golf courses, Watschke and Mwnma (1989) 

. concluded that nutrient and/ or pesticide concentrations in storm water and the impact on 
smfac:e, water would be considerably less than other urban pollutants not associated with 
weD managed turfgrass areas. 

In addition, controlled and uncontrolled disc:ha.rge from surface drainage into resource 
areas directly from.a golf course, landscaped areas, parking lots and roads should be 

~~ minimal. Post development drainage plans should include filtration and dilution for Ill 
~; JUDDff. AD storm water nmoff from development property, roadways and the golf comse 

should be directed into filtration areas, such as golf coursefairways, and grassed rrwales 
before discharge into a sto:rm. water system. · 

1he prl.ma!y control of the potential contamination of surface waters from nmoff from 
JRitrients and pestiddes is by management practices and design as indicated above. 

.· However, information about the potential pollutants provides additional data that can be 
useful in preventing probleJnS. A general overview of the characteristics Of phosphonls, 
llitrates and pesticides is pzovid.ecL 

,.,.,1umls. Phosphorus is mUikely to aeate problems except under very spedUzed 
, mnditions in ponds and streams. Even though the granular phosphorus fertilizer cmiels · 

me greater than 88 percent water soluble and totally water soluble forms exist for liquid 
.. application, the phosphorus becomes rapidly fixed within the soil pmfile and vertlcal 

movement in most soils is only O.S to 1.2 inches/year (Young et Ill, 1985). Possible 
phosphate movement due to soD erosion could be a point source of poDution in turf 
fJ11EUIS (Walker, 1990). However, these instances would be very site specific aNI 
~where 'BM'.Ps are employed and runoff is retained to be filtered ~thh\ the p1f 

~ Rec:entworkattheP~vaniaStateUni~~~~~=-.:a ~"> 
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~ compared to the Jnftial concentrations Jn the irrigation water by up to 94%. ~ • 
. , phosphate concentration In leachate from the same turf are.U found up to a 77% reduction 

(Linde et al., 1994). This indicates the turf is acting as a ftlter to ~ernove nutrients from the 
'. ~~ .'· water source prior to zunoff or lea chins occuning. The most vulnerable tirne for phosphate 

·"" to be lost is immediately followins fertilization when excess irrigation or heavy J1dnfaD. 
-~ would cause movement. This occurrence can be completely avoided by l) not fertilb:lng 
· when rain is predicted; and 2) maldng certain that fertilizer Is irrigated to semove the 
{ material from the leaves into the son immediately followins applicaticm. 

NifnJfL Nitrate movement as JUrfac:e runoff can also be mirdmfzed by management. 
: Research has shown that the total nitrogen Joss from a fertilizer appllcation can be reduced 

from 9.5 percent of the total amount applied using urea as the nitrogen carrier to 0.26 . 
• percent by changing to a slowly available ca:rrier such as sulfur coated urea (Dunigan et 11., 

1976). These slowly avaDable nitrogen sources should be used. Additionally; the Best 
, Management Practices provide added protection against problems associated with nutrient 
. loss during runoff or leachfDa. 

: ._. P"tici4a. Movement of pestiddes into surfaee water during runoff depends on the 
· ·. chemical nature of the material, length of time between application and rainfall, and the 

volume ·and intensity of rainfall fonowing application (Thompson et al., 19N; Watsc:hke • 
• and Mumma, 1989; Hurto, 1991; Smith, 1995). Selection of the correct material for the job, 

:t.,~ .. through the IPM selection process discussed earlier, and application on a curative buts (the 
' IPM approach), Jeduce the likeln\ood of negative inddents. Also important are the 
, .: ·management practices pzeviously desai.bed (Specific Management Zones, BMPs, in 
~~ addition to IPM) that control the movement of pestiddes. Pestiddes should be Ulld that 
'. act quickly, degrade quic:ldy, are non-toxic: and non-mobBe. An environmental manitor.i:ng 

program should be established to monitor pestidde and nutdent CCII\Cefttratianl. 

2.U Subsurface Drainap. The factors that protect sudace water .:tso form the basis for 
protection of subsurface watezs. Several design factors should ensme that there Is adequate , 

t on-site :retention. The first one-half inch of surface nmoff should be treated tbroup ,_of 
.f: IMPs. The putting greens should drain through vegetated tudbuffers after draiN.p over 
~ fairway or roughs. Subsurface drainage should be through srus-Uned swales.and/ or 

overland flow over fairway and roughs. The routing should be designed to JN.Xb:rUe the 
distance over these areas. Vlheze subsurface drainage pJeSents additional cha11enps, 

t: Sltration traps c:onstruded of a sartd/ cha:n:oal filter should 'be installed adjac:erd to the 
~!paattinc peen. . 

2.U Grou:ndwater. 'The facton that protect surface water also fonn the basil for A 
potedion of ground water. Careful management of nitrate, as described in the~ 
Considerations of this document, should 'be required. Management along with effldlve 
Implementation of Best Management PradJces can effec.Wely e1hrdnate p1'Cblelnt 
assoc:ia1ed with nutrient lois dudfta runoff or leac!dn&. 

- .. • .. -·*---~ ..... -- •• 
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3.0 AGRONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS 
·~ .. 

,. 

·Agronomic and cultural practices are important components in maintaJnins 
I'J'lvironmental integrity and enhancing current and proposed conditions. The land use 
design and extensive use of Specific Management Zones, Best Management Practices, and 
Integrated Pest Management, as previously d.iscussed, coupled with state-of-the-art 
aponomic and cultural practices, ensure environmental sensitivity of a golf cou:se u it 
Interfaces with ecologicaDy sensitive areas. 

. 1be foDowing sections discuss agronomic and cultural practices that are aitical to 
maintaining environmental sensitivity. 

. J.l son Mixes and MoclificatiODI 
Puffing. Gruns. It is important that greens are constructed with surface and intemal 
drainage that will ma.ximize the playability even immediately after rainfall or irrigation. • · 

. 'Construction techniques should ensure that surface runoff is directed to adjacent buffer 
7: filtration areas which provide good drainage and resist wear and compaction wDl be 

utilized for construction of the playing smfate. 
~.' 

·. Da. Tees are tl'\~ most trafficked areas on the golf course considering number of players 
· · and size. The higher height of cut on the tee surface provides a much deeper root system in 
~· the son profile and imparts considerably better wear tolerance. A modified son mix for tees 
· consistent with the greens should be used to ensure resistance to compaction. 'I)'picaDy tee 

ueas are not as intensively :managed as greens and the nutrient and pesticide reqWreme:nts 
ue lower. Su:rface nmoff should be directed into adjacent fairways or buffers. 

Fllira1tzJ/s tm4 Rtlug'hs. Since it is imperative that soil with demable chemical charac:teristics 
be used for twfgrass growth, extensive fill may likely be used in many areas. Soils should 
be disturbed during the construction process to ensure no hardpans or cornpac:Ced uas 
irde.tlere with rooting durlng establishment. Son samples should be analyzed flom as 

· ~nany locations as necessary once final grading begins so that pre-planting fertillzati.on 
• sec:ommendations can be made. 
l 

1.2 1\ufpus Selectlcm 
Over the years extensive tmfgrass breeding progruns and research have JeSUlted in grass 
'Varieties that are exceptionally well-suited for golf tourse tur.f. Selection. of turfgrus 
species and cultivars should consider the followJna: 

1) Climatic conditions ·local annual temperature and rainfall data; 

2) Edaphic conditians -soil physical and chemical characteristks; 
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3) Golf couise playability •lt Is anticipated traffic conditioN will necessitate HIJ 
of species and cultivars which will absorb wear and yet remain in a hiJh state of 
playabDity. · · 

, . U Construction and Grow-la 
SoD erosion is most likely to occur during the construction and srow·in phues of .. 

·. : course development The major pathway for phosphorus loss is son erosion, beca\lle 
sediment is the earner. Therefore, any technique el!ective In reducing son erosion wm also 

,. reduce phospho~ losses. Buffer strips, srass waterways, berms, ~ding steep slopes llftd 
silt fences are examples of structural techniques for erosion control during construction llftd 
szow..m. Sodding rough and turf buffer areas is an effective mechanism to control nrnoff 
and moslem.. 

J.C Basic Growins·ln Propam 
- A weD planned growing-in program is important to the environu\ental integrity of a p1f 

-~, ·. course. ·The grow in period can result in son erosion and nutrient movement unless proper 
' procedures are followed.. Those procedures that wm minimize negative impaets are 

j discussed below. Planted areas should be kept continuously moist until the root system 
: becomes established and new growth is evident. Th.is means frequent waterinJ that~ 

~ the soil to a depth which will ensure flushing of salts below the extent of the root S)'lleaL. 

Water should not be allowed to pudtne or run off the surfaces. Altc vigorous growth is 
noted, watering frequency should be deaeued with application volumes increuecL This 
will ensure adequate soil moisture at depths to optimize root growth and continue tbe 

-.- flushing action for salt rm:novaL 

All areas should be fertilized at three to four weeks after germination or sodd.mg. Nit:l'Opll 
toUrCes should include at least 50% of the nitrogen from a slowly available fozm .ac:h • 
IBDU, SCU or a polymer coated urea. Additional fertilizations will be necessuy fJW!II:'1 4 to 
8 weeks until the turf has reached full cover. Once the course has matured, the objed1ve 
becomes slower growth with sood color, density, and playabflity. 

.· To help control weeds and promote lateral~ JrlO'Wing should begin when the putes 
reach a thzeshold at 1S00.4 of their znowing height T.hls will encourage lateral spaead., 
Jnc:rease density, and maJntain a fine textme. The mowing should be frequent enoush 10 

\?· that DO more than one-third of the top growth Js JemOVeCf at any one c:Jippmg. 
·.~;:* 

?; Pat Control. The course should be inspected daily for pests. When control is~ 
.. materials approved in the plan wm be used followina restrictions u dtdined in the plan. • 

•• 
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U COJ,.F COURSE CVL'ItJRAL PRAcnCES 

The primary cultural practices that produce and sustain a healthy turf are znow1ns, 
lr.rigation and fert:ili.zation. These three operation$, alone or in combination, often cause 
changes in the root and canopy miao-envi.ronment which can have either a positive or 
negative result. Thus, it is essential that these practices are executed in a proper and timely 
manner to ensure turfgrass quality and playability. The best deterrent to weed, Insect ard 

~ disease infes1ation is a healthy turf. Thus, maintaining hearty grasses will minb:nize the 
need to apply fertilizers and pestiddes. All of these components are· important IPM 
strategies 

&..1 Mowifts 
Mowing is the most basic maintenance operation on a golf course. Without zegular 
mowing at the appropriate heights of cut the course would become unplayable. 'With 
good D\0\Ying practices, density, texture, color, root development, wear tolerance and other 

,..,_ aspects of turf quality are enhanced. Proper mo'Wing practices also can reduce the amount 
of inigation needed. Taller grass can have 1 significantly higher evapotranspiration rate 
md thus 1 greater need for water. Mowing grass too short stresses the turf which not only 

·· produces a need for more ~Iter, but can cause the weakened turf to be more susceptible to 
weed, insect and' disease infestation. 

.; 

u PedDizms 
· The most important aspect of a sound fertilizer program is to ensure that the nutrients 
applied are used efficiently by the turfgrasses and do not end up in surface and/or grmmd. 
water. Nitrogen a:nd phosphorus are the elements most often assodatecl with 
eutrophication of lakes and streams. Other nutrients do not seem to pose a problem to 
bodies of water. However, cue must be taken. so that nutrients do not enter resource areas 
or watercourses. Cue must be taken aro\.U\d areas that dram to watercourses, espec:i.ally 
arou:nd bunkers (Peacock et al. 1990). 

Minhnizing nitrate movement is directly related to Best Management P.rac:t:ices by 
efficiency in rate and timing of nitrogen inputs through choice of materials and effideru:y in 
rate and timing of iDigation. Reports by Petrovic, 1990; Walker and Branham. 1992; and 
IJnde et al., im concluded that several management options are available to mi:nimize or 
elimina1e my threat to grmmd. or surface water by 1) limiting irrigation to zeplacement of 
son moistuJe; 2) using slow ftlease nitrogen sources; 3) timing fertilizer applications in 
ft!lation to active uptake; and 4.) use of realistic rdtrogen application rates. AD of these 
factors should be part of the fertilization management program, lnd when iJ:nplemmted, 
should ftduce or eliminate nonpoint IOU1'c:e losses of nutrients from the soli c:owse. 

U lnlpticm Syllem 
Based on average local rai:rr, .ll, suppleznental irrigation will Hk•'lv 1- ---'- ... · 
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. design and operatioiW strategy must fulfill aD environmental requirements for protectmc 
... ecologically sensitive areas, surface water and purul water. In addition, the irrigation • 
·•. system should be designed to meet the water requirements of the turf by supplementing 

natural rainfall A state-of-the-art irrigation system·where irrigation is managed with 
. · computer control should be used and Irrigation should be based. on measw:ing weather 

conditions. . " -,; 

U Water Managemeat 
Because of the many variables to consider, Le., slope, son types, rooting depth, etc.,.,. 

·": with the most sophisticated irrigation system avaDabJe, experience has proven that fifte.. 
.... · tuning of the irrigation program by the golf course superintendent and irrigation techniCian 

II essentiaL 

Xnowledge of the water reserve in the root zone is a key input required for de~ • 
irrigation needs. On greens, approximately seventy-Jive percent of the root system may · 

. occur in the top four inches of soil. On tees, fairways and roughs the depth of rootiJ1S can 
~.Vary from six to twelve inches, depending on how these surfaces are managed. 1hezefoze, 
'l ':with knowledge of soil water storage, actual daily rainfaD and calculated daD.y 

evapotranspiration (ET) information it is possible to determine when the available lOll 

' . 

:moisture is deple. ted and irrigation requh'ed. A weather station should be Jnstalled at_ the • 
· . JMintenance fadlity to JeCOrd rainfall, solar radiation, air temperature, soD temperatme, 
-~ and relative hwnidity. This infon:nation could then be tied to a computer with aoftwue to 
· carefully determine evapotranspiration deD'\.11\ds and irrigation requirements. 

fi U Supplementary Cultwal Pnctlcea 

' 

. To help develop and sustain quality tw:f, ipDcing, vertical mowing, aerifying, topcbesshts 
and rolling are used. These operations physicaDy alter the plant's environment by 
semovfng and or zelocating soil and organic materials or altering turf growth habit. 

1.0 BASIC ANNUAL MAINTENANCE GUIDE 

, : The following mmarks supplement the Basic Annual Maintenant'e GuJcle on the foUowlrc 
paps. It should be noted that this basic progrun w:l11 need to be adjusted and fine tuned 

~-'by the superintendent 'based on spedftc situations. 

Son Allalylll . 
Sample tepresentative peens, tees, fairways and roughs for aNlysis and 
JeCOmmen.dations. 1he primary purpose of soil testing is to insure a sound fertl1iaer 
proJTam based on nutrient availabmty and balance for soocS growth of the sr-- A • 
healthy plant is less ~le to disease and other pests. 
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2. Plant lusue Testins 
Sample representative greens, tees, fairways and roughs for leaf nutritional content to 
determine nutritional status of the turf. This in combination with soil testing will 
provide a basis for adjusting the fertilization progTam. 

J. Calibration of Equipment 
AD spreaders and sprayers must be repaired, if needed, and cah"brated for proper 
distn"bution of fertilizers and pesticides. 

C. MowinJ 
With good mowing practices, density, texture, color, root development, wear 
tolerance and other aspects of turf quality are enhanced. 

5. Fertilizing 
The fert:ili.zer program should be based on soil test results for pH, soil nitrogen 

· reserves, cal dum, magnesium, phosphoNS and potassium. Nitrogen ferl::ilization 
should be determined by color, density and the rate of growth (clipping yields) of the 
grass as well as soil nitrogen reserves (as determined from testing). Intetpretation of 
soil nitrogen analyses to exact amounts which are available to the plant is difficult. 
For this reason, J'Utrogen rates may be adjusted, but not solely based on soil testing. 

6. Irrigation Program 
Each time water is applied, operate the system long enough to wet the soil to the 
depth of rooting. When greens are stressed, hand water or syringe during the heat of 
the day in addition to regular night irrigation. 

7. SpikiDg 
This procedure is needed to relieve surface compaction and ensure good gas 
exchange (oxygen and carbon dioxide). 

L Vertical Mowms 
During the growing season, this operation is needed to reduce mower induced grain 
and thatch buildup, and to provide a smoother, faster putting surface on greens. 

9. ~e~ 
Aerifying surfaces relieves compaction, increases soil and surface air exchange and 
improves fertilizer and water movement into the sail 

10. Topdressing 
In addition to following aerification, topdressing should be applied once or twice per 
month during the growing season at the rate of one-quarter cubic yard per 1000 
square feet. This practice not only helps control thatch, but also helps provicie a 
smooth, true surface for mowing and accurate ball roll. Adding compost into the 
topdressing helps boost biological activity and may help with disease control 

• 
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GENERAL: 

SoD Ana)ysis X 

PJutTIIIUI X 
Analysis 

Calibnde X 
Equipment 

GREENS: 

Mowing X X X X 

Fertilizin& X X 
' lnipting X X X X 

SpikiDJ X 

Vertical 
Mowing X 

Aerifying X 

TopdressiDJ X X 

Disease 
Comrol X X 

Weed Control X 

Insect COIItro1 

wcuma 
Apms 

• 

X 1 

X X X 2 

X J 

X X X X X X X X 4 

X X X X X X s • X X X X X X X X ' X X X X X 1 

X X X I 

X X X ' X X X X 10 

X X X X X X 16 

X X X X X 15 

X X X X 15,11 

X X X X 12 

• 
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TEES: 

Mowina 

F.eniliziDJ 

lrriPiiDI 

Spikina 

Vertical Mowing 

AerifyiDJ . 
TopdressinJ 

Disease Control 

WeedComrol 

Insect Control 

FAIRWAYS: 

Mowma 
Fertilizin& 

lrriptinJ 

AerifyiDJ 

Disease Coatrol 

Weed Com:rol 

Insect Control 

•·. .,·.; :·;.:;·::·.:.:;~ • :··· .•• #. 
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. ··. ··.··. ·:: 
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X 5 
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Mowma 
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1L Nematode Control . 
May be needed infrequently. A soil nematode analysis will determine population 
levels and suggest treatment. 

U. Wetting Agent Appllcationa 
If localized dry spots appear on the greens, apply a good quality wetting agent ard 
water inunediately to prevent yeDowing of the grass. Owing this period, use a 
wetting agent when applying a liquid fertilizer or pesticide unless the label states 
otherwise. 

U. . Raking and Edging BUJ1.ken 
Bunkers need to be raked dally and edged as necessuy, as often as once per month 
during the peak turf growing season.. · 

14. Weecl Control 
Monitor for the presence of weeds. If the population becomes so large that it e£fects · 
the playing surface, use the appropriate herbicide. 

U. Insect Control 
Monitor daily for beetles, grubs, caterpmars and other insect pests. However, do DOt 
treat unless the pest is found, identified and present in damaging numbers as 
determined by the tlueshold level. 

U. Disease Control 
During periods when disease or conditions favoring a disease outbJeak are prevalent, 
inspect the surfaces daily and treat only as necessary. 

.6.0 ENVlllONMENTAL MONITOR.INC 

A monitoring program Is a key component of the management progrBDL Golf c:oune 
operations can benefit from obtaining a wide variety of information on which to base 
cultural program decisions. Irrigation, fertilization and pesticide application decisions 
which interact with environmental quality should be based on respo~ noted from an an.
&oing monitoring program.. 

The monitoring program should encompass sampling and analysis of~~ groundwater, 
surface water incluc:ling ir.rigation water, sedimen.t and aquatic organisms to deter.rn.i.M if 
any detrimental effects on the environment are noted. The goals of a monitoring prognm 
ate as follows: 1) to provide baseline data as to the site characteristics 1epl'diDg 
environmental conditions; 2) to provide data that assesses environmental conditions, t:lms 
providing a basis for management decisions and for measuring compliance with 
environmental regulations; and 3) to ensure that Integrated Pest Management and the 
IMPs are functioning properly. 

A properly implemented monitoring program wDl provide in-depth guidelines for the 
foUowi:na: 11"".' ·: 1) Sam.t')le amsiderations tloati.OJ'Ul. sam-ol~ nwrulml'V. u.m'l)le .6e1d ,._ ,.,-. 
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methods, sample analyses both for field and laboratory use, and necessary laboratozy QA/ 
QC protocols); 2) Data Storage; 3) Data Analysis, .f) C:dteria for Management~ 
Jteports and Reportins fonnats; and 6) Quality assurance and quality contm1. - ., 

.. Results of an Environmental Monitoring Program provide feedback to the golf coune 
superintendent, and thus prov.ide a useful management tool For example, the results ol 
the program are used In detenn!ning the correct application rates and timing of pesticides 
and ferti.U.zers, and the optimum operation of irrigation programs. Results of a monitozms 
program also trigger management responses should pesticides or fertilizers be found in the 
water or sediments at elevated concentrations or if biological communities have been 
negatively affedecL · 

. 
Record keeping Is an important part of the process. On-going cultural and envhonmental . · 
programs should be monitored through the use of a record-keeping system. 1be 
information from the record keeping is used to evaluate and modify cultural pzoc:essei on 
an on going basis; and determine compliance with environmental standards. 
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Informative 
I Ink 1 

Michael Hurdzan 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMM15S\ON 

W7t;t, 

Rfuit's,...,.. IUu 1aol6i. tmil i$1Q.rger than Dda'l~Klft 
I,UII;l Rhod•idJntl CORtbmal'! 
AI aof eou,_ ia Amt:riuf......-15,000 t{lhftlt! 

(S)Michatl Mtlford, 1997 (&)Michael Mtlford, 19 

Golf gets back to ·nature, inviting everyone to 

With more than 15,000 golf cours 
United States, golfs appeal just k• 
growing. But is carving fairways • 
forest, moving sand dunes or plan 
Bermuda grass in a desert setting t 
intelligent use of land? And to kee 
courses free of bugs, weeds and b 
spots, is it worth the liberal use of 
fertilizers and pesticides? 

Workin& on the 

. prin1le that a 
C>M10hatl Mtlford,1997 ~Jlesigned 

· c rse can actually t: health back into the land, some golf courses 
:r::o:.:~pefitng answers to tllese'""" 

que to . c uate, Massachusetts, wnat was 
15"nce an abandoned quarry and illegal dumping 
ground is now the site of Widow's Walk, a 
public golf course full of vegetation and 
wildlife. At Desert Willow, a $10 million project 
in Palm Desert, California, architect Michael 
Hurdzan created a public course that's every bit a CIMichatl M 

part of its 1997 
desert 
environment 
by using plants native to the 
valley and limiting the gmss 
scant 75 to 80 acres. 

http :1/www .smithsonianmag.com/smithsonian/issuesall/issues97/ap .html Page 1 of 2 
I 



Golf looks beyond tile 'Augusta National Syndrome' 
' .. 
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aoverdale 
GolfQubin 
Washington 

C>Miohul Mtlford 1997 State might be 
' the essence of 

. public golf. 
Once a working dairy fann, it had a herd of 
well-tended holsteins roaming this land just three 
years ago. But with milk prices in "the pits," 
owners Rick and Cynthia Witscher turned to golf. 
Their course, with its hardy turf of six native 
@!SSeS, IS as environmentally light On the land as 
an ancient Scottish links. 

Writer Jay Stuller traveled from California to St. 

C>Mich1t· 
1997 

Andrews, Scotland, to find a new ethic in golf course design tha1 
in his words, "a refreshing counterpoint to criticism of a sport th~ 
seemed beyond reproach." 

C>Michltl Mtlford, 1997 

For more infonnation on this topic, see our Additional Sources p 

Abstract of an article by Jay Stuller, originally published in the Apri/1997 , 
Smithsonian MagaziM. All rights reserved. 0 

Copyright 1997 Smitbsoulau Magazlue All rights reserved. 
Email: edJetters@aoJ.com 
This site produced by Oeulus Interactiye. 
With consulting from Yisionan Media. 

• 
bttp :1/www .smlthsonlanmag.eom/smithsonianllssuesall/issues97 /apr97/aolf.btml Paae l of l 
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Lohmann Golf Designs: Environmentally Sensitive Sites 

Environmentally Sensitive/ Audubon Program Courses 
Twin Bridges Golf Club 
Danville, Indiana 
6,975 Yards Par 72 
Opened in 1997 

the 
routing takes full advantage of the natural areas 
while protecting sensitive ar~. The golf course 
features bentgrass greens, tees, and fairways, the 
construction of five ponds, and over 20 acres of 
native prairie plantings. 

Broken Arrow Golf Club 
LockJ)9rt, Dlinois 
6, 73.9 Yards Par 72 
Opened late 1995 

Broken Arrow Golf Club is a 27 hole public golf 
facility located southwest of Chicago. The project 
was developed with the intent of protecting and 
enhancing the environmental aspects of the site. 
Initially, the parcel featured one wetland, two 
creeks, and woodlands. 1brough careful 
development and a committment to expanding the 
natural aspects of the site, the property now 
contains two creeks, an expanded wetland, 23 
ponds, woodlands, and meadow areas. Two of the 
three 9 hole offerings combine to form an 18 hole 
championship course. The course length - through 
the use ofmutiple tees, can vary from 5,125 yards 

7129/98 10:55 AM 

to 6,735 yards and features water on 14 boles. The course also features bentgrass greens, tees, and fairways, 42 bunkers, 
_wetlands bordering four golf holes, and extensive mounding and meadow areas. The "A" course (a separate 9 hole routing) 
was designed as a stand atone 9 hole golf course with double greens. Given the double-green concept, the course features 
12,000 to 15,000 sqaure feet bentgrass greens that offer a truly unique golfing experience. 

lndianhead 
Mosinee, 
6,465 Yards Par 
Opened in 1994 

existing 9 hole golf course. The course has been 
increased to become an 18 hole golf course. Six of 
the original nine holes were modified while 12 
holes were created. 1be new holes take advantage 
existing ponds and low areas to create scenic, yet 
playable golf holes. Eight of the holes were carved 
through the existing forest and enhanced by native 
wetlands. an existing m:et, and the addiliou of 
.,....,,...;,..,.n., ,..).,........,. hnn\-,...., anil ...,.. .. il.: ,.. ftatn..,.t 

http://www.Jobmann.com/sensltive.btml Page 1 of 2 



Lohmann Golf Designs: Environmentally Sensitive Sites 
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7/29/98 10:55 AM 
lHIM .. ""(t&"" .... &1 .... ~ VU&&a""'t:l MI&W f'V•~• &&_, ut.&t.W. .... 

ten"ain and vegetation were used to their full 
advantage on this site. 

The Links at Midlane 
Wadsworth, IDinois 
3.5,.1 Yards Par 36 
Opened in 1994 

Nine new golf holes were added to an existins18 
boles on this site, abundant with natural features. 
Mature oak. stands and countless acres of wetlands 
were Oiily a few of the resources ofteied 6Y ibis 
parcel located in the Des Plaines River basin. 

water 

new 
ali maples, and evergrceos 

were added to line the bentjrass fairways, tees, and 
greens of this aesthetically beautiful golf course. 

Find out more about How Lohmann Golf Designs Can Assist You: 

• Minimize Construction Costs Through Site Sensitivity. 
• A void the Common Pitfalls of the Permitting Process. 

~ I Company lnfoanation I Public Courses I Private Courses 
Municipal/Government Courses I Environmentally Sensitive Courses I Related Links 

What's New at Lohmann Golf Desians ... 

bttp :1/www .Johmann.eom/sensltive.btml 
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Ocean Creek Golf Course • Fripp Island, South Carolina 7/29/98 10:56 AM 

' ' -oc' EAN CREEK -' '.:· F:lippisland. 
:~_; .... ;.-,·._,_ . '- · 'Sonlli Caroliiut 

.... ••• 1' .,._. .... ~· 

-
Golf Connection ''~ Accommodations -~ Fripp Island 

Ocean Creek Golf Course 

Back 

Yards 6510 

Par 71 

Rating 71.4 

Slope II 131 II 

(} ol.u~se Statir=)ti.cs 

Middle 

6094 

71 

69.3 

125 

Forward I 
4884 I 

71 I 
69.5 

121 

Year Opened: 1995 
Greens: Tift Dwarf Bermuda 

Course Designer: Davis Love III 
PGA Golf Professional: Jack Kolb 

Click for Scorecard 

iii Back to the Frip,p Island Golf Connection 

These pages prepared by Aesir Computin&. Inc. Copyright C 1994-1996 by Aesir Computing, Inc. All images contained on 
this site are copyrighted to individual graphics artists/companies, and may not be used in any form without prior licensing. 

http :1/www .familycirclecup .com/Golf/Fripp Island/OC.html 
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The Natural at Beaver Creek 7129/98 10:59 AM 

The Natural Fact Sheet 
With 1998 Rates 

Directions <Mag) 
to The Natural 

The Natural Scorecard 

The Natural at Beaver Creek Michi&an Golfer ON-LINE 

For Tee Times Call 517-732-1785 
5004 W. Otsego Lake Dr., Gaylord, MI 49735 

A Perfect Habitat For Golfers 

The Natural, located on the west side of Otsego Lake is very deserving of its name. This championship 
18-hole golf course has been constructed on one of the most scenic sites in northern Michigan. The 
pourse was designed so golfers of different levels of ability could enjoy an exciting challenge amidst 
beautiful stand of oak, maple, birch, and pine; rolling terrain and some of the most visually 
outstanding wetlands in northern Michigan. While you take in the landscale, ket:R an eye out for tbe 
wildlife because durin a round of olf ou have a Ood cfiance of seein eer, wild turke , beaver 

w row. 

The Natural is definitely not a fabricated or contrived layout, instead the layout is eighteen challenging 
and visually exciting golf holes that were found and embellished (not created} in the natural 
environment. 

The clubhouse is located on an elevated bluff over looking the scenic wetlands. From the lounge area, 
guests can watch golfers finishing their rounds on the very challenging and picturesque holes #9 and 
#18. 

Course Features 

Large Undulating Greens 
Oversized Bent Grass Tees 
Practice Putting Green 
Double Row Irription 
Watered Rou2hs 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

• 

• 

• 
llttp:l/www. webaolfer .eomlnaturallindex.lltml Pate 1 of l 
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7/'1.9/98 11:05 AM 

Cape May National Golf club is nicknamed, "the Natural", by magazine writers, 
because this highly popular golf course started an industry trend to the natural golf 
course. Ca e ational Golf Club is situated near a 16 000 acre Ca e Ma 
National Wildlife Refuge he course is built around a private 50 acre 1r 

.. sanctuary. The attention to the env1ronrnent is punctuated by ponds, wetlands, 
natural grasses and flower beds. 

Cape May National golf Club has 3 holes that are rated best in New Jersey and the 
18th hole is frequently noted as the best closing hole in the state. 

Sand Barrens 
Golf Club 

1765 Route 9 North 
Swainton, NJ 08210 

(609) Golf-555 

The Sand Barrens Golf Oub opened in the Spring of 1997. This golf course 
http://www.awcoc.com/golf.html 

7 
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Suariver Resort: Golf 0 Crosswater 7119198 U:Gj AM '{ 

&..~~:. + w.. ~wtn·n.e tllh hole at c~ · .8 thiVreadleo ~ as.~ 
_. Cra&&Waler looldng back to lhlltM C ts 6 t1ie 

gently flowing Deschutes and 
Little Deschutes Rivers. In fact, depending on tee selection the rivers can 
come into play as often as seven 
times m a round. 'lbe destgn is 
tradltionat beathJand style and 
the course features five tee 
placements for each hole as well 
as bent grass fairways and 
greens. 

Crosswater and Sunriver Resort 
ire mem5ers Of me AudubOri 
COOperative Sanctuary PrOgram 
nsr ocm courses mrougrt me 
Audubon Society of New York 
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riverhole_la.JPI 7129/98 11:09 AM 

~~~~~~~~~\ 
;i\~ 8 u :_, :J AUG 1 9 199 

rAUFORNIA 
cOASTAl COMM\SS\ON 

http://www.sunriver·resort.c:om/imaaes/finalpix/resort/aolf/newaolf/riverhole_lg.Jpa Paae 1 of 1 , 
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Charleston Golf Plamaer • Oak Oiat Golf Coarse (Charlutoa, South CaroliDa) 

Charleston Golf Index I Connections Index 

7/29198 11:10 AM 

,.JQHN'S ISLAND CID.rl~cto~. 
, , So 11th C:Lro 1 

Golf Planner -~ Accommodatloaa :it Kiawah lnfa :1i Cbarlestoa Info ;~ Ordel FODD 

For more information: 

Oak Point Golf Course 
4255 Bohiclcet Road, 
Johns Island, SC 29455 
803-768-7431 

Point olfen both wide wimlswept open spaces 
1tretch along salt 11U1rshla11ds a11d dense spp,ces of 
oaks, magnolias, pines and palmetto palms. " 

"~~~~~o~n~~~~~~~~w~u~~~o~n~~~;t~ 
indigo and cotton plantation. Its play is challenging to both the 

nn." ....... or the experienced professional .. Group rates, family 
and seuon puses are available u well u 2, 3, and S 

series discounts. Come experience Low Countty golf. The 
~mu•n way at Oak Point Golf Course. 

(! oru_-se Statistics 

Club Pro:Martin Shorter 
Architect:Clyde Johnston 

Course Record: 67-Kevin Arnold 

Click for Scorecard 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

II Back to Johns Island II Back: to the Charleston Golf Planner 

• 

TIN1e JHif•• prepued by A11ir Co'UHtinl· lac. Copyright C 1994-1996 by Ae1ir Computing, lite. All 
;.,g, coatoifted oft thi1 1ite ,., copyrighted to iftdividlUJl graphic• artiltllcomptJftNI, aft4 may 1101 be • 
liUil ill ay form without prior liceftlillg. 
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More 7/29/98 11:11 AM 

The Sanctuary, An Arthur Hills Designed Golf Course 

http://www .sanc:tuary-sanibel.c:om/more.htm 

"My Island Masterpiece. This could 
possibly be the most delightful, enjoyable, 
playable golf course we have ever had the 
opportunity to do in Southwest Florida." 

Arthur Hills, Golf Course Architect · 

If 

~ ~~~~w~rr 
AUG 1 9 1998 J)j 
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More 7/19/98 11:11 AM 

399 Yards Par 4 

A.s the starting hole for The Sanctrulry, 
this dogleg left par four sets the stage 

for a truly unique golf experience. IJJJl 
trees qnd wetlands guard the doflet 

area and a large sand tra skirts t ee t 
s e o t e green. 

532 Yards Par 5 

This hole is one of many that wanders. 
i1irou5~ the w~tands o] the Reninsula. 

Dipeimg on t :tee you choose to play, 
the drive offers various lengths of 

wetland carry to reach the fairway. With 
a well trapped green and varying pin 
placements, par is never a guarantee. 

· The Clubhouse. 
Golf; Tennis and 

a 

more ... 

Copyrirlat 0 1996 Tlae Sanctuary. All Rirlats Reserved. 

• 

• 

• 
lattp://www .aaactaary-saaibel.comlmore.latm 
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GolfWeb - Library 711.9198 11:41 AM 

GolfWeb 
GoUin with Mother Nature at Stevinson Ran \ ~ 

By Dou1 Saunders \) ~U. \. ';) \9>9]0 
GoltW eb Columnist ~ ~\P... ( 
with photographs by the author f>.\.\~0~~<::,<:>~ 

c ~co 
The tenth hole on the Savannah Course at Stevinson Ranch in California is bordered by a towep~ of 
cottonwood trees rising up from a thick tangle of underbrush. From the deep recesses of this 6()'.:acre 
wetland the cacophony of countless birds fills the air. As you look down the rolling fairway of the 
430-yard par-4 their vibrant songs add to the setting. You study the route you want to play but you peer into 
the wetland hoping to glimpse one of the hundreds of songsters in the bramble. Golf here is more than the 
course itself; it becomes a grand path through nature. 

---------------.,Stevinson Ranch in California's Central Valley is a 
new golf course that not only has made strides to be 

• a great golfmg experience; it also set out to be a model 
of environmental excellence. It is one of only five golf 
courses in the world that has achieved Signature 

• 

status from Audubon International. This designation 
is bestowed upon golf projects that from their outset 
commit to being sustainable ecosystems that both 
protect and enhance wildlife habitats and natural 
resources through their design, maintenance, and 
management. 

The Audubon International Golf Certification 
Program is the outgrowth of a partnership between 

The tall grasses at Stevinson Ranch provide a the New York Audubon Society and the United States 
habitat for birds. Golf Association. The most significant part of this 

eight-year-old alliance is that a staunch environmental 
organization is actually working with the golf industry to increase environmental awareness rather than 
striking out at the industry, as has often been the case over the past two decades. Signature status is the 
premier level obtainable for a golf project but is just one of the many ways that golf courses can become 
involved in the program. 

"While working with the New York Audubon Society. our concern was to protect wildlife habitat. While 
golf was coming under intense scrutiny from other environmental groups I felt that we should try to find a 
way to get our concerns brought to the attention of project developers rather than confronting them," 
explained Audubon International President Ron Dodson. 

• • • Since golf courses take up large tracts of land and are usually the centerpieces of expansive real estate 
projects, they have been constant targets for non-growth forces. In recent years the attacks have focused on 
golf courses' being large wasters of water and liberal users of chemical fertilizers and pesticides. 

While the turf maintenance industry has made progress in developing safer products that are used in lower 
bHM:f/services.golfweb.com:8040/library/saunders/saunders961121.11tml Paae 1 of 3 
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proportions, the public perception of what happens at golf courses is still shaped by outlandish reports of 
how golf courses are chemical wastelands that are not only detrimental to wildlife but also responsible for 
toxic overflows that threaten water supplies wherever they are located. 

"The New York Audubon Soci~ty was contacted by two golf courses in upstate New York in 1987 to find 
out about protecting their open space," explained Dodson. "While golf courses were looked at as a real 
problem by many organizations, I felt that if we could work with the industry we might be better able to 
develop a cooperative effort for the betterment of the environment." 

The program is set up to help golf courses enhance 
and protect wildlife habitats through a Sanctuary 
Program, and bestows various certifications based 
on environmental actions that can be taken at golf 
courses through their maintenance techniques and · 
habitat protections. With the USGA lending help in 
the form of funding and credibility, the program has 
grown from two member courses in 1987 to over 
2,400 golf courses worldwide today. 

Why would Dodson, a naturalist first and a golfer 
second, want to become involved with the golf 
industry in the first place? As a naturalist, the loss of 
wildlife habitats and the protection of what is left is 
his primary focus. At the same time the cherubic ...,., _ __. .. 
Dodson is also a realist and knows that developments Stevinson Ranch co-designer George KeDey (left) 
of all kinds are not going to cease. with Audubon International President Ron Dodson 

AM 

• 

"When you look at what can happen to an open piece of land no project creates a sustainable environment • 
better than a golf course. If we are going to have developments we need to make them a stronger part of the 
ecosystem around them," he explained. 

While working to preserve habitats, the Audubon Program also promotes an Integrated Plant Management 
system for the care of the turf. The program encourages, wherever possible, the use of natural grasses that 
will thrive in the locale, provide feed for the wildlife and birds of the area, and need less fertilizers and 
pesticides to maintain their health. Stringent efforts to develop healthier plants can greatly reduce the need 
for artificial chemicals and water. , 

These agronomic techniques have been developed and encouraged by golf courses superintendents over the 
past decade. The turf specialists' interest in the Audubon International Program stems from the fact that the 
program is a way for these ideas to be recognized by the public in general. 

"The success of the use of ideas to limit chemical and water use is tremendous. One member: club in Oregon 
bas done a drastic reversal of its maintenance techniques in the last four years since becoming a member 
course. Their budget for chemical use has been cut by $32,000 annually through their efforts," Dodson 
said. 

• • • The Signature Program is a broader program that begins right from the design stage of the golf project. By 
working with the course architects, environmentalists' concerns. over wetland protection, water flow, and 
animal movement through the tract can be addressed from the beginning. The program also extends into 
every facet of the operation of the golf course, from the layout of the clubhouse to the drainage patterns of 
the parking lots, to the design and containment facility of the maintenance buildings. Even seemingly small • 
items such as energy efficient water pumps, light bulbs, and septic facilities are addressed in this bold 
program. 

"' read about the program when we were first looking at building a aolf course here at Stevinson Ranch. I 
agreed with the philosophy of making a golf development being a proactive rather than a reactive entity. 

ltttp:l/aerviees.aolfweb.com:8040nlbrary/saunders/saunders9fillll.html ,.,. Pqelof3 
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Our site had ample wetlands and we wanted to be sure that we handled them correctly," explained George 
Kelley, a former touring golf pro who acted as the co-designer with John Harbottle, Jr., as well as being the 

• developer. 

• 

• 

~~!~'!!!~'!!'.,...... At Stevinson great care was taken to protect existing 
wetlands and over 100 acres of additional wetlands 
were added. Since the course is located in the flat, 
agricultural rich Central Valley, the water table varies 
through the year, rising as much as two feet. This can 
change the character of the golf course dramatically. 

Over 90 birdhouses are scattered throughout the 
project to encourage relocation of bird species. 
Eighty-one species had been identified on the site 
before construction began, and as of the last bird 
count over 90 species now thrive at Stevinson Ranch. 

Involvement in the Audubon Sanctuary Program 
·Extensive wetlands are an integral part of holds advantages for both parties. For the golf 

Stevinson Ranch. course involvement with the program not only helps 
the environment, it gives a golf course an added 

credential that can increase a facility's notoriety and marketability. It gives Audubon International an 
expanded audience to spread the word about sustainability and environmental awareness out to the general 
population. 

"There is an old adage that you should always keep your front room clean because it says so much about 
yourself. I like to feel that the golf courses in the Signature Program represent golfs front room. We want it 
to be the best example possible for developments of all kinds in the future," Dodson said . 

Audubon International Signature Golf Courses 

I Course I Location Arcbitect(s) 

Collier·~ Re~~rv~ Naples, Fla. Art Hills 

Cham;giQns Club Stuart, Fla. Tom Fazio 

Indian Riv~r Clyb Vero Beach, Fla. Ron Garl 

Stevin5QD Ranch Stevinson, Calif. John Harbottle, Jr. 
George Kelley 

PGA itt Rese~e Port. St. Lucie, Fla. Tom FaZio 

Players Club Pro Shop 1 Course Guide 1 Golf Action 
GoUWeb : Jinq ~t! _: _ ~est Book_ ·_ fef:(Jt>ack -~ About_ GVI ·.~ ... CBS $pq$Une 

Copyright 1998 GolfWeb ·A SportaUne USA Company. All Rights Reserved. 

http://services.golfweb.c:om:80401library/saunders/saunders961121.html Page 3 of 3 
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GolfWeb • Environment 7/29191 11.:01 PM 

Good environmental practice and design is the result of a multitude of factors and a thorough understanding 
of how these factors interrelate on a specifiC site in a specific locale. The principles are meant to be used as 
a guide to making good decisions relative to the planning and siting, design, construction, maintenance, 
and operation of a golf course. They are voluntary, and should be interpreted as representing a whole 
philosophy of good environmental design and management rather than specific dictates, each of which must 
be met Jn all cases. It is hoped that the principles will be widely adopted and used to improve the level of 
environmental awareness, practice, dialogue, and quality achieved within the game of golf. 

For further information you are encouraged to contact any or all of the following organizations that 
participated in the development of these principles. A contact person for each organization is listed in 
Appendix 1. · 

American Farmland TtuSt 
American Society of Golf Course Architects 
Audubon International 
Center for Resource Management 
Friends of the Earth 
Golf Course Superintendents Association of America 
Golf Digest 
National Coalition Against the Misuse of Pesticides 
National Wildlife Federation 
North Carolina Coastal Federation 

fDJ ~~~~~~ rm 
lnJ AUG 1 9 1998 l:!J 

CALIFORNIA Rain Bird • Golf Division 
Royal Canadian Golf Association 
SENES Oak Ridge, Inc. • Center for Risk Analysis 
SieiTaCub 

COASTAL COMMISSIO~'-,: • 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 
United States Golf Association 

See Appendix 2 for those organizations who have, at the time of this publication, endorsed the principles. 

e On to Precepts e Back to Contents e 

• Pro Shop Course Gutde 1 Golf Action 
GoUWeb · Find It! · f'7uer;t BrJok ' f~Jl)()ck ' About GVJ ' CBS SportsUne 

Copyright 1998 GolfWeb- A SportsUne USA Company. All Rights Reserved. 

• 
llttp://wwwl.aolfweb.eom/en v/pinehnrstlprinelples la.html Pqelofl 

~~ 



... 

• 

• 

• 

Environmental Tips: Golf 7/29/98 12:02 PM 

Earth Saving Tips from Earth Share 
Golf and the Environment 

Next time you are out on the greens, think about whether your own 
actions _are "green." Here are some easy suggestions on whmourE ((U IE n ~. n rE 
can do to help the environment: 0 lb l!D lb U V lb ~ 

0 Replace all divots. AUG 1 9 1998 U 

l Walk the course instead oC using a golf c:art. 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

0 If you do use a golf cart, keep your cart on the designated path . 

l Urge your golf course to replace its carts with electrlc·powered 
ones, which greatly reduce both air pollution and noise pollution. 

0 Carry your trash with you until a waste container is available. 

l Recycle glass, aluminum, and plastic on the golf course. 

Q If your course doesn't have its own recycling program, urge 
them to start one. 

l Adhere to loc:al rules that may restrict access to environmentaDy 
sensitive areas on a golf course. 

Q Buy recyclable products (e.g., biodegradable golf tees). 

l Accept the natural limitations and variations of turfgrass plants 
growing in a natural environment. (e.g., brown patches, thinning, 
loss of color). 

€;;> Be willing to play on brown grass during periods of low 
http :1/www .eartbshare.org/earthshare/tips/golftips.btml 

17 
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Environmental Tips: Golf 
rainfall. 

7/29198 12:02 PM 

! Patronize courses tbat are environmentally friendly. 

G Recognize that golf courses are managed land areas that should 
complement the natural environmenL 

! Respect environmentally sensitive areas of the course. 

0 Support golf course management decisions that protect or 
enhance the environment and encourage the development of 
environmental conservation plans. 

! Support maintenance practices that protect wildlife and natural 
habitat. 

0 Encourage maintenance practices that promote the long-range 
health of the turf and support environmental objectives. Such 
practices include aerification, reduced fertiltzation, limited play on 
sensitive turf areas, reduced watering, etc. 

! Commit to lona·range conservation efforts (e ••• efficient 
water use, integrated pest management, etc.) on the golf course and 
at home. 

0 Support research and education programs that expand our 
understanding of the relationship between golf and the 
environment • 

.! Take pride in environmentally sensitive eonrses. 

Back to the TiRs Index I More Tips from Earth Share 

I~ I About Earth Share I Member Charities I How You Can Help I 
I Environmental Tips I Environmental Resources I Contactin& Earth Share I 

lattp://www.earthshare.ora/earthshare/tlps/aolftips.html 

·~ 

• 

• 

• 
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Outer Banks Golf Planner • Nags Head Golf Links (Outer Banks, North Carolina) 

Outer Banks Golf Index I Connections Index 

7129/98 10:54 AM 

_,,.,·,;: Nags Heacl Golf Lh1ks ". ~:~~~ 
,.'"'· . 

Golf Planner -~ Accommodations ~'jf. Outer Banks Info ·.J!. Hilton Head Golf ·'d. Charleston 
GJtlf 

"The holes along the Roanoke sound are among 
the most beautiful in the Eastern United States. " 

Nags Head Golf Links, wi!h wild searses, abundant v
~tJands and rolling sand dunes, is trli y a Scottish links 
experience. Bentgrass and bermuda fairways enhance the 
landscape which remains in great condition throughout.the 

.. year. To make this challenging course even more difficult, 
coastal winds from the sounds often sneek up on you and 
can significantly alter your game. Golf Digest calls Nags 
head Golf Links "the longest 6,126 yards you'll ever 
play." At the clubhouse you will find the Links Grille 

Restaurant that overlooks the 9th green and the Roanoke Sound. The Nags Head Golf Links is a must play 
on your next vacation . 

I II Ladies II Champ II Regular I 
I Yards 11 4415 I 6126 5717 

I Par II 71 I 71 71 

Rating 64.7 68.8 I 66.9 

Slope 117 130 126 

For more information: 

Nags Head Golf Links 
Nags Head, North Carolina 
8001851-9404 or 9191441-8073 

II 

Seniors 

5354 

71 

65.2 I 
123 I 

Architect: Bob Moore 
PGA Golf Professional: Danny Agapion 

Course Records: Championship - 64; lAdies -
70 

Click for Scorecard 

fi5) ~ ~ u 'W ~ Jffn 
1JO AUG 1 9 1998 WJ 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

II Back to Outer Banks Qolf Planner II Back to the Outer Banks Home Pa&e 

Thest pages prepared by Aesir Collllutinr. Inc. Copyright C 1994-1998 by Aesir Computing, Inc. All 
images contained on this site are copyrighted to individual graphics artists/companies, and may not be 
used in any form without prior licensing. 

http://www .aesir .com/Golf/OuterBanks/NagsHead.html Page 1 of 1 
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Painted Hills Golf Course •• Auduboa Society 7/29/98 1:58 PM 

Painted Hills Golf Course joined the Audubon Cooperative • 
Sanctuary Program in 1995. Our goal is to demonstrate to our 
community that a quality golf course operation can be • 
environmentally conscious and provide an excellent golfing 

,(ion tact 

experience at the same time. 

This awareness comes naturally since from our inception we 
were very aware of nature and its impacts on the golf course. 
We are located within a 100-year flood plain. Since we began 
the design of the golf course, we were aware of the need for 
sensitivity to the power and impact of the natural environment 
within and surrounding the golf course. The course has been 
fully inundated with flood waters twice in 9 years with no 
noticeable damage. All but two greens and tee boxes are 
elevated to provide optimum drainage characteristics within 
the golf course environment. 

Our goal as a member of the Audubon Cooperative Sanctuary 
Program is to better understand our impacts on the 
environment. We have begun an inventory of our tree-planting 
and the natural flora and fauna. All decisions on fertilizer and 
herbicide usage will take into account their impacts on the 
area. No insecticides are used out on the course area. Most 
fertilizers used on the course are specifically designed for golf 
course usage and are slow-release so as to minimize or 
eliminate any impact on ground or surface waters. 

Since our conversion of the golf course site from a 
delapidated abandoned agricultural use, the water quality 
tests in the adjacent test-well which is monitored by the 
Spokane County Utilities Department have improved. The 
ground water is suitable for public consumption without 
treatment and the Chester Creek water quality monitoring 
program indicates that the surface waters below the golf 
course are substantially within the surface water standards of 
the local agencies. Painted Hills Golf Course supports the 
adoption of local planning and erosion-control ordinances to 
help maintain this high quality natural resource. 

See the links to the Audubon Society and the Cooperative 
Sanctuary Program for further details. 

[Course EtiQuette] [Weather] [Ecolog}!] 
[Links] [Message from Mike] 

http://spokaneaolf.com/ecoloay .lltml 

• 

• 
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Chesapeake Bay Golf Club Online 

CBGC Golf 
Course Preview 

1998 Greens Fees & Rates 
Membership Information 
1998 Membership Rates 

Tournaments 
Upcomin~ Events & News 

Outin~ Information 
Twili~ht Lea(We 
50&0verQub 

New! Clubhouse 
The Blue Heron Room 
Weddin~s & Banquets 

Social Calendar 
The Shoppe at Chesapeake 

Hours of Operation 

Improving Your 
Game 

CBGC Golf Academy 
Assistant Pro Lessons 

The Practice Center 
David Leadbetter Academy 

1998 Clinics 
Club Fittina 

Club Repair Center 
Pro Tips 

Golf Tips by Brandt 

Map & Directions 
Golf Links 

7/29/98 2:13 PM 

~:~ M1yH 
WELCOME TO --~' 

Chesapeake~~ · · · :;:.!;; 
Bay Golf Dmner 

Club ~ ~A~G~~!98~ m 
Online 
Play Chesapeake and you wm 
meander through forest, around 
wetlands, along rolling hills and down 
farrways finea Wltb tre~. QUi 
cfiallengmg I 8 hole championship 
course was literally carved out of the 
forest less than a quarter mile from 
the Chesapeake Bay and just one mile 
from the picturesque town of North 
East, Maryland. (map} 

Chesapeake Bay Golf Club is proud to 
announce the grand opening of our 

. CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

beautiful ANDRE\\' T. BARBIN 
new 
clubhouse. 

POA Profi!'Wooal 

Our amenities include our fine 
dining restaurant, The Blue 
Heron Room, Golf Shots 

Pub, Men's & Women's Locker Facilities, fully stocked 
designer Pro Shop, Bag Storage Room, and Club Repair 
Center. 

The clubhouse "on the hill" delivers one of the best views in this 
area. Through the wall length windows in our dining room, five 
of the eighteen holes on the course, including the first tee, can be 
seen. Dine inside or outside on one of our two terraces 
overlooking the course. The magnificent view and delicious 
cuisine pair to make Chesapeake Bay Golf Club the perfect 
place for golf outinas. weddina receptions, banguets and 
special occasion functions. 

The Blue Heron Room's affordable menus include daily 
specials and something for everyone's palate. We invite you to 
join us for a memorable day of food and golf . 

Rounding out our facility is our 25 acre Practice Center. 
Chesapeake Bay Golf Club is the only club in the vicinity with a 
practice facility designed to handle 100 players at one time, 
complete with a short game area, and video instruction room. 
We're also the onlv club in the area to host the world renowned 

http://www.chesapeakegolf.com/welcome.btml Page 1 of 2 
~~ 
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Legacy Golf Coune 7/29/98 2:18 PM 

Global Golf .iiJ ··~ 

LEGACY GOLF COURSE 
Contact Information 

Lal.<dwood Ranch, 
Sarasota 

lB.: (941) 907-7067 

legacy is an upscale, 18-hole championship daily·fee·play 
course, different from anything found in this region. Tucked into 

is a virtual nature 
up to 

living." It features five "signature holes". The par-4 
third is an island set within the waters of the 160-acre Lake 
Uihlein. The fourth hole is a picturesque par-three with a 
dramatic rock-lined green that sits precariously on the water's 
edge. 

The course features elevated multiple tees and virtually every hole is lined with sand and 
water. But the big difference is the 360-foot wide fairways on all corridors making the look 
very dramatic and visually challenging but still making it approachable to all players. 

Course Statistics Rates 
COURSES YDS RATING SLOPE 
Palmer 7067 73.8 133 
Champ 6684 71.9 131 
Tournament 6108 69.3 116 Contact club for details 

Middle 5465 86.5n1.3 111/118 
Forward 4886 68.0 108 

Map & L<>cal hlfonnation 
MAP REFERENCE NUMBER : 14 

Personnel 
Course Architect: Arnold Palmer and Palmer Dealgn Company 
Director of Golf: Patrick Cattanach Head Profesional: Unzy Clark 

onctorofGdt~~·· ~ ~~~~W~ ~~ 

AUG 191998 8 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

• 

• 

• 
lattp:/lwww.globalgolf.eom!USA/Fiorlda/Sarasotalplay_atiLeaaeyltades.latml 
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Killington Golf Course Joins Audubon Cooperative Sanctuary System 7129/98 2:03 PM 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

Contact: Kim Armstrong 

(802) 422-6226 

riD~~~~~~ ~I 
lilJ AUG 1 9 1998 U 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

The Killington Golf Course Joins Audubon Coop 
Sanctuary System 

Environmental Stewardship Program Helps Create Awareness Amon 

KILLINGTON, VT (August 19, 1997) --The Killington Golf Course has joined 
Cooperative Sanctuary System (ACSS), a national program designed to help landownet 
enhance the environmental quality of their property. 

"It's a great program to make people aware the environment on the golf course," said C 
Killington Golf Course superintendent. "We're putting out bluebird and bat boxes and e 
wildflower growth. We'll also cut down on water and pesticide usage." 

The ACSS provides an advisory service to help golf courses develop effective conserva 
enhancement programs. This nationwide effort is coordinated by Audubon International 
Program is sponsored in part by the United States Golf Association. 

"The open space of a golf course is utilized not only by golfers, but is habitat for a varie 
species," explained Lee Mangum, golf program coordinator for Audubon International. 
Killington's commitment to the environment and to managing the golf course with wild! 

The Killington Golf Course will be involved in projects that enhance habitat for wildlife 
course and preserve natural resources for the benefit of the local community. These proj 
include placing nesting boxes for cavity-nesting birds such as bluebirds and swallows, l 
integrated pest management techniques, conserving water, and maintaining food and co 

• Nestled high in the lush, Green Mountains of Central Vermont, the Geoffrey Cornish d• 
Killington Golf Course provides high-country challenges on its 6,053 yard Par 72 cour 
Killington Golf School, open May 1 - October 31 weather permitting, is dedicated to stt 
player's existing game through personal instruction, and plenty of practice on this challe 
course. 

bttp://135.145.28.175/Press/Golf·Audobon.html Page 1 of l 
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COASTAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 
Marine Biological & Wetland Environmental Consulting Services 

··MEMORANDUM 

' ' 

[OJ ~~~~~~m1 uu AUG 2 0 1998 L::) 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSIOI'i 

TO: . _ HELLMAN PROPERTIES-DAVE BARlLEIT AND JERRY TONE 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION STAFF 

. FROM: RICK. WARE, COASTAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT AND CHRIS WEBB, 
MOFFATT & NICHOL ENGINEERS 

DATE: AUGUST 17, 1998 

SUBJECT: POTENTIAL WATER QUALITY CONSTRAINTS ON BELLMAN 
WETLANDS RESTORATION AND ALTERNATWES TO LESSEN 

------- ----- -POTENTIALIMPACTS----"'"~-~ .~ .. --· 

Historical Perspective 

. ' 

The San Gabriel River origiDally constituted one of the major rivers of the Los Angeles River 
Basin. However, construction of flood control dams in the San Gabriel Mountains reduced the 

• 

fieshwater flow in the lower reaches of the river so that any significant amounts of freshwater in • 
the river occurs only during periods of rainfall. During much of the year, the salinity in the lower 

. \ 

San Gabriel River is 33 to 35 parts per thousand (Anderson et al. 1993). 

In 1952, the San Gabriel River was a shallow stream that received waste discharge from several 
sewage plants and a chemical plant, brines from oil well production, and cooling waters from an 
electrical plant At the time, the river was devoid of macroinvertebrate life with the exception of a 
few intertidal species on the banks of the flood control channel (Reish 1956). 

The lower San Gabriel River was dredged in 1952 by the Corps of Engineers as a flood control 
measure (Anderson et al. 1993). By m.id-1954, 12 different species of invertebrates were 
collected (Reish 1956) and the dominant organism was the opportunistic and pollution tolerant 
polychaete worm, Capitella capitata. While the deepening of the River improved water quality, 
waste eftluent and brine were still being discharged into the river. By 1966, all of the agencies 
that were dumping-waste inio the River had ceased the discharges and biological conditions in the 
River improved (Tumer and Strachan 1969). Nineteen species of benthic invertebrates were 
collected in 1966. Two new electrical generation stations. the Haynes-Alamitos and Scattergood 
Generating Stations, were built to replace the original electrical generating station during the 
1960s. The volume the twO thennally--e.ohanced discharges W8S $.4 X 109 1 per day by 1988; a 
cooling water channel for the generating facilities was constructed itD.mediately east of the River 
which provides water to the generating stations. 

- ~ 

Water quality conditions improved during the early 1970's. Reish reported 25 species of benthic 
invertebrates in 1970 and 34 species in 1971, with the percentage of the pallution-tolenmt 
Capitella capitata declining from 13% in 1970 to 3.5% in 1971 (Reish 1970, 1971). Through the 
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1970s, four sewage treatment plants were constructed along the freshwater portion of the River 
(Anderson et al. 1993) and by 1988 were discharging 3.8 x 109 1/day of tertiary treated waste. 
Since the 1970s, benthic species diversity has decreased The decline however, was attributed to 
the accidental introduction c)f the· fish -rilapia mossambica, which is an omnivore and feeds on 
benthic invertebrates and algae in the river (AnderSon et all993). 

;_ • • ' - ·, < • \. ~ • '. • ,.~ j' '. • "\. . ')' . • .· 

. Current BioJoaical Conditions in 'the San Gabriel River 
/ *"' - .... ;.. :~:.··)·:~"'. ,···~-· ·-:".. .,, ... !. ;,< ·: ."' ... '\, . 

. , · Dwing years when Sediments accumulate alqng the banks of the River, brackish-water marshes 
...: tend to form along the reach of_ the· San Gabriel River near the 1-22 bridge upstream of the 

Hellman Ranch property .. · The ·braCkiSh water lnarsb conSists primarily of catt.8ils and buirush. 
Great-blue _herons, black<rowned night herons, ·.snowy egrets, great egrets, various dabbling 
ducks, pelicans, cormorants, and terns have been observed along the marsh banks, in the marsh 
vegetation, Or foraging in the river {Rick Ware; personal observations): Downriver, the channel is 
lined wi~ large rip rap which is roosting habitat for gulls, pelicans, herons, and cormorants. · 
Sportfishermen congregate along the banks of both the cOoling water channel and the Lower San 

· Gabriel River and catch halibut, round sting ray, white croaker, and other loCal fish (Ware, 
personal observations). Water:_ quality conditions in. the Lower San Gabriel River are apparently - --... · 
adequate to· support the growth of maCsh habitats along the banks and attract higher-trophic level 
predators which forage in the River and cooling channel. Because these higher trophic level . 
species (fish and birds) are present, . invertebrate and lower-trophic level nshes are likely not a . 
limited resource in the River. · 

Water Ou!litv · · .... 

. -
Water temperature is typically elevated year around in the river as a result of thermal discharges 
from the Haynes-Alamitos and Scattergood Generating Stations. Seasonal fluctuations in water 
temperatures, dissolved oxygen, and pH occur along the reaches of the San Gabriel River (MBC 
Applied Environmental Sciences 1995) and also vary with depth. The fluctuations in water 
quality are influenced by the volume of thermal discharge into the River, tidal influence from San 
Pedro Bay, low-flow conditions in the River, and periodic high-flow runoff in the River that 
drains the Los Aiigeles County watershed. 

' 
· Generally, water temperatures are lower in the nearshore waters and increase to maximum 

temperatures in the vicinity of the Generating Stations. Conversely, dissolved oxygen levels are 
above 6 milligraiDs per liter (mgll) at offshore stations during most of the year, but frequently are 
lower than 5 mgll near the generating stations, which is below the threshold levels needed to 

, sustain. ~c life. Regional _Y/ater Quality Control Board (RWQCB) data f6r _the River 
_ simpling station-at the Pacific Coast~Highway (PCH)bridge station between September 1965 and 

_. - -May 1979 indicate the mean temperature was 75.9 degrees F, and ranged between 48.8 to 88.8 

degrees F. "~ fluctuations ~· but w~ temperatureS. above the mean temperature o(. 
- 75.9 degrees. F occur freqtiently, irrespective of season. -Thermal maxima, dissolved oxygen 

minima, (<S mgll),..and lower pH (<7.5) occur most frequently between June and September. _-. · 
. ' ._fr< /: . . -:.~-. ~--·:. -;.-:--~--~ ... / • .• ·-~·~· · ... · . .... :·-·1 .', _ . . /:· ~ .:~ :.:" :-· .,.• -"-., <~ ., ··, ' 
·Water temperatures were measured by Moffatt.&Nichol Engineers from mid-September 1997 to· 
early AuguSt 1998 in the San Gabriel River at the culvert connection to the Hellman proj,erty, in ' 
the Haynes Cooling ChanneJ.adjacent to the Hellman site, and·at Inner Bolsa Bay at Bolsa Chiea 
as a. contrOl site.- TemperatUres in the San Gabriet.River ranged between 58, and 81 degrees;· the 
average temperature was 68 degrees., This co~ares to a teD1perature range of 58 to_ 73 degrees in . 
the Haynes _Cooling Channel and a· tempCrature range of SO to 78 degrees in Inner Bolsa. The· 

• - .r· .. .- > • ',. ' ; • ~ .. :--~ • \.' • •" / ~ • • ,;.; ' .. • 1 ' 
,. . . . ·. - ) . '"' ' '.! ,..... . /. ~ '""- '-!. 
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average temperature was 64 degrees in ~th the HayD.es Cooling Chamiel and Inner Bolsa Bay . 
ne average and maximum temperatUres recorded in the San Gabriel River were substantially 
lower than those measured by the RWQCB in the 1960's and 1970's as addressed above and are 
comparable to those ofthe-HayD.es ~eland Inner,Bols8 Bay. "' 

, ·. . • : jl ~ . -"'" .:.~· .. , • -- ·:I ~· -:' ..-.. - • " ;i ·. , . . ·,.,.,. , I " ~- •- l -

Impaiis of $an Gabriel RiBr Water Oualitv on Aquatic.and MariM Life' _ . _ 
" ·.. ·~ -~ ... _. . / . . ' .; ... ,. . -~ .. :' . . :-- .... - v 1 -; i •• ...... : ., • ~ ~- ~ i - w ~ { • : - ; ~ ---

,, .·. ' .. ne imPactS ,on aquatic .and iiiiu:me'life during 'pei:iods :,of high water temperature and low 
· diSsolved oxygen wiD include increased physiological stresseS ·that could reduce sPecies diversity 
. /~abundances of both~ columri (ie.,'fish and planktOn) ind bentliic species (animais thai 
'\live On or ilrthe chmmel bottoms) .. nese conditions however, are not unlike natural conditions 

that occUr iD. higher reaches of southern California bay$ mid eStuaries, ~ch as Upper Newpon 
Bay, Inner Bolsa Bay, and the Tijuana Estua1y ... During these periods, . flora and fauna that are 
better adapted to these conditions Win capitalize on the- inability of. ~others · to tolerate the 

. environmental emtditi~ and wiD temporarily becorpe the dominant form5 until seasonal 
~ extremes in water qual4y conditiODS pass. ne only difference is that beCause the temperatures in 

. · the San Gabriel River are elevated for a longer period during the year, the biological communities 
ofwater,column and benthic Species may be suppressed to a greater dCiP'='than areaS that are not·~-- ... -
subjected to coitstant themial stress. · , 

ne Hellman Site. lies~ the Lower Reaches of the Sari G&briel Ri~ ti~ prism (Hycm; -Unit -
405.15, State Water Resources Control Board 1990). In 1990, this sectimt of the River was listed 

" ··· · by the State Water Resources Cmttrol Board as having "Impairec:r' water quality ·due to elevated 
-levels of contalninantsin fish tissues.. . . -

~ . '• 

Non-tidal portions of the Lower San Gabriel River (Hydro Unit 405.15) and Upper San 'Gabriel 
River (Hydro Unit 405.41) were listed as "Intermediate Quality" bodies of water that generally 
suppon beneficial uses with an occasional degradation of water quality. Potential threats include 
elevated contaminants in fish tissues and drinking water impairment resulting from both point 
SOUI'QC and nmt-point sources. 

To put these terms, "impairOd" and "intermediate" ·in perspective, other estuarine and coastal 
water quality "impaired" bodies in the vicinity include: the Bailon& Wetlands, Colorado Lagoon 

, (Alamitos Bay), Upper Newpon Bay, aDd Mugu Lagoon (two of the most produetive marshes in 
California), Long Beach Inner Harbor, Los Angeles Harbor, Marina del Rey, San Monica Bay, 
San Pedro Bay (to·which the San Gabriel River flows) Aliso Creek, San Juan Creek, Tijuana 
River,. Tijuana Estuary, Agua Hedimtda Lagoon, Batiquitos LagOOn, Famosa Slough. San Elijo 

· Lagoori: MissiOn Bay, San Diego Bay, and the Coastline of San. Diego County (State Regional 
Water Quality Control Board 1990). · ,, - . . - - - ' . · · ' ;_. · · 
,.- " ._. . ... .. .... .... -..... ' ·-. 
PolemiaJ Impae1s orSM Gabriel Biyerwaier Ouiutt on Clae PropWd Jkllm•n Weflpdt . 

"""!"~ •• -.· -:-- \ • • J · .. • .1 -···· : .... "·, . -~- • ·-\ .;' • -- L\.._'. 

~~~Vertebrates, Fish,~.and ~SaaorebiiU. -water quality -COnditioos .will likelY IDirror_SeaSonal .. 
changes that'occur m the San Gabriel River and bCCSuse tidal tlow_is preseot. tllere Will be a· · 
constant illtlow of.waterS to the~ ~ical ofthe range oftiCies'to muted ti~ systems such . as Inner Bolsa'Bay.:. Water qulllity iri the HeUman wetlands Is expected to remain favorable to the 

· growth and establishgient of wetland pltmts. various invertebratest fish. and birds 1hroughout the 
. year.·· However, periodic degradatimt .in water quality, plrticularly elevated temperatures _and low 
·dissolved· oxygen levels may OcCUl' when· these conditions persist in the ·san Gabriel River. 
Moffatt & Nichol Engineers (1997) estimated the ~dence time of the system wili be less .than 7 

• 

• 
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··:-:.~;~:~.~(";~;~:~l~f;I;~~if,r:;~~;.;~,::::; ~~~j~'b,~i~l2if,~:~1~:0;~I2',~;fi ~.i· ,,·:.;:· 



•·- .. _.·-. 
!'".:: 

-~-- ,. " 

/./8/ 
~~l~~ 
{".-,;\'• 

~~~ 
':.t;:: 

• 

•---
..,..-... ' -• 

; 4' -• 

.J.· .... - . <~ 

i. 

days which is considered adequate to flush and maintain the system and to maintain a balanced 
ecosystem. It should be noted however; that chronic, long-term degradation of water quality 
would result in less biological ':alue of the wedand in both a locaUmd a regional perspective. 

A year-;Tound, thermally-~Sed~ s}rstem ~ould reSult in a ~Qwer div~ of invertebrates and 
fish than a system not thermally stressed. The communities of a thermally-stressed system would 

·' consist of fewer species but perhaps higher densities of species that are tolerant of elevated water 
. ·temperatures. WoiDlS (polychaetes imd oligochaetes), clams, and insect larvae would be present 

year around and would prov.iqe a food base for reSident fishes, ·(i.e., gobies), transient fishes (i.e., 
'<. topSm.elt. and halibut), overWintering and resident species of shorebirds, waterfowl, and marsh 

'-birds.' ' - .·' _, 

. . . . / 

Wetland plana..algae. Prolonged-:high temperatures would result in a greater abundance of 
, oppol'fllirlstic plants, such aS blue-green algae (cyanophytes), and benthic algae (Enteromorpha 

· and Ulva)which commonly occur on mudflats of bays, coastal lagoons, and estuaries. of southern -· 
(;alifoinia. While these· taxa commonly occur· year-around in southern Califomi~ high -
·temperatures, el~ated concentrations of nutrients, and limited water circulation will stimulate 

---- 'algal growth and could resUlt in a eutrophic( overproductive) system. The worse-case, shon-term - _ ~ _ 
event would be a die off of benthic invertebrates and fish in the wetlatid channels when·Stagnation 

. -.occurs. due to high temperatures and low dissolved oxygen levels. ·This-would trigger further 
decay and stagnation if water exchange, through tidal irifluence is minimal. 

Vascular manh. flora. A ;umber of parameters affect the tnakeup ~f the coastal salt maish plant 
conimunit.Y arid productivity. -Tidal inundation, elevation, soil salinity, soil types, nutrients, and 
toxic compounds are all key factors. Water temperature and dissolved oxygen are not limiting 
factors, as these vascular plants are emergent vegetation and they obtain their oxygen through their 
leaves and shoots. 

The Hellman marsh community will undergo a long-term and dynamic evolution in terms of the 
types of plants that will be present, relative coverage, and distribution based upon their adaptation 
to the factors listed above. Plant distributions may vary over time, bec3use some species {such as 

_ pickleweed) are more tolerant of drought conditions and higher soil salinities than others {such as 
cordgrass). Over the long-tenn, pickleweed is likely to dominant over cordgrass. Periodic floods 
will stimulate salt marsheS through increased seed production of pickleweed and cordgrass. 

-

-However, longer periods of inundation and retention of fresh water Will promote the establishment 
of brackish marsh species Su:ch as sedge, C8ttails and rush whil?h decreaseS the habitat value and 
·the function of the ~astal tidal wedand. The marsh can be_clQsed to fl~ if appropriate by use 
of a wooden stoP..l~g 8ate.. - . , _ · ' · 

Nutrients (i.e., nitrogen and pho~hate) shoUld not be tfuuting. ' OverStimulation of the, wetlandS · 
-through poor golf course management could teSUlt in eutrophic conditioDJ?. Because 'of the design 
and implementation of the proposed golf COUrse envifomnental'lnanagement plans, tbis potential 

--_problemshouldnot~ . . , _,\., · ._ 1 .. ,·~...: /."' f • ~ 
' ~ ~,_ . ' : ' ' ' ~-~ . 

. Alternativ~ to lteduc~ Po~~tw Adve~e~lmpacts of San Gabriel RiV~r"water Qudty on 
the Hellman Wetland Resources ,, 

.. . •. ,; . ' ' . ..:...:. "-,_' .· '/ - i ' /.- . ' -

/ e .Utilize aeration sYstems Witbiii the culvert aiid in areas of the wetlands to increase the level of 
dissoJved oxygen when levels fall below_S mg/1. , . 
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• Control the inflow of water from the $an Gabriel River cfw:ing episodes of flooding, oil spills, • 
or other periods of water quali~ degradation through the manual or automatic opening of the 

- tidegate. i . . t • • l 

~ i 
~,~ . , . / ; , ~ . I 

• IDstall a 'tnisb and dtbris screen on the culvert to-reduce the· inflow of trash aiid riverbonle 
.. . defmS from ~tering the wetJ~ds , , 1 

\ 

. , ! \ .' , • • ' .... , -~"' { '• "''l"'. • ... , I .... .,,. , •. ·,- I : , .. 

_·_ ·_,_ •- .Moni~-~ater qUiJny ~tidis on a bi~weetdy basis in the San ~cl Wv~ $1d. thO 
. - · ' ; Hellman 'Wet;tand Channels to1 plan· for_ potential times when.~ -quality may become-

-:: . adverse to the ~etlands. -~~ : . · ·1 ·' • , • -- ·. ."" <.. \ . "'"· / / .J 
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1 
RESOLUTION NUMBER ~2 It ~ ~ U ~ lb I ! II 

· NOV 24 1997 L0 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL ()J! CALIFORNIA 
THE CITY OF SEAL BEACH CERTIFYINetASTAL COMMISSION 
THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT FOR THE HELLMAN RANCH 
SPECIFIC PLAN; ADOPTING . THE 
MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM; 
ADOPTING THE FINDINGS. AND FACTS IN 
SUPPORT OF FINDINGS AS REQUIRED BY 
THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY ACT; AND ADOPTING A 
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING 
CONSIDERATIONS 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEAL BEACH DOES HEREBY 
• FIND, DETERMINE AND RESOLVE: 

• 

Section 1. Hellman Ranch U.C (the • Applicant") bas submitted to 
the City of Seal Beach (the "City") a development application for the Hellman Ranch 
and adjoining properties. 'Ibe request is to amend the General Plan and adopt the 
Hellman Ranch Specific Plan ("HRSP") which will replace the existing General Plan 
land use designation and Specific Plan zoning designations within the boun~es of the 
proposed Specific Plan. 1be proposed Specific Plan would regulate Ill land use 
development on the project site. 'Ibe Development Regulations section of the proposed 
Specific Plan would provide guidance on the implementation of each Planning Ala., 
including the pcnnitted uses, conditional uses, and prohibited uses. Also provided are 
development standards, overall design concepts and general design guidelines for Ill the 
land uses that could be developed within the Specific Plan IJ'ea (collectively,·the BRSP 
and associated development entitlement requests are referred to herein u the 
•Project"). As shown on Figure 3-3 of the Draft EIR, the proposed HeUman Ranch 
Specific Plan lllocates land uses over the 231.3-acre property into tea (10) distinct 
Planning Areas. lbe legal description for the Bellman Ranch Specific Plan area (the 
•Property•) is provided u •ExbJ"bit A"', attached . hereto and incorporated herein by 
merem:c . 

Section 2. The City prepared an Initial Environmental Study for tbe 
Projects pursuant to SectioD 15063 of the State Guidelines for implementatic:m of tbe 
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Calif'omia EnvironmeotaJ Quality Act ("CBQA "). 1be Initial Study concluded that there • 
was substantial evidence that the Project mi&bt have a sipific.ant environmental impact 
on several specifically ideotified resources and aovemmeutaJ services. 1be Initial Study 
was distributed for public review on November 26, 1996 for a thirty (30) day public 
review period Chat ended OD December 30, 1996. 

hetion- 3. P&inuam to State CBQA Oukletiaes Sections 15064 ud 
15081, IDd based upoa the infonDatioD contained lD the Initial Study, a decisioD was 
made to prepare ID •vironmental Impact Repolt ("El'R") for tbe Project. A Nodce of 
PreparatiOD of Draft EnviroDmeutaJ Impact Repolt ("DEIR.") was prepared for the 
Project IDd seot to the State Clta.rin&house lD the Office of PJann.iDa and Rcsemch for the 
State of Califomia and to other responSI~, t:Justee, and/or lDterested ap.Ddes aDd 
persons. 1be City contracted with ID independent coasultaDt for the pre:paratioa of the . m. . 

Section 4. On December 10, 1996 a public scopina meetinJ was beld 
before the City's Environmental Quality Control Boanl. 1be.pubtic scopiDJ meednJ was 
DOticcd by publication in the local pms, by postina at City HaD and at each h"bruy 
trithiD the City, and throuab ID announcement on cable television. 1be meednJ plO'Yicled 
ID introduction to the project and the CEQA process, and provided an opportunity for the 
public and interested aae.ncies to commeut on the issues to be analyzed iD tbe m. 

Section 5. On April 8, 1997, the DE:R was completed. Pursuant to State 
CBQA Guidelines Section 15085, the City prepared a Notice of Completion or the DEIR. 
which was filed by maD with the State Office of Plannin& and Research on AprilS, 1997. 
A cq>y of the Notice of Completion and or the mailin& list to aaencies and intel'llted 
illdividuals, is included in the Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR"). Tbe DEIR. 
was circulated to interested periODS and aaencies between AprilS, 1997 and May 27, 
1997 for a 45-day comment period pursuant to State CBQA Guidelines Sectioa 15087(c). 
Duly noticed pubtic meetinas were held before the City's Environmental Quality Con1rol 
Board on May 6 and May 20, 1997 for the putpOse of takin& public comments rep.ntiDJ 
the DElR. Duly aoticed public meetin&s were held before lbe City•s Archaeolopcal 
Advisory Commjuee OD April30, May 14, ad May 21 for the purpose of 11kiDJ plblic 
comments reprdina the Cultum1 Resoun::es SeCiiOD (SeCiiOD 5.8) of dae Dmt . 

Sectkm 6. ID response to dae dn:ulatioa of the D. the Cily received 
written and oral comments, and additional iDforma1kll fmm l!priDa surveys CODdDCied by 
the AppJicaat•s consuhaDts for dae BeldiDJ's •vannah lpiJ1'0W, bunowiD& owl, IDd 
sensitive plant species, which resulted in 1be ideutificatioD of additional aipiftclat 
environmental impacts to tbe environment. Based upon that additional infonnatioA, 1be 
Cily prepal'ed ad circvlated a •RevisecJ Draft Environmental Impact ~teport• 
("RDEIR."), which was completed on June 5, 1997. Pursuant to State CEQA GuideliDes 
Section 15085, the City prepan=d a ·Notice of Completion of the RDEIR which was filed 
by mail with the State Office ofPiannina and Research on June 10, 1997. A copy oflbe 
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Notice of Completion and of the mailiDJ list to aaencies and interested individuals, is 
iDcJuded in the FE1R.. 1be RDEJR w~ circutaled to interested persons and aaencies 
between June 5, 1997 and July 23, 1997 for a 45-day comment period pursua.Dt to State 

• CEQA Guidelines Section 1S087(c). A duly noticed public medina were beld before the 
City Environmental Quality Control Board on June 24, 1997 for the purpose of taldnJ 
public comments regardinJ the RDEJ.R. 

Section :z. In response to the circulation of the DEIR and the RDEIR. the 
City received written and oral comments rep.rding the adequacy of the D:EIR and tbe 
RDEJR. 1be City prepared writteo responses to aJJ comments wmcb raised signifa.nt 
environmental issues. The City incoipOrated the comments and the City's responses into 
the F.E1R and returned responses to commenting agencies at least ten (1 0) days prior to 
the Cenification of the F.EIR., pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5. 

Section 8. The FEIR is comprised of the DEIR circutaled April 8, 1997, 
the RDEIR circulated JuneS, 1997, includina any revisions thereto and appendices; the· 
Jist of pe~s, organizations and public agencies wbicb commented on the DEIR and 

. · RDEIR; the comments which were received by the City rega.rdinJ the DEIR and RDEIR 
and the City's written responses to sianificant environmental points raised iD the public 
review and comment process, each of which is incolpOmted herein and made a pan 
hereof by tbi.s reference • 

Section 9. 1be Planning Commission held a duly noticed public htariDJ 
on the FEIR and the Project on September 3, 1997 at which time evidence, both written 
and oral, was presented to and considered by the Planning CommisSion. Notice of the 
time, place and puipOse of the hearinJ was provided in accordance with applicable law. 
Based upon the record of the hearing, the Planning Commission voted to recommend the 
adequacy of the FEIR to the City Council and to recommend approval of the Project to 
the City Council. 

· Section 10. 1be City Council held a duly noticed public beariDJ on 
September 22, 1997. 

Section 11. 1be findings made in this Resolution are based upon the 
information and evidence set fonb in the FElR and upon other substantial evidence which 
has been presented iD the record of this proceedifta. The documents, staff mports, 
technical stucties, appendices. plans, specifications, and other materials tha1 consdrute the 
record of proceec:tinas on which this Resolution is based and the FElR for the Project are 
on file and available for public examination durin& nonnal business hours in the Oflice of 
the Di:ector of Development Services of the City of Seal Beach, 211 Ei&hth Street, Seal 
Beach, California 90740. 1be custodian of said records is tbe Director of Devdopment 
Services of tbe City of Seal Beach • 
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Section 12. ne City CouDeiJ finds that the public and aovemmeat 

agencies have been afforded ample Dotice and q>ponunltJ to commeDt oo the IDltial 
Study, DEIR, RDPJlt and F1D.. 

Section 13. The City Council finds, pursuaDt to CBQA Guidelines Sectioa 
15084(e), thar the PJlt bas been iDdependendy analyzed b)' the City and its Staff, and that 
the ElR. represents the indepeDdent judp!eDt of the City u lead aaeacy with respect to 
tbe Project. 1be City CouDcD fUrther finds that the additioaaJ lDf'ormadoD pn.Mded iD 
tbe lfaff reports acx:ompan)'ina the Project desaiptioas and EIR, the correcdoas aDd 

.... modificadoas to the DPJlt and RDBIR. made iD response to comments (and 110t 
previously ft'ICirculated), and the evideoce presented iD writteD aDd oral Wfimcmy 
presented at the above-referenced bearing does DOt represent sipificaot oew inf'ormadoD 
10 as to reqUire recirculatioll of tbe EIR pursuant to Public Resoun:es Code SectiOD 
21092.1. 

Section J4. 1be City Council fmds that the comments reprding the DEIR. 
and RDEDt and the responses to those comments have been received by the City; thlt the 
City Council has received public testimony recanting the adequacy of the FEIR.; and tbat 
the City Council, as the fmal decision-making body for the lead qency, bas reviewed 
and considered all such documents and testimony prior to actina on the Project. PursuaDt 
to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15090, the City Council therefore certiftes that tbe 
FEIR has been completed iD compliance with CBQA. 

Section JS. Based upon the Initial Study, the DEIR. the f'EIR. public and 
aaency comments and the mcord before the City Council, the City Council fmds that the 
Project will m.t cause sipificant environmental impacts iD the areas of l.aDd Vse aDd 
PlaDnina (agricultural resources, disruption of established communities, compadbiliry 
with existing uses); Population and Housing (population projec:tions, powth, bousinJ 
dispJacemrnt); GeolOJY (hazards, landslides and mudflows); HydroJOJY and Water 
Quality (lroundwa~ qUIJitity, alteratioD of flow. reduction iD water supplies); Air 
Quality (odors, air movement and climate change); Transportation and Circulation (safety 
hazards, cmeiJODCY access, pukina, pedestrian or bicyclist barriers, altemadve 
transportation, air, water and nD transit); Biol()lical Resoun:es (locally desipaled 
~pedes); Ene!J)' and MiDeral Resources. (ene!JY CODSerYadoD, waste, mineral reJOUI'CII 
Joss); Bawds (emeraeocy respoase and evacuadon, beaJth buanls, ftre bawds); Public 
Services (utilmes, commUDicatiODI, water, sewer, dniDap, did waste); A.esthedcs 
(Jiabt and &)are}; Cultural Resoun:es (paleontoJo&ical resources, edmic cultmll values, 
existiDg reUJious or IICftd uses). Explanations for wby the foreaoing impac:b were 
found to be insipUicant ue contaiDed iD the Initial S1udy iD Appendix A of the Dm:R, 
and also iD Section 4.0 of the P'BI:R.. ID some QSeS, Jess.than..sipificant implcts 
identified above md Section 4.0 of the FSR. were also discussed in ddail in the relevant 
sections of the EIR, based upon additional field analysis or inf'onnadon. 1be 1ni1:iaJ 
Study's conclusions reaardin& these less-tflan.sipificaot impacts did DOl chiDp u I 

resuh ot this additional analysis. 
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Section J 6. Based upon the inhiaJ study, the ElR, public commeuts ud 

the record before the City CouncD, the City CouncD finds that the Projcc:t may create 
significant impacts in the areas or Land Use, Biological Resources, BydroloJY and Water 
Quality. GeoloJY, Hazardous Materials, Parks, Jte.crea1ion and Open Space, Aesthedcs, 
Cuhural Resources, Tnmsponation and Circulation, Air Quality, Noise, Public Services 
and Utilitieo.~, and :&e!JY and Natural Resources, as further descn"bed in Exhibit B aDd in 
Table 1-2 and Section 5.0 of the F.Eilt 1be Projcc:t may create silnificaDt cumulative 
impacts in the areas of biological resources. aeoloJY, cultural resourees, uaffic and 
tirallation, air quality, hydrology and water quality., and DOise. With the exceptions of 
certaiD impacts to biological resources, cultural resources, aeology, and air quaUly 

" identified in Article m of ExJu"bit B, the EIR identifies feasible mitigation measures for 
each impact that m:Suce the impact to a level of insi&nifjcance. With reprd to the 
aforementioned biological resoun:es, ceoloJY, cultural resourees and air quality impactS, 
them identifies mitigation measures that will substantially Jessen each impact, althouJh 
oot to a level of insignificance. Purther explanation for these determinations may. be · 
found in Sections 2.0, 4.0, 5.1 through 5.15, inclusive, and 6.0 oftbe :EIR.. 

Section 17. In response to each significant impar:t identified in the EIR, 
and listed in Section 16 of this Resolution, changes or alterations are hereby requiled in, 
or incoipOrated into, the Project whicb will avoid or substantiaDy Jessen the sipificant 
environmental impacts identified. Each such change or altemtion shaD be a condition of 

. approval of the Project. The changes or altemtions required in, or incorporated imo, the 
Project, and a brief explanation of the rationale for this fmding witb reprd to each 

•impact, are contained in ExJuoit B of this Resolution and are incoipOmted herein by this 
refenmce. 

Section 18. Section 7.0 of them. descn"bes, and the City Council bas 
fuUy considered, a reasonable n.nge of alternatives to the Project which might fulfill tbe 
basic objectives or the Project. 1bese alternatives include the "No Project AlteJ"DDdve"; 
•ExistinJ General Plan Land Use Designation Aletmadve"; Alternative ODe, wbich 
evaluated an 86-acre restored wealand mitigation baDk area. DO aoJf course, aDd 250 
nsidential units; Ahemative Two, which evaluated a 43-acre restored wetlmd, a 9-hole 
JOJf course, and 150 residential units; and, Alternative Three, whicb evaluated off'·site 
wetland mitigation, an 18-bole aoJf course, and 150 residential units. 1be ahei'Ditives 
identified iD the m. either would Dot sufficiently acb.ieve tbe basic objectives d the 
PJOject or would do 10 ODly with unacceptable adverse environmental implcts. 
Accordingly, and for any ooe of the reasons set forth herein, iD the EIR., or iD lhe 
"f'indings and Pacts m Suppon of F.mdings" documem attached hereto as Exhl"bit B, tbe 
City Council finds that specific ecoDOD'lic, social, or other considerations make iDft-asible 
eacb or the Project alternatives, including the "No Project" alternative, identified iD 1he 
EIR and each is hereby rejected. Tbe City CouncD further finds that a good faitb effort 
was made to incorporate alccmatives into the preparation of the EIR, and thal all 
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reasonable alternatives were considered iD the review process or the ElR. IDd the ultimate • 
decision on the Prqjec.u. 

lecVOD 19. 1be Cit)' CouacU hereby makes etch or the (mdiDJS CODtalaed 
. m the •Statement of Fmdinp and Pacts In SuP,POJI of PindiDp• lttacbecl hereto u 

ExhlDit -a• with respec:a to each or die sipifiC&Dt impacts defined In the PEIR aDd lbe 
ahematives analysis. Putlher, the Cit)' CouncU hereby fiDds thai each f'acl in support or 
finctiD& Is true aDd is based upon JUbsaantial mdeoce iD the reconf, lncJudina tbe PSIR. 
Por each envbonmeotal impact ldeatiraed iD tbe PBIR IS •sfp.ificaot and unavoidwble: 
the City CouncD ad'1'fs the •stateman of Overridift& Considerations• eet f'otdl iD Exhibit 
B. 'lbe City CouncD hereby adopts the MitiptioD MomtoriDJ Pqnm which is 
preseoted IS Table 15-1 of the PB1t, IS IDOCtiraed b_y the ncommeodltioDs of 
~haeoloJical Advisory Committee ResoJutloD 97·2. 

Section 20. Upon approval of this Resolution, tbe :Director of CommUDlty 
Developmetlt is hereby direc:ted to rile a Notice of Determination with the Coumy Cledt's . 
Office, County or OraDae, and tbe California State Clearinpouse pursuant to Secdao 
21152 ortbe Public Resources Code. 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

...... - c.rt.l&ua1iou ........ .. 6 
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STA'IE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF ORANGE 
CITY OF SEALBEAOI 
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HELLMAN RANCH SPECIF1C PLAN 
LEGAL DESCRIPriONS OF SUBJECT PROPERTIES 

(ReBman Properties LLC- Hellman Ranch PropeatJ) 

J)ESCRIPDON 

'IKE J.AND REFERRED TO IN 'IHJS JtEPOJtT IS smJATED IN 'JHE SfATE OF CAI.D'OINIA, 
• COUNTY OF OI.A.NOE. aTY OF SEAL IEAOI, AND IS DESCRIBED AS POUOWS: 

1HOS£ PORnONS OF SEC110N U AND OF nlE WEST HALf OF SEC110N 12. TOWNSKIP S 
SOUTH, RANGE 12 WEST, wma:N LOT C.J OF 1HE RANCHO LOS ALAMITOS, AS 'PER NAPS 
J AND 2 f.ll.ED IN DECREE OF PARnnON, IN 11fE SUPERJOR. ~T OF CAJ.JPOINIA, IN 
ANI> fOJt 1HE COlJNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CASE NO. 13527, A CERJlFIED COPY OF 1HE 
FINAL DECREE OF SAID CASE HAVING BEEN RECORDED fEBRUARY 1, 18Pl IN lOOK M, 
PAGE :u OF DEEDS IN 1HE OmCE OF 'JHE COUNl"V RECORDER OF SAID ORANGE 
COUNn', DESCJUBED AS fOU.OWS: 

. 
UGlNNING AT 1HE INT.ERSEC110N OF THE NORlHWES'J'i.RLY LINE OF SAID 1.01' C.l, 
AlSO BEING 1HE SO\.TIHEAST.ERLY LINE OF THE STJUP OF LAND JOO fEET IN WJD'IH OF 
'DIE 1DS ANGELES GAS AND El.ECTRJC CORPOR.AnON, WJ1H A l.lNE PARAU.EL Wl'IH 
AND SOtmiERLY 1056.1• FEET fROM 1HE NORTH l.lNE Of 11fE SOUlH HALF OF SAID 
S!C110N U, SAID INTERSEC'110N BEING ALSO 1HE NORTH9.'ESTEIU.Y CORNER OF LOT Jl 
OF TRACT NO. 1117 AS PER. MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 12, PAGES 26 TO 31 INCWSIV£ OF 
MJSCE1.1.ANEOUS MAPS IN 1HE OfflCE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY OF 
OJV.NGE; THENCE. ALONG 1HE NOJt1HERl..Y BOUNDARY OF SAID TRACT, AND ALONG 
THE NORTHERLY JOUNl)ARY OF TRACT NO. 2590 AS PER. MAP RECORDED IN BOOK C, 
PAGES 32 TO 38 JNCWSJVE OF SAID MlSC!El.l.ANEOUS MAPS, 1HE POJJ.OWING COURSES: 
SOUTH U DEGREES 4'7' ss• EAST 535.26 FEET; SOUlH 1'7 DEGREES 39' so• EAST 22-t.'72 FEET; 
SOUTH 51 DEGREES 1•• 20• EAST 233.06 fEET; NORTH 13 DEGREES 25' 10• EAST 413.32 
fEE'J'; NORTH 6'1 DEGREES 51' ss• EAST 235.00 FEET; NOR1H 13 DEGREES 25' JS• EAST' 
110.30 FEET; NORTH 54 DEGJlEES CD' 10• EAST 139.31 fEET; SOU1H 19 DEGREES 1,1' JS• 
lAST 26ot0.57 FEET; AND SOU1M oM DEGJlEES 52' 03• EAST 541.61 FEET TO 1H1 WES'J'IRLY 
UNE OF JAY BOULEVARD; THENCE. ALONG SAID WiS'J"!JtLY LINE. NOR.1H JO DEGREES 
Jl' oo• EAST 1702 •• 1 fEET TO THE S0\11'HW'ES'J'EY UN.E OF THE LAND DESau:BED IN 
THE DEED TO 'IHE 'REJ)EVEl.OPMENJ' C'1:NT1.iR OF 1'HE aTY OF SEAL IEAOI, JlECORDID 
FEBRUAJtY 1'1, 1"61N lOOK U651, PAGE 1767 Of omaAL Jt.ECOJU)S; 'IHENCE NOR1H 65 
DEGftEES G' c• WEST U.W.43 fEEl' ALONG SAID SOU'1HW'EST'ER1Y UNE TO 'DIE 
IOU'J'HEAS"J'BLY CCIIlNi1t OF 'IHAT CERTAIN PARCEL OF LAND SHOWN AS CONTAINING 
l~.cm AOU:S ON A MAP F.ILED IN lOOK U, PAGE 22 OF UCORD OF SURVEYS IN 'DIE 
OffiCi OF 'JHE. C01JN'JY JtECOJU)EJt Of SAID COUNTY Of 'oRANGE, BEING ALSO 'DIE 
IOU'I'HEAS'J"EY CORNER OF 'JHE. 1.AND DESaUJ!D AS PARCEL Cl·J04 IN THE DDD TO 
'JHE. ORANGE COUN1Y f'LOOD CONTROl. DJSTRJCT, 1\iCOJU>ED JANUA'RY 1'1, 196J IN BOOK 
5609, PAGE 69 OF OfflOAL. JtECOJU)S; 'IHENCE. ALONG 'l'HIIOUNDA'RY OF SAID LAND, 
NOR.1H 19 DEGREES e· 27• WEST JIO.OO FEET; NORTH 53 DEGREES J.t' 4f• WEST 1116.61 
FEET; NORTH 19 D&GREES e• o:• WEST 310.00 FEET; AND NORTH 0 DEGREES 09' 4f• EAST 
60.15 fiEf TO THE JOUNJ)AJlY LINE JE'I'Wf.E.N STA110NS lAND 2 OF LOS ANGELES AND 
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ORANGE COUNTIES, AS SURVEYED BY 1HE COUNTY SURVEYOR OF SA1D LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY, AND ESTABUSHED BY THE CA.lJFORNIA LEGJSLA'J'URE IN 1919, AND AS SHOWN 
ON lOS ANGEL.'ES COUNTY SURVEYOR'S MAP NO. 1175 RECORDED IN BOOK 39, PAGE 52 
OF MJSCELl.A.NEOUS RECORDS IN 1HE 0Ff1C£ OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SA1D LOS 
ANGELES COUNn'; 'IMENCE SOlJTH S7 DEGREES 06' JJ• WEST 2979.04 FEET '10 11IE 
JNT.ER-SECJ10N WlTH THE JJNE DESCRIBED IN SEAL BEAOf BOUNDARY AGREEMENT 
NO.2. AS DESCRIBED IN DOCU'MENT NO. 4889 RECORDED APJUL I, 1968 IN BOOK 1565, 
PAGE I Of OFflCAL RECORDS: 1HENCE., ALONG SAID AGREEMENT ~"E. BEING ALSO 
1HE RANCHO lOS Al.AMJTOS JJNE BETWEEN STAnONS 50 AND 51, AS P:at MAP NO.2 Of 
A PAR1mON OF SA1D RANOfO, fJl.ED IN DECREE OF PARnnON IN SUPEJUOR COURT 
CASE NO.J3527, IN THE SAlD COlJNTY OF LOS ANGELES, A COPY OF WHJOf WAS 
RECORDED JANUARY 29, 1191 IN BOOK '700, PAGE 141 OF DEEDS IN SAID COUNTY 
.a:ECORDER'S OFflCE OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY, A COPY OF WHJCH WAS RECORDED 
MAJtOf 12, 1191 IN BOOX 4, PAGE :SJ OF DEEDS IN THE OFflC£ Of THE COUN'JY 
RECORDER OF SAID ORANGE OOlJNI'Y; 'tHENCE SO'UTH 37 DEGREES SJ' ..o• EASJ' 465.210 
fEE.T ALONG SAID AGREEMENT UNE AND RANOfO UNE, TO STATION 50 Of 1HE 

· J.ANOfO LOS ALAMITOS; 1HENCE SOU1'H 54 DEGREES 37' os• WEST 613.o7 P.EET, 
CON'IlNlJING ALONG SAlD RANOfO JJNE TO 1H£ POINT OF BEGINNING. 

EXCEPI' 1HEJ'tEFltOM, 1HAT PORnON CONVEYED '10 1HE CITY OF LOS ANGELES BY 
· DEED RECORDED FEBRUARY IS, 1961 IN BOOK 5629, PAGE 527 OF 0Ff1CAL RECORDS. 

(Southern California Edison) 

• DESCRIPTION 

• 

THE ~"D REFER.RED TO IN 11DS REPORT IS SITUATED IN 1HE STATE OF CAJ..D=OR.N'L\, 
CO\Jl\."n' OF ORANGE. an' OF SEAL BEACH, AND JS DESCRIBED AS fOU..OWS: 

PARCEL A:. 

1HAT PORnON OF 1TDE LAND LOCATION NO. 137 •SURVEY NO. J06•, AS PATENTED BY 
THE STATE OF CAIJFORNJ.A ON FEBRUARY 12, JSIOJ, AND RECORDED APJUL 2'7, lSIOliN 
BOOK 9, PAGE 105, OF PATENTS, R.ECORDS OF lOS ANGELES COUNTY, AND RECORDED 
SEPIEMBER S, 1905 JN BOOK J, PAGE 231, OF PATENTS, RECORDS OF ORANGE COUN'JY, 
DESClUB:ED IN 'JHAT CERTAIN GRANT DE:ED '10 SOU'I'HERN CAIJFORNJA EDISON 
COMPANY DATED NOVEMBER. 30, 1976 AND R.ECORD:ED FEBRUARY Jl, 1m AS 
INSJRUMENT NO. 23970 IN BOOK 12075, PAGE 340, Of OFAQAL R.ECOR.DS, J.ECX)JU)S Of 
ORANGE CX)1JNJ'Y. 

EXCEPTING 1HEREFJtOM ANY PORTION 1HEREOF JNCWDED IN 1HAT CERTAIN PARC'SL 
OF LAND DESCRIBED AND DESIGNATED AS PARCEL 13 OF EXHlBlT -n•IN 1HAT CERTAIN 
EXOlA.NGE AGREEMENT RECOJU):ED APRD.. 23, 1970 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 14111 IN BOO& 
1m. PAGE 102 AND POU.OWJNG, Of SAID OFAOALR.ECORDS. 

ALSO EXC£P'I'ING 1HER.EJ=It0M 1HE NORlHWESTERLY 50.00 FEEr 'JHBUiOF. 

(State Lands Commission) 

PARCELl: 
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'IKE NOR'tHWESJ'StLY 50.00 JIEET OF 11lAT POJtDON Of 'J'D)E l.AN'D LOCAnON NO. 117 
•SURVEY NO. J06•, AS PATE..~'TED BY 'DIE STATE Of CA.l.UORNIA ON FEBRUAJtY 12, 1101, 
AND R.ECORDED APJtJL 2'1, 1901 IN lOOK 9, PAGE 105, Of PATENTS, Jt.ECOJU)S Of LOS 
ANGELES COUNTY, AND UCOJU)EJ) SEP'J'EMBER 5, 1905 IN lOOK I, PAGE DJ OP 
PA'J"ENTS, UCORDS OF ORANGE COUNTY, DSCJUBED IN 'JHAT CBTAIN GRANT DEED 
TO SOt.TiliERN CA.JJPORNIA EDISON COMPANY DATS> NOVEMBER 10, 1976 AND 
IECORDEJ) f'EBRUAJtY Jl, Jm AS INSTJUJM.ENT NO. 23t70 IN lOOK 12075, PAGE S40, (It 
omaAJ..IECOJU)S, QCOR:DS Of ORANGE COUN'JY. 

EXCEP'ItNG 'I'HEREFROM ANY POJtnON THEREOf LYING NOR1HEAS'I'£RLY Of 1HI 
SOU'J'HEJU.Y LlNE OF 1HAT CERTAIN PARCEL Of LAND DESauBEJ) AND DESIGNA'J"EE) AS 

.... PAJ.CEL 13 OF EXHIB1T •D•IN 'JHAT CERTAIN EXau:NGE AGR.EEMENT RECORDEJ) APitJL 
D, JP70 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 14111 IN lOOK 9l72. PAGE 102. AND POU.OWINO, OP lAID 
omaALRECORDS. 

AlSO EXCEPllNG FROM PARCELS A AND I. AU 0D... GAS, PEI'ROJ...El.JM AND 01'Hik 
NJNBlAL OR HYDROCAJlBON SUBSTANCES IN AND 1.1NDIR OJ. WHJOf NAY BE 
PRODUCED FROM SAID LAND, WITHOUT, HOWEVER, 'DIE RIGHT TO USE 1HE 5\J'.RFACE Of . 
SAID J.AN]), AS EXCEP'JED AND JtESERVED JN 1MAT CBTAIN DEED RECORDED 
SEJ'l'EMBER 26, 192A IN BOOK SC, PAGE i20 OF DEEDS IN 1HE Of'FJCE Of 1HE COUNTY 
RECORDER OF SAID COUNJY. 

(Southern California Edison) 

DESCRIP110N 

'1HE LAND R.EFER.RED TO IN 1HlS REPORT IS SITUATED IN 1HE STATE OF CAUPoRNlA, 
COUNn' OF ORANGE, AND IS DESCUBED AS POUDWS: 

1HOSE PORnONS OF 1HE NORniEAST QUAJtTEJt OF THE SOUTHWEST QUAJt.TEJt AND,'IHE 
NORTHWEST QUARTER OF 1HE SO'U'IHEAST QUARTER AND 1HE SOU1'H HALf OF 1HE .. 
NOR'JHE.AST QUARTER, AU OF SEcnON U, TOWNSKIP 5 SOU'JH, RANGE 12, WEST, IN 
1HE RANCID LOS ALAMITOS, CO'UN'n' OF ORANGE. STATE Of CAUFORNIA, AS P.ER MAP 
fiLED IN DECREE Of PAR'nnON IN 1'HE SUPERIOR C0\1RT OF LOS ANGELES COUN1Y, AS 
CASE NO. 13527, A CERJIFlED COPY Of SAID DECUE HAVING DEN RECORDED 
n:BRUARY 2, JI911N BOOK 14, PAGE 31 OF DEEDS Of SAID ORANGE COUNTY AND 'JHAT 
POJtnON Of 'DDE UNO LOCAnON NO. 131 •SURVEY NO. 106•, AS PATENTED JY 1111 
IrATE Of CAUPORNIA ON fEBRUAJtY 12. 1901, AND Jt.ECOJU)£1) APRD.. 2'7, 19011N IOC& 9, 
PAGE 105 OF PATENTS, RECORDS Of lOS ANGELES COUNTY, AND UCORDEJ) SEP"J'EMMIR 
5, 19051N BOOK 1, PAGE Dl Of PATENTS UCOJU)S OF ORANGE COlJN'n', DESCUIID AS 
JIQU.D\VS: 

• 

• 

-=oiNNING AT PaNJ' •A •, HEJtEl'NBEFOR.E kEF.ERJU!D 10 IN PARCEL I; 'IHENCE SOU'DI o• 
10' 34• w.EST. 419.%4 fEET 10 A 4 INOI PIPE SET IN CONC(£T.E MA1UCED LAG 40; 1'HINCE 
10U1H 54• 41' ao• WEST, 2'721.05 fEET TO STAnON NO. 50 Of SAID lt.ANOIO; 'J'HENCE 
CON11NUING S0\1Di 54• 41' ao• WEST, 61S.69 fEET 10 A POINT ON 'DIE EASTERLY LINE 
Of THE PAaFlC COAST HIGHWAY AS DSCUBED JN 1HE DEED TO 1HE STA'IE OF 
CAUFORNIA RECORDED DECEMBER 2. 19291N IOOX 332. PAGE %41 Of omaAL UCORDS • 
JN 1HE OFfiCE OF 1HE COUNTY RECORDER. OF SAID COUNn'; 1HENCE NOR1H o• 54' 51• 
WEST, 120.93 FEET ALONG SAID EASTERLY UNE OF THE PAaflC COAST JDGHWAY; 
'DIENG NC&DI 54• 41' oo• .EASr.l051.35 JUT; 'JHINCE HOJtlH 21• 2'' 12• iA$7, 27U' 
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PEET; 'JHENCENORlH o• JO' 24• EAST. J46.JIFEETTOSAID41NCH PIPE SET IN CONCRETE 
MAJtXED LAG 37, HEREINBEFORE RE.f'ERRED TO IN PARCEL J; 1HENCE NORTH 57• 10' e• 
EAST, 119.22 FEET TO SAlD POINT •A • AND 'IHE POINT OF BEGINNING. 

EXCEP'JlNG 'JHEREFROM 'IH.AT PORnON DESCRIBED AND DESJGNATED PARCEL l:t OF 
EXHIBIT •o• IN 1H.AT CERTAIN EXat\NGE AGREEMENT RECORDED AP.RIL 23, 1P70 IN 
BOOK 9l7l, PAGE I«> OF OFflaAL RECORDS IN THE OffiCE Of THE COUNTY RECORDER 
Of SAlD ORANGE COUN"JY. 

ALSO EXCE.PT'ING 'J'JfflU:FROM 'IH.AT PORnON LYING WJlH1N THE PROPEilTY DESCRIBED 
IN 1HE DEED TO 1HE STATE Of CALifORNIA, RE-CORDED FEBRUARY 2, 1911 IN BOOK 
13934. PAGE 1637 Of Offia.AL R.EC0R.DS. 

., ALSO EXCE.PT'ING THER.EfROM ALL OIL. GAS, PETJtOLEUM AND O'IHER. MlNEJt.A.LS OR 
HYDROCARBON SUBSTANCES IN AND UNDFJ't OR \\'HJOI MAY BE PRODUCED FROM SAID 
LAND, 'WJTHOUT, HOWEVER, 1HE JUGHT TO USE THE SURFACE Of SAID LAND, AS ·-
EXCEPTED AND RESFJtVED IN THOSE CERTA!N DEEDS RECORDED SEPTEMBER 26, J9241N 
BOOK 542, PAGE 120 OF DEEDS AA'D RECORDED FEBRUARY J5, 1961 IN BOOK 5620, PAGE 
527, Of OFflQAL RECORDS, BO'IH IN 1HE OffiCE Of THE COUNTY RECORDER. Of SAID -
C01JN1Y. 

(Crty or Seal Beach Redevelopment Agency) 

• DPSCJUP'IlON 

• 

THE LAND REF'ERRED TO IN 1HJS REPORT JS SrruATED IN THE Sl'ATE Of CALifORNIA, 
CO\Jl'c"lY Of ORANGE. CTY OF SEAL BEACH, AND IS DESCJUBED AS FOUDWS: 

PARCEL I, AS SHOWN ON A MAP :FILED IN BOOK 94, PAGE J OF PARCEL MAPS, IN THE 
OmCE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF ORANGE CO~n'. CALIPORNlA. 

(Orange County Flood Control District) 

DPSCRlPDON 

THE LAND REF'ERRED TO IN 1HJS JlEPORT JS SlroATED IN THE STA1E OP CAIJPOitNlA. 
C01JN1Y Of ORANGE. AND lS DESCRIBED AS FOU..OWS: 

PARCELl: 

'JHATPOR.nON Of THE POUD'WING DESCRIBED lAND: 

THE NORTHEAST QUAR'JD Of SECDON 1 J AND 1HE NOR'IHWEST QUARTER OP SEcnON 
121N lDT C.l Of THE JlANCHO LOS ALAMITOS IN THE COUNTY Of ORANGE. STA1E OP 
CAlJFOJt.NIA, AS PER MAPS J AND 2 fiLED·JN DEaEE Of PARTmON IN THE SUPERIOR 
COURT Of CALIPOR.NIA IN AND FOR THE COUNTY Of LOS ANGELES, CASE NO. 11527, A 
CERTIFI.ED COPY Of 1HE fiNAL DECREE OP SAID CASE HAVING BEEN Jl!CORDED 
FEBRUARY 2, 1191 IN BOOK 14. PAGE 31 OF DEEDS, IN THE OFFlCE OF THE C01JNTY 
Jt.ECORDER Of ORANGE COUNTY. 

11 
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EXCEPT 'JHAT PORnON '!HEREOF LYING WESTERLY OF THE B0t.JN1)ARY UNE BETWEEN 
SAID COlJN'l'Y OF ORANGE AND lDS ANGELES COUNn', CAI.IPORNIA, 'J'HROUGH SAID 
Em~& . 

ALSO EXCEPJ" 'IHAT PORnON OF SA1D SEC'110N 12 LYING SOU1HEAS'JDLY Of 1HE 
SO\.TJHEAnERLY lJNE OF BAY~ AJU) AS SAID BOlJLEV A1U> EXJSJ"El) MAY J2. IPM. 

THAT IS INCl.VDED wmaN A PARCEL OF LAND DESauBED AS POU..OWS: BEGINNING AT 
'IHE INTERSEC'DON OF 1HE SOUTH, UNE Of SECIJON 1, TOWNSHIP 5 SOutH, RANGE 12 
'WUJ' WJ1H 1HE BO'UNDAJtY UNE BETWEEN ORANGE COUNTY, CAllPORNIA, AND I.DS 
ANGB.ES COlJN'l'Y, CAI.IPORNJA, AS SAID ~"l'ERSECllON IS SHOWN ON SHEET 2 OF 2 
SHEETS OF 1HE MAP OF BOUNDARY LINES BET\\'EEN THE COlJN11ES OF lDS ANGEU!S 
AND ORANGE AS RESURVEYED BY THE COUNTY SURVEYOR OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY, 

. AND SURVEYED FEBRUARY 1915 10 FEBRUARY 1919; 1HENCE SOU'm IP' 43' 20' EAST
UO.J6 FEET ALONG SAJD SOU'm J»."E 10 A POINT JJO.OO FEET EASTERLY, MEASURED AT 
JJGHT ANGLES FROM SAlD BOUNDARY LINE BETWEEN SAJD COlJN11ES; 'niENCE SOU1H 
2' •• 35' EAST 58.15 FEET ALONG A UNE PAJtALLEL WJ'I1I SA1D BOUNDARY UNE; 
1HENCE SOUTH 27' 35' 51' EAST .t6.72 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 47' •• 45' EAST 75.00 PEET; . 
1KENCE SOl.TIH 42' U' 15' WEST 102.70 FEET TO A POINT UO.OO FEET EASTBU.Y, 
MEASURED AT RJGHT ANGLES FROM SAJD BOUNDARY UNE BETWEEN SAID CO\JN11ES; 
'JHENCE SOUlH 2' 48' 35' EAST 3JJ.27 FEET ALONG A UNE PAJt41 I EJ WJ'I1I SAID 
BOUNDARY UNE; 1MENCE SOUTH I' 49' 36' EAST 262.77 FEET; 'niENCE SOUTH o• 164 so• 
WEST 1280.00 FEET; 1MENCE NORlH 19' 43' 20• WEST 380.00 FEET; 'J'HENCE NORlH 53' 29' 

• 

39• WEST 1116.68 FEET; THENCE NORlH 19' 42' 55' WEST 310.00 FEET 10 A POINT ON 1HE • 
SOt.mlERl.Y PROLONGAnON OF 1HE EASTER.LY UNE OF PARCEL 2, AS DESCRJBED IN 
DEED RECORDED APRIL 21, 19251N BOOK 3962 PAGE 202 Of OFflClAL RECORDS IN 1HE 
omcE Of 1ME COlJl\7Y RECORDER Of LOS ANGELES, CAlJFORNJA; 1HENCE NOR'IH o• 
16' oo• EAST 540.79 FEET ALONG SAlD SOlTTHEJU..Y PROLONGAnON AND SAJD EASTERLY 
LINE OF PARCEL 2; 'niENCE NORlH 69' 44' oo• WEST 541.21 FEET TO A POINT ON THE 
EAS'IERLY RJGHT OF WAY OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD COl\"'ROL DlSllUCT 400.00 
fEEI' WID'IH RJGHT OF WAY fOR THE SAN GABRIEL JUV'PR OiANNa.. (A RADIAL 
1HROOGH SAID POJl\'T BEARS SOU'm 59' 33' 45' EAST,) SAlD POINT BEING THE BEGINNING 
OF A CURVE, NON·TANGENT, CONCAVE NORTHWES'J'ERLY AND HAVING A llADJUS Of 
3064.93 FEET; THENCE NOR'JHEASTERLY ALONG SAID OJRVE THROUGH A C'EN11tAL 
ANGLE OF o• 56' 54'. AN ARC DISTANCE OF 50.73 FEET TO A POINT ON A UNE. NON-
TANGENT, (A RAD1Al. THROUGH SAlD POINT BEARS SOUTH eo• 30' 39• EAST); THENCE 
10U1H 69' 44' oo• EA$J', 521.52 FEET TO A POINT ON 1liE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID PARCIL 
2; 1HENCE NOR1H o• 16' 00' EAST 26.00 FEET ALONG SAlD EASTERLY I.INE; 'DIENC£ 
IOU'IH 19' 43' 20' EAST 1460.40 FEET; 'IHENC£ NOR1H 2' 44' 56' EAST, 256.91 FEET TO A 
POINT IN THE SO'l.TIHERLY PROLDNGAnON OF THAT CERTAIN COURSE THAT IS 1110WN 
ON SAID MAP OF BOUNDARY UNES AS SOU1H 2' 41' 35' EAST, 2207.M fEET; 1HENCE 
NOJt.1H 2' 48' 35' WEST, 544.12 FEET ALONG SAID SO\.TJHERLY PROLONGAnON AND SAJD 
BOUNDARY UNE 10 A POINT ON 1HE SOUTH 1JNE OF SAID SEC'I10N 1, SAID POINT 8llNO 
1HE JIOINT OF BEGINNING. 

PA1tCIL2: 

THAT PORnON OF 1HE NOR11fWEST QUARTER OF S£C'nON 12, IN LOT C.l OF 1HE 
RANOfO LOS ALAMJTOS,IN THE COUNTY OF ORANGE. STATE OF CAUFORNIA, AS MAPS 1 
AND 2 FJlB) IN I>ECAEE Of PAR'lmON IN 'JHE SUPERIOR CO\JilT OF CAUFORNIA IN AND • 
POR1HE COUNTY OF lDS ANGELES, CASE NO. 13527, A CER11f'IED COPY Of THE fiNAL 
DECREE Of SAID CASE HA VJNG BEEN JtECOJU>ED FEBRUARY 2, 11911N BOOK 14 PAGE S1 

12 
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Of DEEDS, IN 1HE OFFJCE Of 1HE COUN1Y RECORDER Of SAID ORANGE COUNTY. 
D:ESCUBED AS POU.OWS: · 

BEGINNING AT COUNTY CORNER NO. 2 AS SHOWN ON 1HE MAP Of BOUNDARY LINES 
BE'J"WEEN 1HE COUNTJES Of lOS ANGELES AND ORANGE AS RESURVEYED BY 11IE 
COUNTY SURVEYOR OF LOS ANGEl..ES COUNTY, AND SURVEYED FEBRUARY 1915 TO 
fEBRUARY 1919, A COPY Of SAlD MAP BEING ON FD.E IN 1HE OFFJCE Of 1HE COUNTY 
SURVEYOR OF SAID ORANGE COUNTY; 1MENCE SOU1H 57• 10' .o• WEST, 723.65 FEEl' 
ALONG 1HE BOUNDARY UNE BE.TWEEN SAID COUN'J'lES AS SHOWN ON SAID MAP TO 1HE 
1JN'E aJ"ED AS •soum 89° 43' 20• EAST, 1460.40 fEET IN 1HE DESCRlPllON fOR 1HE 
LA.ND DESCRIBED AS PARCEL NO. CI·J04•1N 1HE US PENDENS f1LED IN SUPERJOR OOUJtT 
CASE NO. 73534 IN THE SUPEJUOR COURT Of 11fE STATE Of CAlJFORNIA IN AND fOR 1HE 
COUNTY Of ORANG£, A COPY Of WHJCH WAS RECORDED AUGUST 14, 1957 IN IOOX «<S. 
PAGE 579 Of 0Fr1CJAL RECORDS IN 1HE omCE Of SAlD CX>1JN'n' RECORDER; THENCE 
SOUIH 89° 43' 20• EAST 602.61 fEET ALONG SAlD arED LINE. TO 1HE EASTERLY 
T.ER.MD"JUS 'IHER.EOf; THENCE NOR1H 2• 4C' 56• EAST 256.91 FEET; "'HENCE NORTH 2• G' 
35• WEST 138.72 fEET TO 1HE POOO Of BEGINNING • 

13 



"EXHIBIT B~ 

CEQA Fll'1t"DINGS AND FACI'S IN SUPPORT 
OF F»t"DINGS IN COI\"1\"ECT''ON WITH THE 
HELL:P.IAN RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN AND 
RELATED DISCRETIONARY ACI10NS, 
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING 
CONSIDERADONS 

· 1. lntroductlou 

1be foDowina environmental findinls ID connection with the Bellmln . 
Raneb Specific Plan ("HRSP") and related discretionary acdons (coUocdveJy refernd to u 
the 'Trojea") are bereby adopted by the Seal Beaeb City CouncD rCoundJt!) pursuam to 
the requirements of CEQA. Said findinas are based upon evidence presented iD the JICOJ'd 
of these proceedinJS, both written and oral, the F.EIR and aD of Its COntents incJudifta, • 
without limitation, technical appendices therelo, comments on the Draft and Revised ))11ft 
ERs aDd the City's responses thereto, and staff and consultants' repons prepared ad 
presemed to the CouDcJL 

A. Project Objecdws 

1be Project was desiped to create a state of the an project that ba1aDces 
land use and environmental beneftts with ownership economics of the propeny that wDl 
assure quality, sustainable deveJopment and improvement of the property in a manner that 
will benefit the JocaJ and J'Ciicmal environment, the JocaJ community and the owners aDd 
ultimate users of tbe properl)'. 

Projec:t aoats have been established by the Applicant for the cleveJcpD.- tl 
the HRSP 1hat the Applicant believes a essential to achievin& balance and 111J!Iintb1e 
devekpneut. These &OIJs ~~dade: 

D JdaimaiD slanif"ICIDl acreaae for JestorationlcreadJJ& tl w~lftds. JaiOre aDd 
incn:ase 1he bioJo&k and habitat values tl tbe property, and pllll for ...... 
rctentiaD of viable 'ft'Ddlife habitat and biodiversity o.D the IIIL 

D Creation/restoration tla wellands and eovironmental ecosystem that represeats a 
sipificant improvemeot of the existin& severely dearaded wetlands on the lite Dd • 
provides a m~&ful CODtn"butioD to the re&ionaJ ay•em of coas&al wetJIDds ad 
cpn space alonJ the Paciftc Flyway • 

.... ... c:.rdlolliae ....... .. 14 
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• D Proted and improve Water quality or the wetlands by redirecting existing UJban 

• • • 

• 

ronoft' and utilizing the aolf course as a filtration system, detention area and buffer 
between the weda.Dds and uJban enYironmem. 

. 
D Respect 1he pJ"C'{)Crty's physical coDStraiats. . -
D Preserve the open space character or the m~ority or the property and create public 

access opportunities. 

a Provide 'Yisitor-serving recreational opportunities within the coa.staJ zone that wD1 
contnDut.e to the econo~c base of the City of Seal Beach. 

D Create an effective system or open space, ttails and pasb. 

D Reduce the acreage designated for residential use and !educe the number or units · 
as currently designaled iD the City's existing Specific Plan. 

D Provide for comprehensive plannin,e or the Hel1man Ranch and surroundiDJ 
properties 10 ensure land use compau'biliry • 

o Develop a plan that is responsive to community priorities and concems, consistent 
with the California Coastal Ac1 and thal can be supponcd by Jocal, stale and 
federal replatoey aaenci•. 

The City's objectives for developmc:Dt or the Property t as outliDed iD the 
F.EtR.. include: 

D Restoration or the degraded and severely degraded wedands areas OD the Prcp.fty. 

D Preservation or Gum Grove Nature PaJt and dedication of tbe PaJt to the Ciry. 

D Preservation of cultural resources sites, to ~ exteut f•sible. 

D Preservation or cpa space, to the extent feasJble.. 

D Minimal uaffic and air quality impa<U. 

a Development of visitor-servma commercial and recreation faciJities • 

D. Significant Environmental Impacts and Adopted Mitiaation 
Measures. 

JS 
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·ne Fmal m. identified porentiaDy aipificant eovironmentaJ impacts of 
the Project ,iD several impacs catecorles. For moil of lhc.se impacts, measures were 
identified that wouJd mitipte the impacts to a level of lnsianificanc:e. CEQA requUes 
qencies to adq)t mitiption measures that would sub~y lessen a project's sipific:ut 
impacts J1 suc,JJ measures are feasible (Public Resources Code secdons 21002, 21002.1(b) 
and 21081.00~). 

,, ··, · · 1be CouncD ftDds that che mltiptioa measures identified in the Fm are 
feasJ,J~ ~. with che excepdOD of the Impacts JdeDtlfied Ill ArticJe IV below, wou1d 
reduce~che P.roJect's impacts to a level of iDsianifiamce.. 'Jbe CouncD adopts aD of abe 
m.itiptioD measures descn'bed iD the fEl'R.. u ICil forth below. u conditions of appJOVIJ 
of che f'Ojecl. . . 

A. I..ancJV• 

"' ,J_. Potential lmpacu 

. 'Jbe Project wm involVe larld uses that are different thaD those 

• 

- contemplated b)' the Seal Beacb General Plan, the existin& Specific Plan for che project 
lite, ~d- tiie. 2reviously approved Coastal ~velopment PenDit. 1he Project's land uses 
wm be J~ ·mrensive than lhose thai were subject to earlier approvals and pllftlliDJ • 
documents ud are ae.nerally consistent with Stale and City laDd use policiea aDd 
prop.ms,~~ ~me revisiODs to exlsdn& Jand use plans and aew permit approvals wiD be 
DeeeSS0:10·•mre consistaacy with the specific aspects of the P.roject. 

'" ·:t. FIDdiDJ 

-Por each such impact idemified in the m, chanps or llteratioas lave 
been required in, or inc:ozporated into, tbe project whic:b mitipte or avoid lhe sipificant 
effects on the enviJonmeat. 

. ' · .. : ~ ·: 

. " ' 3. Pacts iD Suppost of PiDdiDa 
'. 

--" ~ t '1-

'Jbe EIR. identlf'JeS siJilificant environmental effects that would acari' bUed 
upon the ~~· iaconsisteDCy bertweera the HRSP IDCI \'lrious JaDd use pJw ud laws 
applicable iD"~ subject PR:p:rty. Mitiaation Measure~ to be Imposed u conditioDI of 
appmvaJ o{.~ Project are set fonh below. Prior to appJOV&l of the·HRSP, lbe m. 
nquires thattlie .various applicable elements of the City's Geoml PJaD and the JUwafw 
Jt.ed~cnt Plan be amended 10 chat the HRSP is consiSICDl with tbose. PJIDs. ID 
addition, ~ m nquim thai the applicant obtain approprille tract Maps and O.llll 
J)evelopmem permits. Purther disalssion of land use impacts and the mmptiOD of tboJe 
impacts is .:ontained in Sectioa 5.1 of the IDt • 
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UJ.l Prior to project approval, the proposed HRSP shaD be made consistent with all 
applicable aenetal, specific and/or redevelopment area plans. If' an amendmr.ut to 
1 general, specific, and/or redevelopment area plan is sought by the applicant, aid 
amendment shall be processed and approved prior to the effective date of tbe 
HeDman Ranch s~ PJm. 

UJ-2 Prior to the issuance of' I JfldinJ pemdt, the applicant shall apply for and obcaiD 
approval of a vesting tract· map, pursu a.'lt to the provisions or the Subdivision Map 
At:t, and the City's local subdivision r~iremelltl. 

Lt1·3 Prior to the issuance or padingand building pennits for land uses to be developed 
on the Henman Ranch Specific Plan site, a new Coastal Development Permit shill 
be obtained from the California Coastal Commission by the project applicaJit that 
reflects all the chanJes included in the proposed Henman Ranch Specific_ Plan. 

B. Biological Resources 

1. Wetlands 

L PoteutiaJ Impacu 

The Project would result in the removal or approximately 27 acres of 
. degraded wetlands habitats accordinJ to State criteria. These habiws include IOUthem 

coastal salt marsh, alkaJj meadow, alkali flats, seasonal ponds and brackish tidal clwmel. 

b. FmclinJ 

:For each such impact identified iD the ErR, changes or alterations have 
been required in, or incoJPOrated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significut 
effects on the environment. To the extent that the project may ~suh in a temporary, lut 
directly and cumulatively significaJit and unavoidable, net Joss or wetlands during the early 
)'tarS of the proposed ~storation project, specific economic, Jepl, social, tecbnoloJical, 
or other considerations make inteasJ"ble the altmlatives and any additional mitipdon 
mcasu~s identified in the E1R. which might Jessea or avoid shon-term biological impacts. 

c. Pacts iD Support o'IFJDdiDa 

ID order to minimize the .potential wetlands impacts, the mitipdoD 
measum set forth below provide for coastal salt marsh testoration and creation of a fresh 
water marsh complex. 1be fresh water marsh complex wW be deveJoped whhiD the 
Project aolf course and would provide a ben~cial impact on 1he plants and animals that 

• would use lhis wetlands. 
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Some shon-term Jon or tile 4epadeclud sevemly depadecl wedands areu 
oa the P.ropeJty is inevitable due to the Deed for aipiftcut hydroJolfcaJ, pdiDJ, IDd 
plantinJ activities IS part or the Jonj-term mtondoa of the subject anu. FuU-alc 
restoratioa of the wedands .,. iD 1 manner tha1 would be successful over the lon&-lelm, 
while avoicJ.in& sbott term Impacts, is DOl ecooomlcaDy or leebnicaDy f'NSJ1>1e aivea tbe 
l»olOJical, hydraulic, IDCS aooJ()Jic .~ or the P.ropeJty IS ldeDtified ID the Bill 
Tberel'om, the CouncD fiDds that ~1'oDowin& miti&atioa. rneaJurcs would reduce lbese 
impacts to I JeveJ of iDsipifi~·lilli£•loDJ-telm, aJthoup Jbort-telm Impacts may be 
aipificant and unavoidable. All extensive discussioa and evaJuatioa or the dec•Ds of tbe 
Applicant's Conceptual WetJandSlRestoradoD Plan and fuJther discussion or Joo&-term I'Dd 
lbort-term wetlands impacts cule fOtald iD SecdoD 5.2 or die Bill 

B-1 Coastal Sah Marsh Restoilda•om ,! 

Prior to the issuance of a paltinJ permit the appticam sbaD submit to the Direc:1&or 
or Development Services ,&:conceptual restoration plan for the restoratioD creatioa . 
of the coastal salt manll .conpfek, which has beeD ipproved by the resource 
agencies with jurisdiction ·'0\'~ project. Such plan ibaD comply wilb aD 
m}Uirements imposed b)' tile·~ the Califomla c:'.odaJ CommissiOn, and other 
resource ageDCies with jllridcdeD over the project, aDd shaD iDcJude, wltboul 
limitation, the foDowma tJeafiMIICtt 

Bl.J Developmeut of u appropriate a1t marsh plant paleue by a qualified bioloJist. 

B1.2 Plant material will be o'l:taiftectfbhn two sources: J) saJvqed OD the project lite 
and 2) plants J10WD b~ a ·qdaltied Dative plant auneryl·· 1be plam material 
salva&ed on the project sle wll:tie coDected one year prior to implemeutatioo aDd 
maintained on the proj~ w"ia.&il inipted and mana&ed ftUrseJY ua. A CDPO 
Scientific CoDectiD& Permit w.Dl be required by each persoD coDec:dD& wl!dud 
plants and writteD permission f10m CDPO wDJ be nquired. 

B1.3 A quaDiied bioJOJist wm t.t*sem ·durin& an saJvaae. aradin& and nplantiDJ 
opemdOD. 1be bioJo&ist -at 11ave experience iD monitoJin& and implemeDtiD& 
wetland restoration pJOjec::tl~ ib4 lha1J have the fuJJ authoril)' to IUspeDCI Ill)' 
operation OD the pmject site wbicb ls, iD the qualified bioJopst's opiDicxl. .X 
consistent with the ~est~ Any disputes reprdina the consisteacy dan 
action with the restcnticiD pJm:'J1IaD be ~esoJved by the Dinclor of J)evelopmeot 
Services. :;,he. 

" 
BlA a) 1'be project lite ..... 'be coatoured foDowiDJ padiDJ piiDI ID lbe 

Conceptual Reve&~PJID. 

b) ne soil wm be dDed:or ~to decomt-ct the ds . 
.., .• .. 

• 

• 

• 
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c) SoU samples will be taken above 2.4 • MSL. 

d) 1be soils shall be maintained as described iD the CoDCepiUal R.estoradoD 
PliD. 

. B1.5 Weed species wiD be nmoved prior to pJantin& or the salt marsh. 1be,_,eecfi w1U 
be eradicated manually or by use of beJbicide. Tbe heJbicide wm be apim:wed by 
1 Jic=sed pe.\1 control advisor and CDPG. 

B1.6 Inigation and ferdliz.alioD requiremeuts shall be carried out as required by tbe 
approved Conceptual Restoration PlaL 

B1.7 AD plantinas iD the coastal salt marsh complex will be conducted bctweeo 
September and Mudl. 

Bl.l A monitorin& and maintenance program wm be developed in the 'ConCeptual · 
Restoration Plan. 1be monitorin& shall be undettakeD for 5 )'ears foUowiDj 
implementation, as required by the plan. The monitoring schedule DUtliDed in the 
conceptual Restoration Plan wm include monthly monitoring for the first year, 11 
three month intervals for the second year and six-month intervals for yean du'ee 
through live. 1be monitorin& forms wm be subm.itted to ACOE ad the 
appropria1e resource l&eDcies. 

B1.9 Shorebird 1cdvity. wiD be monitored by 1 qualified shorebird specialist. Tbese 
monitorin& visits will be quanerly for the firs.t year and annually for the remaining 
four years. 'Jbe data to be recorded is outlined in the rinal Conceptual Wetland 
Restoration Plan (Moffatt ll. Nichol Engineen, iD association with O.UJ 
Resources Management and Michael Brandm&D Associates 1996) lhowD iD 
appendix D or lhe project m. 

Bl.IO Annual surveys to document presence of Beldina's savannah spa:now ad 
California Jea.st tem will be conducted between late March to late September by a 
qualified endangered species biologist. "Jbese surveys shall be conducted for as 
km& as required by applicable wildlife lpiiCie.s. 

Bl.ll 1be perform&Dce criteria for wetland restoration lias been developed iD 1be 
Conceptual Restoration Pl&D. 1be criteria will include 7S percent cover of tbe 
replanted veaeution at tbe end or the fifth year or monitorin& and the beilbt or 
each ~pedes will be DO Jess thaD 75 percent or each apecies iD Bolsa Chica or 
Cerritos Wel.lands (Moffatt ll. Nichol Engineers, Coastal Resources ManapmCIIt 
and Michael Brandman Associates 1996) • 

Bl.12 If at the three year milestone within the S·year wetland monitorin& period the lite 
is DOt funcdonin&as anticipated, remedial measures will be taken to brin& the lite 
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iDto compliaDce with pcd'ormance cri1aia. SpeclftO~t measures wiD be • 
determined at that dme in coordination with reaulatory/mourc:e aaeocies (Noft'llt 
.t Nichol EnJi,neers. Coastal Resources Nana&eiinclrlt. ad Mic:haeJ BrandmiD 
Associates 1996). 

Bl.13 A post-constnledon •aJobunt assessment• or the reStorecS.Ifl:twater marsb sbl1l:be 
conducted iD order to document actuaJ project cxmditiGilfat:6e dme the restoradGif 
is compJded and prior to commenc:emem of the manl,·moi!l'brina pi'OJ'ISD. SiDce 
as-buDt conditions ofteD do DOt Q)DJpJe:tdy coincide with the project desip. 8D)' 
differences betweea as-buDt venus desip condidoils lbaD:a documented IDClaaj 
correedons deemed necessary by the project bioJoabfAIIaU be made to the prqJect 
to conform to desip CODditions, or to adjust the monkoriD1 proanm to reflec:l • 
buDt conditkms •. This assessment shaD provide IJt •~ baseline from whicll 
project performance c:u be monitored. This post-constJvctioD. •u-buiJt 
assessment• of the restored saltwater marsh sbaD be reviewed and accepted by tbe 
Calif'omia Coastal Commission and the U.S. Army ~Jineers. 

. . 
.. Bl.14 Appropria!e performance standards for open ..,_,J.Mery habitat wDJ be 

developed by a qualified marine bioJopst iD coo~ the project bioloJi• 
IDd wm be included iD the final mitipdon propm fOJ"tbc;,'J'fOjecl. 

Bl.J5 Appropril!e performance ltaDduds to ensure sborebild richness wUJ be developed 
by I qualified omithoJopst in conjunction with the project bioJoaist ad wUJ be 
included in the final mitigation program for the prqjec:t. itAlso included wm be 

. thresholds which would triger evaluation or CcOqslellib funeticm. Species 
richness, as used iD the atiplion plan, refen te dhrmi~J or species arad DOl , I 
DUmber of bilds. . .: :· 

.. 2 F~eshwater Marsh Cc:lll'lpJa 

Tbe creation of the fmhwater marsh complex_,.'lldudes devdopmeat of a 
conceptual restoration pliD. Prior to the issuance of a•padbi& permit the appliCIDt 
sbali submit to the Direc:lor of Developmeat Semc.t:.t.eonceptional restonliDa 
plan for the restoratioD crution of the coastal fre~ mmb complex., wldcb 
has beeD approved by the resource a,encles with jurlsdictioD over the project. 
Such plan shall comply with all nqulrements lmposelti&,:de Cky, the Cllifonda 
Coastal Commissico. ad Olhe:r resource apodel wldi~JurisdictioD over lbe' 
project. ucS sbalJ include,. witbout limitat.ion, the folJowiiJWeme~Jra: 

r "'iS :: 
B2.1 Developmeat or an ~ppropriate Dative freshwater~ palette by • qu•lifted 

..:,..,......;... .. - '');ot~. • .,...,.,.,._ . . . -~· ~· "" 

• 

82.2 Plant material wDJ be coDecled wkhiD the vicillitY id tit ~ec:t Ike. PJIIIt •. 
material should be from similar environmental coltcSidDDs (t.J., elevatioa, COUIIl 
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iDfluence). The antin&IDCS seeds wm be stored and/or JIOWD by a qualified Dative 
plant DUnCI)'. 

B2.3 A qualified biololht will be present durin& aD salVIJe, pdin& and replamina 
openations. The biolopst wiD have experieace in monitorin& and implementiq 
wdland restoration projecu. . . 

B2.4 1be project site wm be contoured durin& eolf' course colist.Jucdon activities. SoD 
tests will be conducted to detennine if any soD ameadments are necessary. 1be 
sites will receive minimal soiJ amendmeats and feniliz.ers, because fertilizas 
increase lhe establishment or weedy species • 

B2.5 Weed species wW be removed prior to plantin& or the freshwater marsb complex. 
1be weeds will be eradicated manuaDy or by use or belbicide. 1be be$icide wiD 

· be approved by a licensed pest control advisor aDd CDRJ. 

B2.6 All planting in the freshwater marsh complex wiD be conducted between 
September~ Mardl. 

B2.7 A monitoring and maintenance program will be developed in the Conceptual 
R.estonation Plan. The monitoring shall be undenaken for 5 years followin& 
implementation, a.s required by the plan. Tbe monitoring schedule outlined iD the 
Conceptual Restoration Plan wm include monthly monitoring for one year, three 
month intervals for two years and six-month intervals for yean three through five. 
'lbe monitoring fonns wW be submitted to ACOE and the appropriale resource 
qencies. 

B2.8 Perfonnance criteria will be developed ia the Conceptual Restoration Plan. The 
criteria wDJ include 90 percent cover of the target wetland vegetation It the eod of 
the fifth year or monitoring (Moffatt II. Nichol En,meers. Coastal Resources 
Managemeat and Michael Brandman Associates 1996). 

B2.9 If It the three year miJestoDe withiD the five year monitorin& period the site is DOt 
funcdoning as anticipated, reme4ial measures will be takeD to brin& the site iDto 
compliaJice with perfonnance criteria. Specific remedial measure· wiD be 
de&ennined at that time in coordination with regu1aloey/resource agencies (Mafflll 
II. Nichol Engineers, Coastal Resources manaaement and Michael BJ'I.DdmaD 
Associale.s 1996). 

2. SpecialiDteleSt Plant Specie& 

L Potential Impacts 
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1bc Project wiD direc:tJy Impact approximateJy 3,200 individuals of tbe 
IDftUil soutbcm ta.Jplam species ud 1,070 indivkluals of the annual Coulter's Goldfield 
lpdes. 

:For racll such impacl identified ID the EDt, chan&e& or alteratiODS laave 
beeD required iD, or IDcotpOJ'Iled iDto, the project whicb mitipte or avoid the siplftc:a.
effecu OD the eaviroDJDeDL 

c. Pacts iD Support of Fuda, 

Secdon 5.2 of the·EIR indicates that impacted populations of the IOUtbe:rD 
laipJant and Coulter's Goldfield species caD be mitiaated throuJb a proJl'IID of llfld 
coDoctiOD, replantin& and maJntenance. 1be ER indicates that implementation d tbe 
followina measures wm ensure that the project wiD DOt substantially affect identified sue · 
or endangered plant species, and wm DOt throateD the Joss or elimination of 1he identified 

.. plant communities, with the effect 1hat these impacts will be mhi&l1ed to a Jeve1 of 
insipjficance. 

B-3 Southern TarpJaDt 

Impacts to the Soutbem TaJPlanl wDl be miti&ated by seed collecdon aDd 
revegeution into a 3.S.acre buffer zone surroundina the coastal ult marsh 

.f complex. • A qualified project biologist sball be selected by tbe J:>irector of 
Development Semces to prepare and implement the mhipfion plan. A detailed 
mitiption plan sball be developed that includes the foDowina requiremelltl: 

B3.1 A pre-construction survey durin& the peak flowerin& period, approximately Aupst 
throuJh September, wiD be made by the project biolo&ist. Durin& these surveys 
the limits of each impacted 10uthem taJplant location will be clearly delineated 
with Jalh and briJhtly colored flaaiDJ. 

B3.2 1be exlstin& locations of southem taJplant wiD be monitored evay two weeks by 
the project bioJoaist to detennine when southem tuplant seeds are l'lildy for 
collec:tiOD. A qualified teed collector wiD collect an of the seeds from tbe plals ID 
be impacsed wbco the teeds are ripe. 1be seeds wm be cleaned and stored by • 
qualified DUne!)' or iDsdtutiOD with appropriate llOrqe facBtdes. 

B3.3 PoDowin& the seed coDectioD the top 3 Inches of topsoD form the soutbem taJp]aDt 
loaltions wiD be scraped, stoclcpDed and used iD the selected mitiptioa JocatiOD~ 

B3.4 1bc southem taJplant mitiptioD si1e wm be located in tbe 3.8 acre buffer &ODe 
surroundinJ the coastal salt marsh complex.. 1be site shall Dot be impacted by ID)' 

• 

• 

• 
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pesticides or beJbicides used on lhe adjacent aolf course. Provisions 10 proc.ec:t the 
mitigation site from pesticides and herbicides shall be included in the aolf course 
man&JCIDenf plan. 

• B3.5 The southern taJplant m.itiption site WiD be pn:par=d for seeding IS descn"becf iD a 
conceptual restotation pJaa. 

B3.6 

B3.7 

. . 
'l'be southern taJplaDt topsoil sbaD be respread in 1hc selected locafion as approved 
by project biolopst. Sixty percent of the southern ta.1plant seeds shaD be spread iD 
the fall foUowin& soil preparation. Port)' percent of 1hc seed sbaU be kept ill 
llOJale for subsequrat seedinJ if' DeCNSIJ)'. ' 

A detailed southern taJplant maintenance and monitoring plan wm be developed by . 
• qualified biologist. 1be plan will include dct.a.iled descriptions or ~aintenaDce 
appropriate for the site, monitoring requirements and annual reports requiremems, 
and shall have the fun authority to suspend any operation on the project she which · 
is. in the qualified biologist's opinion, Del consistent with the restoration plan. 
Any disputes regarding the consistency of an action with the restoration plan sbaJl 
be resolved by the Director or Development Semc:es. 

B3.8 1be performance criteria developed iD the southern aarplant maintenance aDd 
monitorinJ plan wiD include requirements for a minimum or 60S JenninatiOD 
(1 ,920) of the total 3,200 individual southem aarplants impacted. 1be perfon:naftce 
criteria should also include percent cover, density and seed production 
requirements. 1bis criteria will be developed by the project biologist foDowiDJ 
habitat analysis of an existinB hi&b quality southern ta.Jplant habi'cat. Tbis 
information will be recorded by a qualified biolOJist. 

B3.9 A pennancnt protective fence approved by 1hc project bioloJist wiD be placed 
around the southem taJplant buffer zone adjacent 10 public access areas. Tbis wDl 
CllSUre that the southern taJplant anu Joc:ated iD the buffer zone will DOt be 
impacted. 

B3.10 If lhe aenninadon aoaJ of 60S is DOt achieved foUowiD.c the first seaa, 
remediation measures shall be implemented prior to seeding with the Jal'lliDiD& 
«>S of seed. Remedial measures would iDclude a1 a minimum: .,ns leStiD,c, 
control of invasive specie&, .,u amendments, aDd physical distuJbance (to pJOVide 
scarification of the seed) of the planted areas by saJdn& or similar acdOilS. 
Additional mitiption measui'C$ may be suuested as determined DeeeSSIJ)' by the 
project biolOJist. 

B3.11 Potential seed sources from additional donor sites shaU also be identified in case it 
becomes Deccssary to collect additionaJ seed, for use on the site foUowinJ 
performance or mnedial measures. 
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Impacts to Coulter's J01c!5elds wW be mitiptecl by seed and copsoD coDecdOD ud 
reve,etarioD IDto a 3.1 acre buffer zoue sunouncfin& the coastaJ salt marsh 
complex. A qualified project biologist shaD be selected by lhe Direclor d 
Development Services top~ and implement the Coulter's aoJdfields mhipdoa 
plan. A detailed arltiptiOD plan shaD be developed that includes lbe foDowiDJ 
nquiJemllltS: 

B4.1 AD Coulter's aoldfielcSs OD the Ike and the Upper two to thme iDches of topiOD 
beneath the plants at aD three population sites will be coDected by qu.aUried ..t 
collectors by SCIIpinJ up 1his material and storinJ it iD boxes iD a cool, dry place
until this material is to be tpJead OD the buffer zone sunoundiDJ the coastaJ lilt 
marsh complex. 'Ibis shaD be accomplished as sooo as feasJ,le since the ~rity 
Of &Oldfield plants have already JODe 10 ICIId. 

• 84.2 1be Coulter'' ao1dfields mitipdon site wm be prepared for seediDaas described iD 
a conceptual restoradOD plan prepared for this pliDL 

• 

84.3 1be Couher's aoJdfields topsoil sbaD be respread iD the selected localiOD as • 
approved by the project biologist. Sixty percent of tbe Coulter's aoJdfield seeds 
shaD be spJ'e&d m the fall foDowina soD preparation. Ten perceat or the seed sbaD 
be kept iD sto11ge for subsequent seedinJ if DeeeSSIJ)'. 

B4.4 The buffer zone restoration area sbaU Dot be impacted by any pesticides or 
herbicides used on the adjacent JOlf course. Provisions 10 protect the mitiptioD 
site from pesticides and herbicides shaD be included iD the aolf course manaaement 
plaD. 

B4.5 A detaiJed Coulter's JOldfields maintenance and monitorina plu will be developed 
by a qualified biol()JiSL 1be plan will include detailed descriptions of maiDtenaDce 
appropriate for the site, monitorin& requirements and IJUiual repons requireaaeats~ 
and shaD have the fuD authority to suspend any operadOD on the project site wbicb 
.Is, iD the qualified bioJoaist's q>inio.D, DOl consiSI.ellt with the re~ plaa. 
AD.y disputes reprdina the consistency or u ac:doo with the restoration plaD shaD 
be s.solved by the J>ileclor orDeveJopmenr SeMces. 

JM.6 Jf the aerminadoa JOil of 60S Is DOt achieved fo1Jcnrina the ftnr ...... 
remediatiOD m&UJres wm be Implemented prior to seedin& with the remliDIDJ 
«lS or seed. Remedial measures would include at a minimum: sons tecinJ, 
control or invasive species, son amendments, and physical distu!bance (to pmvJde • 
tcarificaDOD or tbe teed) of tbe planted are&$ by nJciD& or similar ac:doas. 
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Additional mitigation measures may be suggested 15 determined appropriale by tbe 
projec:t biologist. 

B4. 7 A permaneDt protective fence approved by tbe projec:t bjoJogist wiD be placed 
around the Coulter'saoJdfields buffer zone adjacent 10 public access ueu. This 
will ensure that the Couber'saoJdfields areas located m the buffer zone wm DCJt be 
impacted •. 

• 
B4.8 Potential seed soUJ'ces from additional donor sites will also be .identified iD case ll 

becomes Dt:eeSSIJ')' 10 collect additional seed, for use OD the site followiq 
perfonnance or remedial measures. 

· 3. WDdlife 

L Potential Impacts 

Section 5.2 of the ErR indicates that a pair of :Belding's savannah spanows, 
a state-listed endangered species, may be impacted by the development of the Project, iD 
that the Project wW result in the Joss of approximately 1.5 acres of degraded pickleweed 
habitat I.J'Cl. The DEIR had indica~ that c:onstroction of the golf course could impact 
habitat of the western bunowina owl, a species of special concern. However, a 
subsequent survey in the Spring or 1997 did not detect the presence or any brcedin& pairs 
or burrowing owls or Belding's savannah sparrow on the site. Section 5.2 or the ElR 
fun.her indicates thal the Monarch butterflies roosting in Gum Grove Nature Park betwee.n 
late September and early March could be impacted by the use of pesticides whhin Gum 
Grove Nature Pait and on the golf course. 

b. Fmdiq 

For each such impact identified in the EIR, changes or alterations bave 
been required in, or inco2p0rated into, the projec:t which mitigate or avoid the siPficant 
effects on the euvironmeut. 

c. Facts in Support or Fmdiq 

As a result or a survey conducted on the Propeny iD sprin&, 1997 for tbe 
westem bul"J'''lViDg owl and tbe Beldin.c'.s avannah sparrow which did DOt delect tbe 
presence or any bleedin& pairs OD the projec:t site, the JUDe, 1997 • revised DEIR ud F.EIR. 
concluded that impacts 10 these species would DOt be sipificant; however, mitiprion 
measures that will further Jeduce potential impacts 10 fhe habitat areas for the bul'J01ViDI 
owJ and Belding•s savannah sparrow ~ set forth below and wW be adopted 15 conditioDs 
or approval or the HRSP. Although potential impacts to the winter habitat or lhe Monarch 

- butterfly ~ considered significant, those impacts can be mitigated to a Jew1 or 
insignificance through the implementation or the mitigation measures set forth bdow. 
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Vlthin the resrored coastal saJt ma.rsh complex, the applicant shaD estabUsb 
approximately 9.3 acm or picldewced mush which, with u improved ddaJ 
connection, r.haD be suitable for habitat for the BeldinJ's savannah lplll'OW. 

U Western Bunowiq Owl 

To mitig* the ~ Joss or bur.rowin&- owJ habitat, JOOstmJ and breediDI 
arr:as shall be recreated withio the oil productkm area (PA9) OD the project lite. 
Artificial burrows placed withiD the oil production IJ"ee would provide nestin& ud 
roosting opponunJties for any residem owls. CDPG IDd the California BunowiDJ 
Owl Consortium have documented the successful nesting or owls using ardficJa1 
Dest sites. A total or ten (10) artificial burrows wW be created; these burrows wiD . 
be constructed accordiDg to specifications adopted by CDFG and the Califomia 
Burrowing Owl Consortium. 

• 

To avoid impactS on the ··~gating monarch butterflies in Gum Gmve Natwe • 
Park, the City shaD restrict the use or pesticides within Gum Grove Naru.re Park 
IDd within the proposed project during tbe winter months when butterflies are 
present. 1be proposed project's pesticide use will be restricted to the provisioDs 
outlined in the Golf Coune Management Pllll. Pesticides used must npldly 
degrade so that DO poisons wm persist into the agrega!ioa season. Any pesticides 
or herbicides wm be approved and recommended by a Certified Pest Coutrol 
Advisor and the California Depanmen~ or Fbb and Game. 

Olher related measures to avoid or reduce potential impacts oa the monarch 
butterflies include: 1) ~~ all Di&ht·li&btin& away from Gum Grove Nature 
Part by meus or Baht placemem or 1igbt lhields; 2) a aolf course desip ud 
ma.naJemenl plaD that ensures nm-otr will DOC enter Gum Gmve Naru.re Put. 1be 
saltwater and aD but cme freshwater mush restoration lite. and limits the ·1110 fl 
pesticides, herbicides IDd related chemicals. 

4. lndind lmpacU 

L Poca1tiaJ lmpacU 

Sensitive species may be sipificantly imJacted by increased bumaD 
presence within restored habitat areas and by the displacement of the red fox IDd ocher • 
medium-sized predators from the project site to olber habitat areas within the vkiDlty of 
die Project. 
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:For eecb sueb impact identified .in the EIR, changes or aheradons have 
:;. been requin:d in, or inco1p0rated into, the projecl whlcb mitigate or avoid the sigalficut 

effects OD the eovironmc::at.. 

c. Pacu in Suppon or F.IDdiq 

Section 5.2 of the ER ind.ic:ates that the foDowing measures will mb5pte 
these impacu to a level of iJWgnjficance by controlliri& public and domestic animal access 
to restoled native habitat areas and by trapping aDd removing the red fox from lhe ana 
under the supeMsion of appropriat~ resource 11eac:ia. 

BS.J 1bc City Engineer will post sips along trails and public access areas advisiDg 
owners that dogs, cats, or any pets and/or domestic animals are proluoited from 
entry into the vicinity of the saltv.·ater or freshwater marsb habitat restoration 
areas. Prior to admission of the public to the arc:a. the City shall adopt ID 

appropriate means of enforcing this coDdilion . 

B8.2 Prior to projecl const.nlc:tion, a qualified biologist will conduct a tn&ppin& ad 
removal program for Jed fox. 1be trapping program. alon& with aD Deeesar)' 
pennhs, will be coordinated througb CD:FG. 

5. Golf Course Impacts 

L Poternia1 Impacts 

1be DER found that tbe const.nlction of the golf course would c:nate 
pocemially significant impacts to biological resoutces, including sbon lmD Joss of habitat 
during constNcdon, permanent Joss of the fomging habitat that now exists on the site, IDd 
impacts from tbe use or pesticides to maintain tbe JOlf course and increased. bumaD 
~on~& . 

b. FmdiDJ 

For each sucb impact identified .in tbe EIR, changes or alterations lave 
been ftlCIUired in, or inco1p0rated iDto, tbe projecl whieb mitigate or avoid the sijnificut 
effects on the eavironmem. 

c. Pacts in Suppon of Fmdin& 
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'These impacu wiD be miti&lled to • level or lnsianificuce duoup • 
implementation of the mltiptioD measures set forth in MJtiption Measure Sections Bl 
throuah BS, inclusive. Ilona with the additional measures relatiD,c to the aolf COUI'Ie 
managemem plan tel fOJth below. Said mitipdon measures wm ensure thai the 
development ud operadon or the J01f course wiD DOCsipificatly impact habitat ana or 
ra.rt or encSanaered specieL 

Jl.9 Golf Course~ 

B9.1 Prior 10 the issuance or pcliDJ pennits for the aoJf course by the Dry of Sell 
Beach, the Direclor or Development Services shaD enmre that a rmaJ aoJf COUJ'Ie 
development and manqemeat plan has beeal prepared ud Is available at the Citj 
for public vicwinaiDdlor repn:ducdon at viewer's expea• · 

. 
B9.2 Prior 10 issuance of pdinJ pennits for the ao1f course IDCS the fina1iza!iora or • 

environmental ao1f course development and manaaeme:nt plan, the Diroctor of · 
Development Services shaD ensure lha! aU appropriale environmeDtal peimit 
conditions have bec.D made pan Of the aolf course deveJopmeont and manaaemeat 
plan and are incorporated into the rmaJaolf course development and mana,1ema:st 
plan. The aolf course development ud management plan wm ·specify tbat 
landscapin,l m the vicmity of the freshwater marsh wm consist of aative species 
that will DOt invade the freshwater marsh anu. 

C. Bydrolol)' ud Water Quality 

1. PJoodina 

L Potential Impacts 

Section 5.3 of the EIR concludes that the hydroJOI)' of the Project could 
sipificantly impact the Los Alamitos Rewdina BasiD rLA.RB") m that aormwate.r eould 
exceed the LAR.B 's capacity absent appropriate cbainaae measures OD the PJC»peny. Ira 
addition, some IJ'Il8J of the Propeny would be subject 10 periodic overflow IDd fJooctiDJ If 
110nnwater flows are DOt detained OD the _lite ~rina times of peak flows. 

. 
Por each aacb impact identified iD tbe BIR, chana• or ahentioas .. 'We 

been required in, or iDcorporated imo, the project which mkipte or avoid the lipHD• 
elfects OD the ea~ 

c. Facts iD Support or PiftdiDJ 

...... D Clni&la1iaD ln:l , ....... 28 
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1be ElR indicates that the d!ainage system for the Project has been 
designed to detain stonnwater flows on 1he aolf course during major storm events lftd 
flows from lbe project site to the LARB wi1J be limited to existing peak levels. 1be 
Projcel will be rr:quin:d to include a d!ainage plan that will meec interim Oran.ce CouDty 

.. flood Control requirements. Sttuctures on lbe Ploperty wiD be consttucted on pads at 
least ouc-foot (I•) above ~ 00-year flood elevations. Tbe foUowin& miti.calion measures 
wiD be imposed to ensure that aD si.cnifica.nt impacts in connoc:don whh flooding po1eDtia1 
will be reduced to a level or Jess than significut 

WQ--1 Prior to the issuance or pd.in& pcnnits, lbc Project Developer shaD submit I fiDa1 
drainaae plan for the proposed projec.t for· review and approval by the City 
&giDecr. 

WQ--2 Prior tO issuance or gtad.ing pcnnits, the Project Developer shaD eosure that 
coordination between the City of Seal Beach and the Oran.ce County flood Comn>1 
District has been undertakea to demonstrate the abnit;y of the project to meet · 
interim County flood control requirements at lbe Los Alamitos R.etard.in& Basin. 
To this end, a final hydrolo&Y repon sbaD be approved by the City Engineer whicb 
repon.s effects, if any, on the Los Alamitos R.etard.in& Basin. 

WQ--3 Prior to the issuance or building permits, the project developer shaD submit to tbe 
City Enameer proof of payment of the City's dra.i.na&e fees, as appH(2ble. 

WQ-4 Prior to the issuance of padina pcnnits, the Project Developer shaD provide aDd 
submit measures for approval by the City Enameer which shaD ensure that an 
structures Joc:ated within project boundaries, subject to flooding from 100-year 
storm events, are constructed on a pad or earth ele\'Bled at J~st one foot above 
100-year flood elevations. This requirement will be monitored and emon::od by 
the City EnJineer. 

2. Water Quality 

L Polential Impacu 

Section 5.3 of the ElR. concJudes that gradiD& and const.n.lction acdvities on 
_ the project site would aa1e the pot.eDtial for sipificant water quality impacts as 1 nsult 

or stonnwater nanoft' containin& debris and sediments. ln addition, the EIR indicates the 
pocentia1 for 1 si&nificant impact resullin& from tbe operational use of helbicidea iD 
drainage contml areas. 1be EIR found tha1 impacts Irisin& directly from the increase ill 
wbaD saonnwater nmoff' from the Project's residential, aolf course and other developed 
areas would be Jess than sipific.ant. However, because the Project would incnmentany 
add 10 the reJionaJ problem or urban stonnwat.er nanoff', the EIR concJuded that the 
Project's Wiler quality impacts would be cumulatively si&nifiCIDt. . 
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Por eacb such impact iderrtified in tbe EtR. chanps or altetatioos bave 
been required ill, or inC:OJPOI'Ifed irlto, the project which mitipte or avoid the siplfi~ 
effects on the environment. To the extent cumulasjve impacts wDJ rema.ID sipificaDt after 
mitiptioo, however, spedftc ea:momlc, lepl, social, leclmolo&ical. or other 
eonsidera!ions make inf'easJble the alternatives &Ddlor lddidODal mhipdoo measures 
Identified in the environmeDtaJ Impact npoiL 

c. Patti lD Support ofF~ 
• 

Gradina and CCOstnlctiOD activity impacts can be andp!ed to a levtl tl 
insignificance throu&h the implementa!i011 of NPDES pemdt conditions and u approvecS 
StoJm Water PoUudon Pmvention Plan on she, u required by the measures· set fOIIb 
below. Potential impacu related to the use or herbicides can be mhipted tbrouah the use 
of sucb producu in compliance wJth applicable federal and sta~ standards, u required lD · 
midption meas1n WQ-8. As Doted lD the discussion or Potential Impacts, cumulative 

· impacts wiD be paniaUy mftipled by measu~es WQ-8 Chrouah WQ-JO below. but wiD 
remam significant and unavoidable. The signifiaam and unavoidable impatU of tbe 
Project. as well as tbe CouDCU's rationale for rrJectina Project altemmves, ~~e fufther 
discussed below. 

WQ-S Prior to movina conuruction equipment on site, tbe project developer shall provide 
evidence to tbe City EnJineer that a national Pollutant Discha!Je PJUninatioa 
System (NPDES) pennh lias been obtained fonn the State Water .Resources 
Control Board (S'WRCB). Once obtained, the NPDES permit shall be retliDecl on 
the construction site throuJhout the con.stnaction period, and a copy shaD be filed 
with tbe City :sn,m.. 

WQ-6 Durin& constnJctioD, lhe City Enlineer shall ensure lbat aD the tams llld 
conditions outlined ID the National Pollutant Discqe Elimina!ion Syltlllll 
(NPDES) pennlts, IDcludinJ the implementation of Best MIDIJemCI'It P.racdce& 
(BMPs) are compDed wllh. 

WQ-7 Prior to issuance tl padiJia permits. Project developer shall prepare a StonD 
Water Pollution PleveDtioD Plan (S\\'PPP) for the proposed pojec:l. 1his piiD 
lbaD be submiu.ed ID tbe City Enlineer for aview ad cornmeal prior ID 
implememina uy S'WP.PP provisions or startin& any consuucdon ac:dvil)'. A aopy 
of the S'WPPP shaD be bad by the constructiOD contractol'(s) OD the CODsuuc:ciaa 
site throuahout development of the ReDman JC.ancb Specif"JC PlaD. The aty 
En,cineer will monitor IDd enforce the provisions of the SWP.P.P. 

WQaS Durina operation or the proposed project, the Project Owner/Operator shall easuse 
lhat aD pest. c:omrol. belbicide, insecticide IDd ocher similar substances used as part 
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of maintenance or project fe>a.tures are handled, swred, applied and disposed or by 
those doing facility maintenance in a manner consistent will aD applicable federal, 
state and Jocal reguladon. The City En,lineer shaD monitor and enforce this 
provhi011. RespoDSJ,le a.aencles shaD be iDdicaled iD the Golf Course 
Mana&emem PJaD. 

WQ.9 Prior 10 the issuance of pdinJ pennJts. the project developer sbaJl provide 
evidence to the Director of Development Services that a wa1er quality manaaemeat 
plan (WQMP) has been prepared for the project in a manner consisteot with tbe 
Qrwe Count)' Drainue Area Manuement Plan. 1be WQMP shall comam 
provisions and Best Manaaement Plac:tices· (BMPs) for both construction IDd 
operatinJ!municipal conditions. Tbe WQMP shall also mna.iD flm"ble to 
modification to provide appropriate safeguards for the wetlands and 1Ds Alamitos 
bardin& Basin. 

WQ-lOPrior 10 the issuance of pcfinJ permits, the City En,lineer shaD verify tbal. 
structural BMPs have been permanently inC:OJPOtated into project plans by tbe 
Applicant. Such BMPs shaD ensure that poDutants from project·related 1t01m 
water enterinJ the ~ and the San Gabriel River are mitigated consistent whh 
applicable sLUe and local standards. 

D. Soils, GeoloJY and Mineral Resources 

L Potential Impacts 

1be Project wm be constructed in proximity to known earthquake faults 
within a seismicaDy active pal1 or southern California. Residential and other stNctures 
built on the site may be subject to seismic impacts, including seismic shaking and JrDUDd 
seulement. If' a catastrophic event sbou1d occur, bowever, such as one which exceeds 
mapitudes used in seismic design standards, the impacts or seismic sbakinJ on residcDtial 
ltNCIUres and other Project improvements would be significant and unavoidable. 1be 
sipificant and unavoidable impacts or the Project are further discussed below. 

b. FmdiDJ 

J:or eacb sueb impact identified iD the ErR, changes or alterations lllve 
been required in, or mc:o~pCnted into, the project which mitigate or avoid the sipificaDt 
effects on the environmeat. To the extent impacts resuh:ina from catastrophic seismic 
evaJts will remain sipificant after mitiption, however, ipeeific economic, Jept, IDCial, 
tedmolozjcal, or other considerations make inf'ea.SI"ble the alternatives Identified ID the 
environmental impact rep:m. 

c. Facts m Support or Fmdin& 
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SecdOD 5.4 of the Em Indicates 1hiJ 1be loDowin& mlti&ation measures wD1 
easure t1».t the Project is desiped to ID cunent enpeerlna practices and seismic 
pjdelines and will reduce seismic-mated impacts to a level of insipific:anee, exccp for 
C81Utr0pbie events wbich exceed mapitudes used fa seismic desip standards, and whicb 
constitute some risk 10 development lhrouabout Soutbem CaUfcm.da. 

GJD.J Prior to lssuaDce fl project padJDJ penn1ts or comptedoo or poJect 
con~ction plans, the project developer shaD submit to the City EaP.,, 
completed subsurface favestiptions iD the proposed project ma, pn:pared 
by • lieeDsed aeoJOJist, to ensure 1ba! appropriate eaJineerinJ saf'epants 
have been added 10 project plans 10 eoiure that seismk srandaJds are IDit u 
defined by 1be tJnif'orm BuDdiDJ Code (1996), the Alquist-Priolo Special 
Studies Zones Act of 1972 and the City of Sell Btaeh General Plm. 1be 
Project Developer shaD reimburse aD City or Seal Beacb costs rl 
iDdependent tbint·pany review of said techniCal repo1t. 

'GE().2 1be I>irec:tor of Development Services shaD ensure that an suuctures to be 
constructed within the HeDman Ranch Specific Plan are c::onstruc:led 
accordina to tbe latest adopted edition of the tJnif'onn BuDdin& Code 
(UBC) and other applicable codes or standards to belp eDSUJe 1hiJ these 
suuctures will be able 10 withstand eanhquakes experiencecl fa the project 
I.IIL 

GE().3 Prior to issuance of aradin& pennits or compledon of construction plms, 
wbichever occun earlier, the projec:t developer shaD submit 10 the Cily 
Enpeer, I soiJ study whicb identified an soil !)'pel OD 1be project alre. 
1be study shaD include aD measures Dece551J)' 10 safely went ir1 thea lOB 
twes as called for by project constnaction plans. 1be Project Developer 
shall reimburse City or Seal Beach costs or iDdependeat thiJd..pany miew 
of said technical npoiL 

GJ!O.S 

Prior to commenccmeat of project padiDJ operatioas. the ccmsuuc:doD 
c::ontractor sbaD submit for tbe review and approval or the City EnJIDeer • 
plan explainina the disposal of expol1 or excess pded for ftD material aDd 
ideDtJfy the approved disposaJ Jlte(s) to be used for the project. 1be pJID 
will also iaclude measures 10 be ta:keD for the life reu• of OD site IDI1IriiJ 
as eDJineerina or caviJonmental tm, puticulady UOUDd the constniCIId 
wellaDds. FdJ Ml1erill(s) used from ott site constnlcdOD project(s) IbiD be 
approved by the City EnJineer to casue that tbe material is deaD aDd flee 
or eovironmentaDy deleterious materials. 

1be Project Developer sbaU pl"'\'ide and aabmit measures f'or lppJ'OYil by 
the City EnJineer wbicb shaD ensure that the DecessaJ)' affected berms ud 
impounded dn!dJed fW solls are removed llld, dependina upcm final 

llelllllnlllc.rdhnical•'•hll- 32 

• 

• 

, 

• 



• 

• 

• 

GE06.1 

GE06.2 

GE06.3 

GE06.4 

GE0-7 

GE0-8 

City Q.wndJifat>IMiiMI No. 4SQ 
~ tfii,IJmillt .Jitolod ~ l'ltln I'Dt 

~pliWIJMr zz. IWI 

grades, replaced with compacted fill iD order 10 miti&ate the likelihood of 
Jalernl sprNctiDJ. 

Prior 10 the issuance of' project aratfin& pennhs, the City En&inecr shall 
meet with the pdin& c:on~or and sons engineer 10 dctennine wmcb 
improvement t.eclmiques shaD be ut:ili.zed 10 reduce or miti&ate Uquefacdoll 
pOtentiil within the lowlands area. The techniques shaD mclude, ll • 
m.inhnum, the foUowina techniques which shaD be evaluated as part of tbe 
project aeotedmical rcpon: 

Densific:atioo of loose sands via VJ"bralol')' techniques, pressure J10Ul the 
sand zones, or dewater the aJea and then remove and n:compact the IIDds 
z.ooes with engineered fill. 

Provide gravel drains to aid in the dissipation of pore water pressure durin& 
an earthquake. 

Increase the oveJburde.n pressure by addin& an ippropri.a.te thickness of mt. 

V..'here llructures are proposed, provide structural suppon via deep 
foundations in the area of hi&h liquefaction potential, and utlli.ze post· 
tensioned/structural mat foundations for stn.Jctures situaled within modemte 
liquefaction prone ucu. 

Prior 10 the issuance of rradin& permits, the City Engineer shaii meet wJrh 
the const.ruction contractor to evaluate options pen.ain.in& to the settlement 
process in areas underlain by soft snts and clay soils and the preJoactin& of 
the ground in these areas by placement of' a surcha.rge fiU if rccommeaced 
by the project geotedmical study. 

Organic-rich layers found on the project site should be removed, blended 
with other inoflanic onsite sons where necessal')' and recompacted., or 
selectively disposed of outside of the struc:tural fill areas. Excavated lOBs 
may require spreading 10 dr)' before bein& placed as en&ineered fill. Jf 
larJe pockt.U or thick layers of highly oflanic materials (dade orpuJc 
10ils) are encoulltered durin& excavation, these material lhouJd be 
stockpDed for future disposal or used in DOnstnJctural fills OD the pJOject 
lb. 

L 
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Secdoil 5.5 or the BlR iocBCIIeS that IOIDe lOlls OD the Property ale • 

contaminated with cnade on. and ldeatifies poteDtiaDy adverse human health eft'ecrs tbat 
could result from the developmeD1 of residential and visitor servina uses on the PJopeny if 
the contamination is DOt ranedi•red. ID addidoD, residential development wiD be loaded 
ID dose proximity to equipmeot used for exlriCiioD or oD. 1bls equipmeut may repreat 
a hi&bly visible, attractive ltUisaace whkb could resull iD serious physical IDjmy to 
iDdMduaJs who live OD or visit 1he Property. There are also previously pluged aad 
abandoned on weDs on the sile which could pose a daD&er to persons and stnJctures sbou1d 
those pluas become loose. ExplosioD rislcs may be present for both acdve ancS abandaDecl 
on weDs. Cmde on may be spmed durin& tanker tmck JoadinJ. Fmally, exlstin& oil. ps, 
Wllel' and wutewau:.r pipes may be dama&ed durin& project construcdoa actividea. 

b. PiDciDa 

For each such impact identified ID the ED., chanae.s or alteratJODS have 
been required in, or incotpOJated into, the project wmch miti&ate or avoid the siplficut · 
effects OD the eaviroDmcat. · 

c. Pacts in Support of Fmdizt& 

The midptJon measures set forth below wDI !educe these impacts to a 
. level of insignificance. 1be draft EDt had recommended .an additional measure, HM·B, • 

which would have required mitiptioa for potential methane ps impacts for the aru iD 
and around oD well 17(a). 'Ibis measure was deleted from the FEIR in response to aew 
jnfonnatioa iDdica!i.n& that mdhane ps is DOC present at well 17(a) and the Council lias 

• determined that the measure is DOt required to mitiaate siplrant impacts of the Project. 
Contaminated soils will be manaaed, treated, or removed based upon the leYel of 
contamination present. A safety plan wW be implemented to eliminate risks to periODS 

and stnJctures from existin& 01 abandoned oil produc:tioa facilities throuJb feacma, 
landscapina and the location of improvements OD the PJopeny. 

BM·l Soils on the project Ike with low to moderlre concentmtiODS of petroleum 
hydroeaJbon.s u dermed by the environmental site assessment npon.. may 
be manaaed usina traditional bioremediatJOD techniques durin& site pdiDJ. 
These lOlls can also be blended with uncomaminaJed lOlls by tbe 
consuvcdoa c:ouuactor for phytorcmediallon beoeath the proposed aoJf 
course fairways. 

JDI-2 ProJect IODs with moderate to Jdah roncentratioas or J*r01eum 
hydrocaJboas, u defiDed by the eaviromnental site assessment npon.. may 
be excavated and uatecl by the conmction contractor with an approved 
technoloJy, such as a bioremediation ceD within the on production ueas, 
or disposed of or ncycJed at a ticensed treatment, storaae, and disposal • 



Qly ~ ~ ND. tiSG 
~ I(H1llmlln ~ Spl~ ,,., EIR 

• ~pl.l:llllw 22. IJI7 

facilit)'. 1bese toD.s may also be blended with asphalt consuucdon 
~ materials which wm be utilized for parkinJ· Jou and/or aolf' cart palbways. 

BM·3 Prior to the issuance of a buiJdin& pennit for the aolf' course clubhouse, the 
Project Developer shaD develop and submh for the review and approval of 
the City &ginecr a sccurit)' plan which provides the pennanent mfaDS to 
exclude the public from oD production areas of the HeUman RaDell 
Property. 'Ibe provisions of the security plan shall be fuDy implemeated 
and constructed prior to the issuaDce or a certificate or occupancy for the 
,olf' course clubhouse. N. a minimum, the security plan shaD require (i) 
that wells and associated equipment be enclosed by appropriate security 
feocin& and landscape screeninJ, (n") that suitable ptes are provided 10 
pennit equipment access to weD sites, and (w") that weD sites m 
constNaed to that spillage from oil wells wiD be confined tQ the weD 
eocl~ \ 

BM-4 The Project Developer shaD provide and submit measures for approval by 

• the City Fngineer which shall eosure that climbable landscapinJ is DOt 
placed around the perimeter or oil weD enclosures in order to restrict 
aa:ess to these facilities. 'Ibis shall be verified by the City &J]neer prior 

• to issuance of a cenificate of occupancy for the aolf' course cJubbouse • 

BM-5 1be project developer shaD ensure that DO proposed structure for humaD 
occupancy on the Hellman Ranch site wiD be Jocattd over or a previously 
plugged and abandoned weD, unless the plugged weD confonns 10 curreDt 
app1icable Department or Conservation, Division of Oil IDd Gas 
specifications. 'Jbis shall be verified by the City Engineer prior to issnaDCe 
of buildinJ pemdts. 

BM-6 The project developer shaD ensure that buildings intended for buman 
occupancy located within a minimum distance of 100 feet or &D)' acdve 
well shaD have suitable safety and fire protection measures as established 
by the Onmae County Fire Authority (OCP'A). 1be OCPA shaD ~ppmve 
In)' buildinJ plans for any struCIUre built within 100 feet of 1D acdve oil 
wdl. 

BM-7 The project developer shall ensure that adequate clearance and access 10 
active oils wells is maintained on the site for oil well woJkover equipmeot. 
Roads for oD weD woJkover equipment shaD have a minimum 12 foot 
width or clearance, and be desiped for heavyweiJbt use. 

• BM-8 If drillinJ, reworldnJ, injecdDJ into, or pJu&ginJ and abandoning any oD 
weD becomes DeceSSIJ)' as pan of project development, tbe project 
developer shall obtain wri1:lcz permission for such activities from the 
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Supmisor or the :Division or on and Gas. 1be pJOject developer sba1J also • 

BM·lO 

ensure the J)ivisloa of Oil ud Gu is DOdf'aed 10 witness or inspect Ill 
operations specified JD the approval or uy DOdce to the division. Tbis 
includes tests, IDd inspections or oD weD blowout prevention equipmeat, 
reservoir ud freshwater prolectioa measures, ud oU weU-pJu.uiDI 
cpmtia 

Prior to issuance or amdin& permits. the Ploject Developer shaD provide 
and submJt measures for approval bJ the City EnJineer which lhaD esure 
that the JoeatioD or an on, ps. water ud t~ast.eWater pipeliDes oa 111e 
subject propetty are dearly delineatecf on a map to be bpt on file with tbe 
City EnJineer IDd OD the project site durin& project consuucdoa acdvltiea. 
ID areas · wbere exact JocatioDs of pipelines cu . DOt be detenniDecl, 
exploratory excavation usina hand tools shaJJ be implemented to Jocar.e dle 
pipe prior to any mechanical excavadoa. 

1be Project Developer shaD ensure that any crude oD spmed on the project 
site durin& the Joadin& or transpon of this material is immedil1ely deaDed 
up accordin& to the appropriate Federal and State rellJlatioDs. 'Ibis will be 
monitored by the City EnJi,Dr«. 

P. Puts, RecreatioD and OpeD Space 

a. PotentiallmJ*U 

Tbe Ptoje4 wm result in the conversion or approximately 24.6 acres of 
existin& open space on the site to non-open space uses. However, approximately 178 
acres of the property would Jetain their open space character tbrou&h the re•oradoa or 
wdlancls, the preservation of Gum Grove Palt., the constnlcdon of a public &olf coune, 
and tbe continued use or the los Alamitos Retardin& Basin for flood c:ontJD] IDd 
Jee~Ntional pusposes. 

Por racb iuch impact identified iD the m. chanp5 or aJteradou lllve 
beeD required iD, or ineoJpOnted into, the project which mi!ipt.e or avoid the liplftc:aDt 
tlfects on the enviroDmeDt.. 

e. Pacts iD Support ofFJDdiua 

1be Project is expected to have a beneficial impact on paJb, ncrration IDd · 

• 

open space with the implementalioa or the foUowin& measures, as discussed in Seccion 5.6 • 
oftbeBI.: 
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R·l Tbe area of Gum Grove Nature PaD: sbalJ be dedicated by HeUman Propenies 

U.C 10 the City of Seal Beach prior to recordation of the vestin& tentative tract 
map for tbe residential Jots. 

R·2 PaJk dedication documents shaD contain a deed resrricdon which shaD be recorded 
against the part of the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan site identified as Gum Grove 
Nature Parle, Conservation PJa.nnin& Area 3. to ensure that the area will be 
preserved in petpelllity as a nature paJk. 1be Seal Beach City AUomey wiD 
review the Janguaae of such document before the put is dedicated. 

R·3 Cooservadon Plannin& Area 1 shall be dedicated 10 an appl'q)ri.ale publk or DOD-

profit resources a.cency by a conservation easement, deed restriction or other 
appropriate conveyance, as Jon.c as there is an appropriate resource aaeacy williD& 
10 accept the conveyance, 10 ensure thai this area will be preserved in ~tpelllity as 
saltv:ater wetlands. The conveyance will include the provision that the pedestrian 
path and observation areas adjacent 10 the coastal salt mmh remain available to . 
the public. The language of the deed restriction will be reviewed by the Sral 
Beach City Attorney before the deed restriction is n:.corded by Hellman Propcnies 
uc. 

R-4 A conser\'ation easement and deed restriction shaD be recorded against the part of 
the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan site to ensure thai not Jess 9.7 acres of this area 
will be preserved in pe!pef:Uity as freshwater wetlands, iD the location specified in 
the final freshwater marsh/golf course gradin& plan. The language of the deed 
restriction will be reviewed by the Seal Beach City Attorney before the deed 
rcSLriction is recorded by Hellman Propenies 1l.C. 

R·5 The Director of Development Services shall ensure that a bicycle rack is pJOVided 
near the entrance to the pedestrian trail for the saltwater wetland prior 10 issuance 
of the certificate of occupancy for the visitor serving/commercial deveJopmerat. 

R-6 The proposed block wall alon& Seal Beach Boulevard wDJ extend 10 the southedy 
project bounda!y 10 prevent access 10 Gum Grove Nature Park from Seal Beach 
Boule:vud. 

G. Aestbedcs 

L Pocential ImpactS 

ConstnJctiOD activities wm cause the removal of existing plaDt materials. 
Development of the proposed residential units, aolf course, commerciallrecreatiODil 
facilities, aDd wetland restoration will alter the ex.istina views of the project lite . 
Construction activities and the residential development component will also introduce Dew 

lli&httime li&ht sources to the site and the potential for daytime Jim. 
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b. FmctiDa · ·• 

:For eacb sucb impact Identified In tbe !'JR.. chanp.s or a!terafjoos 11ave 
beea required iD, or iDcol'pCftted iato, the project wbich mJti&a!e or avoid the siplfic:mJt 
effects on the a:avironmeat. 

c.. Pacts In SUP,POrt or FmctiDa 

Section 5. 7 or the m aDd evkfence presented 10 the CouneiJ Indicates tbat 
the exisdn& aesthetic CODdidoa or the Property Is depaded ad below commuallJ 

•;· Sllndards. Implementation or lhe desip JUidelines, developmeot repladons and aile 
development scandards sat forttJ iD Secdoa V or the HRSP, alODJ with tbe foDowlq 
mitigation measures, wm positively impact ex.istinJ views aDd lite aesthetics iD 1hll • 
·existin& mostly vacant Propeny Is proposed 10 be extensively improved visulliy tbzoulb 
the reJ.oration or wetlands areas, the development or a aolf course, the removal or . 
existin& vtilit)' poles and tJusmission toWm, IDCI tbe const.ruction of new resideDceiiDd 

. • . a aolf' course ltnlctu~ 10 exactina desian standards. IJ&ht and &lare impacts from die 
development or tbe ·Project caD be mitiJated 10 a level or insipificaoce tbrouJb the 
imposition of mitigation measu~s relatin& to the control or li&bt and Jlare spillover OHIIe 
and av.'ly from wrtlands areas and adjacent reUdeDcea. 

AS-1 Prior 10 issuance of buiktin& permits, a landscape plan for common areas or the 
project site, includinJ street trees and parkway UUtments, shaD be prepued by a 
ticensed landscape architect and submitlt4:5 to tbe Director of Development Services 
and the Stree1 Tree Division of the Public Wolb Department for Approval. 11ae 
landscape plaD shaD reflect lbar aU open arras DOt occupied by residual Jots, 
service areas, pa.ddnJ lost, walkways &Dd counyll'ds wl11 be 11tra&:dvely 
landscaped and irripted with a fWJy automated brlption ·system. SaJd JandSCipe 
plan sbaD include details or aD bennslwalls provided for DOise mhip1iOD alODJ 
Seal Beach Bou1evanL 

AS·2 Prior to Issuance or Certificates of OccupaDcy for a project phase, tbe project 
developer sball provide evidence 10 the City's 'DiJector or Development Services 
lhat, where appropriate, JandscapinJ, iniption and Olher common area featun~a 
have been installed, and appropriate provisioDJ for ODJOinJ mamtenance have bela 
iDcluded in tbe projecl cou.•a. 

AS-3 Prior to tbe Issuance rl bulktin& permits. the prqject developer shall IIJ1elt 
liJbtin& plans to and obtain approval flom the Dinctor rl Development SeMces. 
1be DahtinJ plans lbaD provide that aD outdoor li&btinJ, indudina consuucdc:ID- . 
related Hahtin& and any liabtina on tbe aolf' course. shall be desiped, mst.IJied ud 
q:»erated In a manDer that eosu• that all di1'ec:l ays from project Habtina me 
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contained within the project site, and tba1 residences, both within and adjacent to 
the project, and wetland areas, are pJ'OI.eded for spWover ligbt and J].ue. 

AS-4 1be proposed block waD aJon.c Seal Beach Boulevard wDJ extend to the southedy 
project boundaJ)' to preveot access 10 Gum Grove Nature Pa.tt from Seal Beacb 
Boulevud. 

1. Paleontological Resources 

L PocentiaJ Impacts 

, 

Grading acdvities may expose and/or impact rossD bearin.c rormadons. 

b. FmdiDJ 

Por each sucb impact identified in the EIR., chan.ces or alterations bave 
been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant 
effects on the euvironmaat. 

·c. Pacts in Support or rmdinJ 

1be foUowin& m.itiption measures will reduce impacts to these poteatial 
paleontological resources 10 I level or insignificance by requirinJ the participatioJI of 
qualified paleontologists in the desip and implementation of the Project. Punher 
discussion of impacts on paleontological resources is set fon.h in Section 5.8 or the Em.. 

CR·l Durin& final design of improvemmts on the Henman Ranch site, a qualified 
independent paleontologist wW be retained by the City of Seal Beach 10 review the 
project desips and detennine the potential for construcdon 10 affect sensitive fossil 
bea.rin& formations on the lite. If the paleontologist c:letemUnes thai tbe 
construcdon could or may affect a teasitive fossD bcariD& fo.rmaticm, lbe 
paleontolop wm develop • mitigation and tratmeat plan, incJudiD& pre
consuucdon IW'Yeys, monitorin.c and resource recovery duriDJ eonstiuc::dcm, 
resource evaluation and duration, and documeotation of those acdvities ill a final 
report, u appropriate. 

CR·2 DwinJ site prcparatioJit pding and constnu:don, tbe mitiption and treatmellt 
plan developed in measure CR.· I will be implemented by a paleontologist seloc:ted 
by the City of Seal Beach. 1be paleomolo.cist shall DOl be inwlved iD the 
prc:paration of the treatment plan and the mcommendations in that plan • 

2. Archeological ReSOUJCeS 
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L PocemiaJ Impact~ 

1be F.EIR identified four impona.at ucheoJoafcaJ lites that wiD be 
adversely impaeled b)' tbe P.rojecL The F.EIR also found that six other poCeDtiaJJy 
bponant sites may be impaCied b)' the Project. but 1bat existin& data wu insuft'icieat to 
make a conclusive determination rep.ntiD& the ucbeoloafcal lmpon.ance ot lheJe lites 
without additional study that is required by the BDt 

b. :FiDdiDa 

Por each such Impact identified lD the ElR. chanaes or alterations bave 
beeo required in, or incOrporated iDto~ the project which mitipte or avoid the sipiftCIDl 
effects on the environmeot. To the extent that diJec:t and cumuladve lmpaccs to 
archeological resources wDJ mnaiD sipificant after mitiptioD, however, specific . 
economic, legal, social, technoloafOIJ, or OCher considelations make infeasible ·the 
alternatives and additicmal mitiption measures, Jf aoy, Identified ID the environmemal 
impactrepon. 

c. Pacts iD Support of FmcliDJ 

1be foUowina measures will substantially reduce the Project's Impacts to 
imponam arcbeolo,tcaJ sites. However, because avoidance of archeological resources lltd 
}n situ preservation are the preferred methods of mitiaation and it may DOl be feasible to 
avoid or preserve In situ important archeological resources on the project site, impacts to 
archeological resources are considered sipiftcant and unavoidable. Moreover, loDJ-tenD 
development in tbe area is likely to resuh iD the Joss of additional archeoJogical shes. 1be 
sipjficant and unavoidable impacts of the Project are fwthe.r discussed below. . 

CR-3 Prior to any site pn:pmtion, padinJ or constnlcdon activities, the Direc:aor of 
Development Services shall verify that a qualifted archeologist retained b)' the Cil)' 
of Seal Btach wDJ conduct a Uterat:ure search from baseline JUJVC)' and cultmll 
resource ncords aDd has confirmed whether each arcbeoJosica1. llita. Oil tbe 
Hellman Ranch Specific Plan site is important under CEQA. 1be records· search 
wDl include contactiDJ put aDd preset J.SA and ERA persoDDeJ to obcaiD diJa 
from their respecdve invesdptions of the Hellman Ranch site which may DtC be 
included in a studud literature search and evaluatift& the materials provided to tbe 
City b)' BRA. 

CR--4 Prior to ID)' site preparadoD, Jrldinl or constnlcdon acdv:ities, the Direclor ot 
Development Services shaD verify that a quaUfied archeoJOJist selected b)' tbe Cil)' 

• 

• 

of Seal Beach has conducted I lite IUJVe)' 1 consistinJ of I walkover inspectiCil, 011 • 
the ten sites delermined to be imponant or nquiriDJ additional study uncter CBQA 
ad tbe City of Seal Beach General Plan, and has documented the present 
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condition of the archeological ~sources on those sites. Particular atteotion will be 
placed on attcmptin& to loca1ed evidence of past excavations on the imponam 
archeological site. 

CR.·~ A qualified archaeolOiist selected by the City of Seal Beach wm p~ a peer
reviewed JeSt.aJ'Ch desip for a test phase pro&mn on those sites determiDed to be 
imponant. Ala minimum, the research desip will include: 

.. 

b. 

A detaiJed summu, of aD information avaDable oa a site--by-she basis • 
1be researcher should also contact appropriate local poups such as the 
Seal Beach Historical Society, the Pacific Coast Archeological Society, 
Jocal Native America.D tn"bes, and inf'onned JocaJ residents for uy 
additional inf'onnation deemed applicable to the project. In adc:tition, a 
substantial amount of anecdotal information regardin& cuJturali'CIOUrces oa 
the Hellman Ranch property was provided to the City durin& the public 
comment process oa the Dmft EIR.. 1be City ·uouJd supply lbat · 
information to the ~searcher for evaluation IS part of subsequeat 
archeological studies. 1be site descriptions should include a composlt.e 
map for each site which indicated the location of past activities, DOteS 

regardinJ the location of datum used by each investigator, and the DOtes 
regarding field location points of the units/trenches. 1bis wm establish 
areas to be avoided by the testin& program and simultaneously highliJht 
areas whe~ infonnation is already available. 

A detailed plan for field investigations including bow the areas of previous 
excavations will be Jocated and avoided, and how the testin& plan will 
provide new inf'onnation to the data which already exists on the sites. 1be 
details of the field investiption shaD be determined by the arebaeoloJical 
firm retained by the City to perform this wort, and included iD their 
Research Desip. 1bis plan shall be ~iewed and approved by the 
Director of Development Services before any field investiaation wOJt has 
bceD stancd. 

c. A deWled p1an for additional studies lncJudin& the methodoloJY to be 
employed to obtain information rep.n:fiD& soU lltatiJiaPhy, faUDil 
analyses, poDen studies and radiocarbon daliD&· 

d. A aJltural overview of tbe local feJioa with an emphasis on other lites OD 

the Landin& HiD, Bixby HiD and Bolsa Chica Mesa sites sba11 be pn=pared. 
Comparative material summaries should be compDed from keY. lites a:a aD 
three mesas so that a local chronology can be eSiablisbed. The overview 
sbould dearly explain how the test program wm produce data which is 
si,gn.ificant to addressing important regional researdt questiom. 

.Cl 
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CR-6 After the compledoD of the rescue~~ desip ill me&SUre CR·3, a qualified 
IJ'ChaeoJopst seJecud by the Cit)' or Seal Beach wiD conduct the test pn:>,eram IS 

outlined iD that research deslp. A qualified Native Americ.tn mODitor shall be OD 
the pn:>jec:t she durin& aD aridin& acdvkies DecesSIJ)' to implemeot the te1t 
pmpm. 1be archaeol()Jbt wiD provide a peer-reviewed repotl which IDcJUdes 
detailed results of the test propun iDcludinJ Ike descriptions IDtepatin& lile 
fonnatioa pJOCesses with tbe results of po1JeD ualyses, lOlls ualyses ad 
radioca:rbon datinJ. Anifactuat IDd faunal data wm be reJated to the • 
descrlptioas throu&b a distnDution analysis. Deca.Ded descriptioas of the ardfacu 
will be provided and the artifactual and faunal data wm be intepated IDd used tD 
address the reJional research questiODS ideniified Ia the research desip. Tbis 
report wm clearly demonstraSe the Deed for addidonal excava1ions at each she, u 
appropriate, I.Dd bow these excava1ions wm provide · aew and impol'tllll 
information for addressin& the identified regional research quesdons. Tbe CEQA 
criteria shall be applied at the sites lncludin& evaluation or their impoJ'f.IJICe. 

• 

• 

CR-7 1be clear prefema i1 for the preseMticm, iD-situ, or uchaeolOJical lites 
detenniDed 10 be imporrm under CEQA. Jf fean"bJe, importaDt sites should be 
placed iD open space and avoided. Tbe identificatioD or important sites, fJOJD tbe 
repotl pnpared iD mWUJ'e CR.-4, wm be used 10 assist iD the skin& or planned 
improvements oo the Hellman Ranch site 10 the extem fraSJ'ble. DocumentadoD of 
the preservation of imponant sites durin& the final project desip process wm. be • 
pro\>ided 10 the Cit)' of Seal Beach. AD constructicm related doaameats wiD 
include notations cJeatJy identifyin.c those areas OD the site 10 be preserved u 
EnvironmeDtally Sensitive .A.reas (ESAs). All constJUction documems wDJ clearly 
DOte the all coasuuctioa activity, lneJudin.c vehicle access and stora.ce, materials 
storaae, dumpiaa, etc., is absolutely prolu'bited withiD or adjacent 10 Ill)' ideD1ifted 
!SA. 

CR.-I Jf preservation of ooe or more sites Identified as imponant uDder the CEQA 
Guidelines by the test phase proanun is DOt feaSI'ble, the foDowiD& activities wiD be 
implemented to mitipte the impacts of development or lbe land uses iDcluded iD 
the Hellman RaDcb Specific Plan OD those Illes: 

a. The City of SraJ Beacb wm ldect a qualified archaeolopst to CODduc:t 
illvestiptkms ill the deveJopmeDt ua OD the HeDmu RIDcb Specific P.IID 
lite. 

b. The qualified archaeoloJist wDJ pn:pn a research desip lor fiDaJ 
mitiptioD for those shes determined ·to be lmponant based oe ·the te1t 
phase proaram and wJUcb CIDDOt be avoided durin& constnaclioa or · 
proposed Specific Plan land uses. 'Ibis task wiD focus 011 updatiDJ tbe 
pre\>ious reseuch desip based 011 the DeW infonnation ptbered duriaa tbe • 
~eat pJOIIUI. 1be fmal field mvesdptions proposed iD this resrarch 
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desip shall be justified and descn"bed iD detail. Emphasis wm be placed 
on bow the artifact analysis wm be conducted and iDtegrated into attifuct 
interpretation, inter-spatial relations, inter·site comparisons and the broader 
questions of travel and trade DetwOddnJ, ll a minimum. Consult with 
appropriate Native Americu poup($), u identified by the Native 
America~~ Beritap Commissi011, in the development of the research 
desip, allowin& ~riate representatives of those JrOUPS to review dJe 
reseuch desip. 

c. 1be qualified archaeologist will conduct the final site excavations based OD 
the research de.sip jdentified in me.asUre CR·S, specificaUy empba.sizinJ a 
adequate sample for final analysis within the limits or the idcotif'Jed 
research questions. Special srudies such as additional pollen analyses, soils 
analyses, radiocarlxm dating, obsidian bydration dating and obsidiaD 
sourcing, artifact pollen analysis and blood residue studies, wDl be 
conducted as appropriate based on the resea.JCh design and questions. Tbe · 
final site excavation report wru also specificaDy establish the needs IDd 
requimnents of monitoring during site preparation, pdiDJ and 
constnJction activities on the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan site. Tbe 
qualified archaeologist will prepare a detailed, peer-reviewed, final report 
for distribution to appropriate private and public institutions. 

All a:rchaeological field activities on the HeUman Rancb Specific Plan site wW be 
monitored by a Native American representative wbo meets the requirements of a 
Native American consultant as outlined in the City's Archaeological Element and 
by a qualified archaeologist selected by the City of Seal Beach. The frequency of 
monitoring will be defined in the rma.1 report descn"bed in measure CR-6 and shaD 
include monitoring during any site pding activities. When aD site distulbanc:e 
activities are complete, the Native American monitor wW pttpare a final 
monitoring report for submittal to the City of Seal Beach Director of Development 
Services. 

Tbe monitorin& requirements shall incorpora!e ,WdeliDes set fol1h by the Courlty 
of Oranae, which include that momtorin& is overseen by a qualified archeologist 
CUJTeDtly OD die Count)''s IJst of Cenified ArcbaeoJOJists. ID additkm, the 
Jocation of all arcbeologjcaJ resources tba! require construction pcting moDitoJiD.c 
shall be indic.ated on all pertinent construction related documents DOdnJ caudaD to 
constn.tction wo!kers so that hnpotr.ant resources are Del accidema11y disl:ulbed. 

CR·lO CoDcurre:at with the activities in measures CR-3 to CR-7, 1 qualified archaeolOJist 
selected by the City of Seal Beach wW conduct ethnographiclethnohistoric rcseucb 
to examine the relationship between the known ethnohistoric sites in the area IUCh 
as Motuucbey at Anaheim Landin& and Pu 'wunp in Lon& Beach with tbe sites on 
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ud surroundin& the ReUmu Ranch Specific PlaD llle. Tbls research wiD be 
intepat.ed into the final repoJt prepared as put or measure CR-6. 

CR.· 11 ID the event human remalas are diScovered durin& any arcbeoloJical ftdd activldes 
IDdlor any site prcpualioD, rradinJ and COtlst.NctiOD acdvides em the HeUman 
Ranch Specific Plan site, DO fufther excaVIIiOD 01 distulbance or thai put or abe 
site shaD occur until the nquinments or PubUc Jtesources Code Secdora 5097.98 
have been fulfWed. If' DOl already OD site, the City-selected arcbacolo&ist and abe 
Nalivc AmericaD Monitor will immediately be comacaed ud they wDl .._ 
immediarcJy notify the City of Seal Beach ~or Development semces. Tbe 

"'. Development Services Director wiD immediately CODtac:t the County Con:JIIII' 
purswmt to Sediora 5097.98 of the Pubnc Resources Code (PRC) relative to Native 
American remains. ShoUld the Coroner detennine the human remains to be Native 
AmcricaD, the Native AmeriCID ReJita&e Commission wm be contacted pursuant 
to P.RC Secdon 5097.98. 

3. Historic Resources 

AJtbouab there are DO documented historic resources oa the Project lite, 
there is a potmtial for buried historic resources duri.D& pdiDJ and coDStNcticm of the 

•Pioject. 

b. PiDdiD& 

:For each such impact identified iD the EI:R.. cbanps or alterations lave 
been required in, or incorpol'lled into, the Project which mJti&atc or avoid the siplftcaDt 
effects oa the envilonmeat. 

c. Pacts in Support of FJDdiDI 

Tbe foDowiDJ mitiptioa measure wiD nduce Impacts to any such 
nsources to a level of insipiracaDCe, by requb-iDJ moaitorin& of the Project by a qualified 
mhaeoloJilt. . 

CR-12 AD site prepamion, pdinJ I.Dd consuucdoa acdvJtics OD lbe BelJmn 
Ranch Specific P1ID lite wiD be monitored by a quaUfied archaeotopsl aDd 
Native AmeriCID selected by lbe City or Seal Beach with experieace ill 
both prehistoric and historic resources. 'Wbal aU site dism!bance ~divides . 
are compleae, the uchacoloJical monitor wiD prepare a ftnaJ monitoriDI 
report, u reviewed and commented OD by the Native American monitor, 
discussin& any historic resources found durin& monitorinJ for submiUal to 
the City of Seal Beach Director of Development Service. 

.. 
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1 Transponatlon and Circu.1adaft 

.. Pocmdal Impacts 

Sedion 5.9 of lbe m identifies the potential for conflict between 
pedest.ri.ans and Project-related tra.ffic oo Project StredS. In addition, the EIR indica!el 
lhat the Project will abo result iD an overaD increase iD the amount or traffic iD 1he 
Vicinity. Landscapinaat entrances to the Project may impact site distances, and IW'niDa 
movements into the Project may Impact the intersection or Seal Scac:h Boulevard and 
Forrestal lane and on the western half' of Seal .Be.ach Boulevard &enezally. Project 
constnJction activities could Jive rise to potentially lipific:ant traffic lmpacu by 
temporarily bJockina iraffic with construction v~cles and narrowina wstina travel lanes 
en Seal Beach Boulevard and Pacific Coast Hiahway due to construction employee 
parkin&. Busses may impede tra.ffic when SloppinJ to pick·up passenacrs adjacent to lbe 
Project site. 

b. Fmcfin& 

For each sueh impact identified in the EIR, chanaes or alterations have 
been required in, or incotpOrated into, the project which miti&ate or avoid the significant 
effects on the environment. As discussed below, however, cenain intersections where 
traffic improvements a.re proposed are in part or in whole within the jwisdiction of OCher 
public a&ency and have been, and can and should be, adopted by those other aaencies. 
Specifically, the ErR found tha1 additional b'affic volumes caused by the Project would 
result in significant traffic impacts for intersections in the jurisdiction of the City of Lon& 
Beach and CalTrans, in addjtion to the City or Seal Beach. Miti&ation mwure T·2 below 
n:quires the City or Seal Be.ach to coordinate with the City of Lon& Beach and ~l'l.fts 
lbe Project's fair share contribution to traffic improvements at four affected intersections 
in order to miti,&ate this impac( to a level or insianificancc. 

c. Fact.s in Support of Fmcfin& 

Sedion 5.9 of the ElR indicates that impacts caused by Project construcdon 
and operational activities, as well u the vehicle entryways into the developed ponions or 
&be Project will be miti&aled to a Jevd or insi&nifjcance with the implementation or the 
measures set forth below. 1be traffic improvements identified in mitiaation measure T·2 
below would miti&ate the additional traffic volumes &enerated by the Project. 
Implementation of these improvements by Lona Beach, CaJTra.ns and lhe City or Seal 
Beach will reduce the Prqject's impact on the intersection or Pacific Coast Jiiahway ad 
Studebaker Read to a level of insianificance. \VhDe the actual implementation of 1raffic 
Improvements at the identified intersections is within the jurisdiction or one or more other 
aovemmental a&eneie.s, Miti,&ation Measure T·2 ensures that the Miti,&ation Measure will 
be complied with by requirin& compliance prior to the issuance of buDdin& permits by the 
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City rl Seal Btach. Orher miliptioa measures require lbe Applicmt to provide • 
tppropriately en,incered lrlftie improvemeats, iuterior sidewalks, and lipa1 
modificadons to Jlduce pocemial b'lffic hazards traffic impactS. Bus stops are required to 
meet OCTA requircmea1s. 

T·l 1be low 1Jaftic volumes OD the project internal Sb'eCU wiD minimize poteada1 
pedestriaD conflicts. However. the project developer shaD provide sktewalks 011 
horh sides ·or tho proJect iDtemallb'eeU. 

T·2 Prior to issuance or buDdinJ permits, the project cleveloper sbaD coonfinate with 
CaJtraDs. the City or Lona Beach and the City or SeaJ Beach to develop a p1111 
ensuriDJ the project's fair s1we contn"budon, based OD the project pen::eat 
coriUibutioD as identiftect iD Table l J or 1he 1Jiftic StUdy' for the roadway 
improvements at the foDowinJ ·intersections to the extt:nt these improv~ an 
DOt included iD the City's Road Foe ProJI'II'D: 

Pacific Coast BiJhway (NS) ll: 

a Westminster Ave. (EW) • Add a southbound ri&bt tum JaDe. 'Jbis iDtersec:doa 
ism the City or LDD1 Beach. 

a Studebaker ltd. (EW) • Restripe the southbound approach to acc:ommoc.tase • 
throe thmu&h JaDes. 1bis iDtmection is in the City of LonJ Beach. 

a Flfth St. (EW) .. Restripe the eastbound approach to accommoc:!ate a left tum 
Jane, 1 shared Jeft·1hrou&b Jane, and an exclusive ri&bt tum Jane. Split pbuiDa 
It this intersectiOD is also I requiremeat. 

a Seal Beach ·Blvd. . (EW) - lteconswct the IOU1hbolmd appiOICia to 
accommodate three lhrouJh Jua. 

T·3 1be project developer shall ensure that si&bt distance at each project emruce wDl 
conform to Ot,y of Seal Beach si&ht distance ltlnc!ards at the time rl prepmtioD of 
final project Jrldina, lancSscape and street improvemeat pJaas. 

T_. ne project developer wm complete balf'·secdoD street impn:wemeDts to s.t 
Beach Boulevard adja.ceat to the project site. BaJf secdon street improvemeDts • 
the improvements from ceater 1iDe of Seal Beach Boulevard to the project aile 
akm& the west side of Seal Beacb Boulevud. TDese improvements would iDclude 
sktewalks, l'treel li&btina, Jancfscapma wlthiD ·the ..,_ riabt-of'·way, CUib IDd 
JUUel' It DeW entraDCeS to the project lite and stripin& or turns for entranc:e drive . 
approacbes 
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T·S 1be project developer wm pay for signal modifications at the intersection of Sal 
Beach Boulevard and Forrestal LaDe. Curreritly, this operates as a T-intersecdon. 
However, with the development of the proposed project, the fourth Je, or tbis
intersecdon (\VB approach) wm be mpleted. Tbe project developer wm also 
pay for traffic sipal modifications for the project approach 10 the inten.ediOD or 
Pacific Cou1 Hi&hway at FlJ'St SUeeL . -

T-6 1be projcc:t developer wm provide 150' left tum pockets with 90' transition for the 
two project aa:ess points on Seal Beach Boulevant 

T·7 1be c:onstnJctioa contractor will ensure thaf equipment and/or materials are DOt 
stored in road travel Janes at any time durin& projcc:t consttuction activides. 

T-1 Prior to tbe starl or projcc:t c:Onst.Nction activities, the const.Nction CODt.ractor wDl 
submit parking plans showing employee parking locations and worlc staging areas 
for review and approval by the City EnJineer. Necessa:l)' project constnacdon · 
parldng and equipment storage areas may be on the project she or in an off-site 
staging area as approved by the City Engineer. 

T -9 1be project developer wm provide bus stops in accordance with Orange County 
-Transponation Authority requirements. Bus stops improvements shall be reviewed 
and approved by OCTA and the City Engineer before they are inSia.Decl. 

J. Air Quality 

L Potential Impacts 

Air pollutants generated by stationary and mobile constnaction equipment 
durin& construction activities and fupjve dust generated during padinJ IDCI lire 
preparation will result in significant short tenn impacts to air quality. Emissions arising 
from motor vehicle use, both during IDCI after construcdon, on and off-site eDCIJY 
aenermon, and ()(her operational a.spedS or the Project would fall below state standards 
and are therefore DOt considered to have a significant clirect impact on )ODJ lam air 
quality. Because the South Coast Air Basin in which the Project Is located is de$ipated a 
DOD-anainment arra for ce.naiD air poDutants, any incremental contn"bution of poDUIIDtS ls 
considered to be cumuladvely sipjfic:IDL 

b. Fmdin& 

Changes or alterations have beeo required in, or incorponted iDto, the 
projcc:t which mitigate or avoid the significaDt effects on the environment. To the ex1er1t 
that sbott-tenn direct ud cumulative impacts will remain significant after IIUtiption, 
bowever, specific economic, Jepl, social, technological, or other considerations make 
infeas~ole additional mitigation measures and the alternatives identified iD the EIIt 
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c. Pacts ID Suppon or FJDCtiaa 

Secdon 5.10 cl them IDc:Ucates thai the mitiptioD measures set fo.rd:l 
below will substantiaUy reduce bolh the sbon wm ud lonJ term air quality impacts of the 
Pmjec.t. However, because tbey wm DOl eliminate an Projec:t-Je!ated emissions, tbele 
Jmpac:u are considered di.rec:dy (short-tenn) and cumula!ively sipificant IDCI unavoidable. 
1be si&nifjcant and unavoidable impacts of the Project are Anther discussed below. 'l11e 
Em proposes a ranee of const.Ncticm-related and more Jona-term mifi&ation measures 
suuested b)' the South Coast Afr Quality Mafta&ement District u means to substantJaDy 
Jessen air quality impactS. As DOted above, because the South Coast Afr BasiD iD wbicb 
the Project is located is clesipated a non-attainment area for cena.in air poDutants, ID)' 
incremental contn"bution of poDutants u a result of development on the Plopeny wouJd 
likely create a sipificant air quality impact. • 

AQ-1 

AQ-2 

Project Collsuuclion Contractor~ sbiJ1 use low emission mobile 
consuuclion equipment where feasible to reduce the reJease of undesirable 
emissiODS. 

Project Consuuctioa Contractors shaD encouraae rlclesbare and tJiftSit 
proJTI!DS for project construction pel"SSDDel to reduce automobile 
emissions into the atmosphere. 

AQ-3 Project Consuuclion Contractors shaD water active padinJ sites II least 
twice a day. and cJean appropriate c:onsuuclion equipment in the IDOJ"DiD& 
and/or eveninJ to reduce particulate emissiODS to reduce the release af 
fupvedusl. 

AQ-4 Project Construction Conuac::torl shaD, as neceSSIJ)', wash truck 1ires 
Jeavina the site to reduce the lmOUftt of partjculate matter uansf'emd to 
paved streets as requiJed by SCAQMD JtuJe 403. 

AQ-5 Ploject Collsuucdon Contrac:un sball JrJelfabBsb pouad ~ • 
construcdoD sites throuJh seedin& and waterma 011 portions of the s11e that 
will DOt be disturbed for two mODths or more ID order to reduce tbe nlaue 
of fupve dust. 

Ploject Consuucdon Contnc:un shall sweep Oil and orr lite streets if IIllis 
c:anied over and onto adjacent pubBc tborouahfares, as deaermined by tbe 
~~p.toreducethelmOUfttofparticu~manerOIIpu~.-
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Project Construction Contractors sbalJ limit t.n.ffic speeds on aU unpaved 
road surfaces to 15 miles per hour or Jess in order to reduce the reltae of 
fup:ive dust. 

At the disc.redoD or the City's Director or Development Services, 
Const.Nction Contractors sbaD suspend pding operations during first llld 
second stage SIDOJ alerts to reduce the release or undesirable emissioas. 

'Jbe City's Director of Developmemt Services has the discretion to onSer 
the Construction Contractors to suspend an pding operations wbc:a wiDd 
speeds {mcJudin& instantaneous austs) exceed 25 miles pet hour to reduce 
the release of fuJitive dust 

Project Construction Contractors sbalJ maintain construction _equipmeat 
engines by keepin& them tuned thereby reducin& undesirable emissicm. 

Project Construction Contractors shall use low sulfur fuel for stationary 
· construction equipment as required by SCAQMD Rules 431.11Dd 431.2to 

reduce the reJ~se of undesirable emissions. 

Project Construction Contractors shaD use e:dstin& on-site electrical power 
sources to the maximum extent practicable. 'Where such power is DOt 
available, the Contractor shall use clean fuel cenerators during the early 
stages of construction to minimize or eliminate the use of ponable 
aenerators and reduce the release of undesirable emissions. 

Project Construction Contractors shall use Jow emissjon, on site statiOIW')' 
equipment (e. a., clean fuels) to the maximum extent practicable to nduce 
emissions, as detennined by the City EnJin•· 

Project Construction Contractors, in conjunction with the City Engineer, 
sbali locate construction parkin& to minim.iu traftic ~terference on Jocal 
roadways. 

Project Conit~Uction Contractors shall ensure that aD bUCks hauJma dirt, 
IIDd, soil, or other Joose materials are coven:d or should maintain at least 
two feet or freeboard (i.e. minimum vertical distance between top of the 
load and the top of the trailer) iD accordance with the requirements of tbe 
California Vehicle Code SecUoD 23114 to reduce the spDJina of tbis 
material oD area mads. 

Prior to the openin& dales of the project's public JOlf course or tbe 
commercial center, the project developer shaD mee:t with the City's 
Director or Develcpment Services to detennine if a Tran~rtation Demand 
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14ana&ement Pqram wiJI Deed to be pn:pand. If such I plan is required, 
the project propooelll wm provide aid Pqram to the Director of 
Development Services prior to the openinJ of the aoJr and/or commercial 
JaDd uses. 

AQ-17 Tbe City E.n,eineer sbaD ensu~ that the IJ'Ifftc UJbts around the project lire 
are synchronized, to the exteat priCdcable, to minimize mobile IOUJ'Cie 
emissiaas. 

AQ-18 Prior to the opmina or the Jolf' course, the JOlf' course operator lha1J 
provide evidence to the Director of Development Services that reascmabJe 
measures bave been made to schedule tNek deliveries and pickups for afl .. 
peak-hour drive times in order to ~ce air quality impacts to potendally 
sensitive receptors adjaceot to the JOJf c:oura. 

AQ-19 Prior to issuance of Cerlificates of Occupancy for the resideadal · 
component of the project, the Director of Development Services lhl11 
emu~ that the project developer prepares a transpotlltiOD altemadves '1act 
shed• for distn"butiOD iD each residential IIDil. 'lbe -ract sheet• Jhall 
highHgbt the Jelional and project-specific transponatioD ahemadves 
available to the msidems of the proposed projec:L 

J. Noise 

1. Lon& Tam Noise Impacts 

L Polentiallmpacts 

Traffic DOise from Sal Beach Boulevard bas the potemia1 to implct 
occupaDtS of Dew bomes proposed to be developed OD the project site. AdditionaJly, 
impacts from automobile and other DOise sources OD the proposed residential area •Y be 
siplfiwtt without effective DOise barrias. 

b. PiDdiDI 

Changes or aheradom hive beeD illquimd ill, or iDcoJporated IDID, the 
project which mmaate or avoid the sipjficant effects OD tbe eDvinmmeDt. 

c. Pacts in Suppon or PiDdiDa 

Tbe mitip.tioD measures set fonh below wiD ftlduce these impacts to a 

• 

• 

level of insiJ!Uficance. 1be DElR bad recommended an adctitionat measure, N-4, which • 
would bave requited mitiptioD for potemia1 helicopter DOise impacts Jenerlted by 1be 
prox.imity of the Joein& facility to the Project Ike. 1bis measure was deleted from tbe 
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F.EIR iD response to new inronnation indicatin& that beiicopter noise wouJd DOt 
sipificantly impact the proposed residential areas of the Project site, and the CounciJ has 
determined that the measure is DOt requind co mit.ipte sipificmt impacts of the Project. 
Section S.U oflhe EIR. indicates that noise impact c:an be miti&ated by requiring proposed 
residences to be constJucted iD conf'onnance with State noise standards for habitable rooms 
and outdoor liviD& ~. and throu&b the construction of specified noise banim IDd 
mechanical veDtilation, and tbrou&h nodce to poteDtial buyers of resideace.s. 

N-1 Prior to the Issuance of &nc:lin& permits, ID Acoustical Analysis Report shaD be 
submitted to the City Engineer by the project developer for approval. 1be Report 
shall describe in detail the interior and eXlerior noise levels for residential uses on 
the site and the specific design and mitiption features to ensure compliance widl 
the City of Seal Beach interior and exterior noise criteria of 65 dBA CNEL for 
outdoor Uvin& a.reas and 4S dBA CN.EL in habitable JODmS. 

N-2 "'be required location of the noise barrlers on the proposed project site shaD be as · 
shown on Exluoh C in Appendix L (Hellman Ranch ~pecifi.c Plan Noise S1udy, 

• RK.T.K Associates, 1996, pg. 10). The Repon sha11 specify the bei&bt of the DOise 
barriers. 1be hei&bt of noise barriers between Seal Beach Boulevard aDd onsite 
residential uses shall be within the ranae of six 10 taJ feet. 

Noise banier constroction materials shaD have a weiabt of at least 3.S pounds per 
square foot of fate I.J"ee. The reconunended barrier must present a solid face fium 
top 10 bottom, and no openinas or decorative cutouts should be made. AU pps 
(except for weep holes) should be filled with JTOUt or cauDdnJ. 1be required 
noise control barriers may be constructed usina one of the following alternadve 
malerials: 

L mascmry block;· 
b. stucco veneer over wood framing (or foam core), or 1 inch thick tonpe 

and aroove wood of sufficient weight per square foot; 
c. 1/4 inch thick Jlass, acrylic plastic, or ocher 1tan.spa.reDt mat.erials with 

sufficicot wei.cht per square fOOl may be used 10 provide views; 
d. earthen berm; 
e. BDy combinaUon or these materials or other constnJcticm materials ·widl a 

minimum weiJbt or 3.5 pounds per square fOOl or face .... 

N-3 Residential Jots facm.c Seal Beach Boulevard that are wkhiD the existin& 60 dBA 
CNEL contour sbawD em Pigum N3 may require mechanical veutilation. Vt"beu . 
the operable doors and windows are open for homes facina St.ll Beach ~. 
1be interior 4S dBA CN.EL interior noise Jimh for these units amy be exceedecl. 
Therefore, a •wmclows dosed" condition may be required for these units, ud a 
means or mechanical ventilation is required 10 meet the requiremeaus of tbe 
t1Difonn Buildin& Code (UBC) standani. ll should be DOled that the wiDdows 
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facin& Seal Beach Boulevard may be oponable windows. but the homeowMn • • 
would have the option to dose their windows and .m obtain adequate ventil.adoD 
throu&b the use or a mechanical vendlmon sys1em. 1'b1s mechanical veotiJatiOD 
system shaD supply two air chanaes per hour to eacb ·habitable mom, iDcJuctiq 
20. (one-fifth) fresh maJco..up air obtained directJy rona the outdoors. The flab 
air inlet duct shaD be or IOUDd attenuatiJl& constJUCdoD and sball consist or • 
minimum or ten feet or Jtraiabt or curved duct or six feet plus one s'fwp 90 cSeJne 
bead. 1be City :&Jineer shaD ensure that 1he Acoustbl Analysis RepoJt 
identifies uy requirements for mechanical veatilaliou for iDdivkluiJ ODSite 
resideDtiaJ uDits. 

L Poleatial Impacts 

Residential uses south or the project site could experience sipificant short 
tenD ooise impacts from Project-rela!cd consuuctiou acdvides. 

b. FJDCtiDa 

Changes or lherations have been required ill, or incorpollled Jato. the • 
projec:l which mi1i&ate or avoid the siplficant effects on tbe eaMronmeaL 

c. Pacu iD Suppon or F.IDCJiDI 

Section 5.12 indicates that these impacts wDJ be mki&ated to I Jevel of 
insipificance throu&b lhe implemr:Dtalion of' the followinJ measures, wm~ require 
Project consuuc::douiO comply witb adopled City ooise JWJduds and safepards. 

N-5 Construction on the proposed project site shaD be limited 10 tbe bours of 7:00 AM 
10 7:00PM MODday throu&b Saturday, aod shall be prohibited OD SUDdays IDd 
Pederal holidays. 

'" AU project c:onstniCiiOD wmcJes or equipment, ftxed or mobiJe operated. shaD be 
equipped with pmpedy opentin& and maintaiDed lllUfDezs. 

N-7 Stockpilin& ud/or wmcJe sta&fn& mas lba1l be located u fir u pncdca1 flom 
RSidentiaJ units OD and off the proposed~ alia. 

N-1 Noise from project CDDstnlc::doD activities wm im~ adjaceat laDd .... 
Whenever feasible. the noisiest constNc::don operations sbouJd be scheduled to • 
occur to&ethcrto avoid conti.nuift& periods of tbe paleSt lnDO)'IDCie. 
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Implemema!ioa or the Project will resuh m 1D increased demand for a 
varlet)' or public services and utilities, including telephone, cable television, police 
seJVices, fire and emergency services, schools, h"braries, transit seJVices, water supply, 
wastewater services, solid waste services, electricity and natural ps. 

b. Fmdiul 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated iDto, tbe 
project which mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 

c. Facts in Suppon or FmdiDJ 

Sedion 5.13 of the ElR indicates that the foUowing mitigation measures 
will reduce these impacts to I level of insignificance in that the Applicant will be ~iftd 
to design the Project in a manner that is consistent with the requirements or local utility 
and public service providers. Further, the Applicant will be ~ired to pay applicable 

• fees for additional public service needs c~Ultd by the Project. 

PSU·l 

PSU-2 

PSU-3 

• 

During final design, the project applicant/contractor will coordinate with 
the applicable public service and utility agencies/companies to detennine 
their needs to accommodale new utility conduits and any DeceSSIJ)' 

protec:tion of existing facilities and services during the consuvaion or the 
land uses under the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan. 

Prior to the issuance or buDding pennhs, the project developer wm submit 
a constnlction phasing plan for the subcfjvisions to the Orange County Fire 
Authority (OCFA). 1be plan will be consistent with OCFA Guidelines for 
fire Alzpamus Acc.ess Roads and Fire tane ReQ.uirements and the 
Combustible SoU Gas Haurd Miti1ation Guic!eJine, 

Prior to the issuance or buDding penults iD a phase, the project proponeat 
shall submit evidence to tbe City's Director or Development Services of a 
fee payment between the developer and the Los Alamitos Unified School 
District to offset scbool facility related impacts. 

1be project developer wm provide bus stops in accordance with Oranae 
County Transpon.ation Authority requirements. Bus stop iinprovements 
shaJJ be reviewed and approved by OCTA and the City Engineer before 
they are installed. (Mitiption measure PSU-4 is the same as mitiga!ion 
measure T -9). 
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PSU-5 Prior to the CODSt:n.1CdoD or street Or utility Improvements withiD 1be 
HellmaD Ranch Specific PlaD arra, the project proponent shall submit 
evideoce to the City Erapneer or coordination with the Omaae COUIIC)' 
Transportalioa Autborit)' and lon& Beacb Transit re1atecl to tempcnJJ 
detour mutes and t.empol'll)' bus stop locations for affected bus liDes for 
each phase or tbe c:onstrucdOD or the proposed HellmiD Ranch Specllc 
Pllll. 

Prior to lsSUIDce or buiJdiD& permit. ~e project developer shaJl complete 
water system ptaDs and speclficatioas for submittal and approval by tbe 
City En,meer. 1be desip wiD acSdless available Wiler RSOUI'Ce$ ad 
lmproveme.nts to tbe water system required to serve the proposed project 
and meet ftre flow demands. 'lbe specific CODteots or the 'Plans ad 
specifications should be dctenniDed iD coordination with the Ciry EnJia•. 

PStJ. 7 1be project developer shaD pay • fair share or the cost nquired to oft'set 
project impacts on off-site wller syJtD. 

Automatic sprinlder systems usina the best avaDabJe technoloJy lhou1cS be 

• 

• 

set to irripte project landscaping durin& early momina boun or durinJ tbe • · 
evening to ~ce water losses from evapomioa. Care must be 1lkeD to 

PSU-10 

PSU-12 

Rset sprinkJers to water Jess often iD cooler months and durin& tbe raiDfll1 
season (November to April) 10 that Wiler is DOC wasted by excessive 
landscape inipdoG. 

Project plult varieties sboulcS be JroupecS accordina to w~~er requiremeats 
to reduce 0\'U•irriptioa. 

Mulch sboulcS be used exteaslveJy iD project commoD• DOIHanflandsclped 
areas. Mu1cb applied Oil top or IOil wiD impmve tbe water-hoJdiDc 
capacity or tbe soil by reducin& evapcnticm and silt compacdaa. 

Prior to the release or. ftDa1 map by tbe City or Seal Beach the poject 
developer sbaD c:onstnact or eater 1ato aa apeemear ad post IICU!II)t 
paraDtecmJ constructioD or Deeded IR'U coDediOD I)'Jtem facDirie&, U 
requiftld by City of Seal B•cb. 

ID order to eoan adequate service 10 tbe project *• plans ·for 1lae 
proposed wastewater coUection system shaD be JUbmit1ed by the project . 
proponeat to the CSOOC udlor City EnJineer for approval prior to tbe 
issuance orbuDdiiJ& penUs • 
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PS'U-13 

PS'U-14 

PS'U-15 
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Prior to issuance or pading permits, the project developer lhal1 
demonstrate to the City or Seal Beach that the type and amount of toUd 
waste generated on the HeUman Rancb Specific Plan site would conf'orm 
with the City or Seal Beach Source Reduction and Recycling Ele:meat 
wbicb supports AB 939 requirements for cities to reduce their waste stzeam 
by 2S percent by the year 1995 and 50 percent by the year 2000. 

Proposed comme.rclal uses sbaD incoipOrate facilities for compaction, 
collection and pick-up or recyclable materials. 

A facility shaD be provided OD the project side for the coDectiOD or peen 
waste from tbe aolf' course and OCher landscaped areas of abe aile. 
Collected green waste shall be compostecl on site, or deUvered to a 
centralized processing facility, or be made avaDable for city collection for 
this pu1p0se. 

EneJJY and Natural Resources 

L Potentiallmpacts 

Development of the Project will resuh in the consumption of CDe!JY 
resources, through increased usage or electricity and gas in order to heat, light and cool' 
residential, commercial and recreational stnlctures devel~ as pan of the Project. 
Development of new land uses on the project site will resuh in the need to in~ a DeW 

street lighting system to serve these uses, and heating and cooling needs for stnJc:tures may 
be high due to exposure of the structures to sun nys, each resulting in a corre~g 
increase in the need for cmerzy. Wood burning fireplaces may produce higb amounts of 
particulate matter into the atmosphere The FEIR has concluded, however, that although 
the Projec:t will resuh in increased cne!JY consumption, DOne of these imJ:acts are 
considered significant since the amounts of fuel, ene!JY and buDding materials required 
for the Project represent a very small amount of demand in the repm. 

b. FmcfiDJ 

Changes or alterations bave been requbed iD, or inco1p0nted illto, lbe 
project which mitigate or avoid the si,mficaot effects on the environmcat. 

c. !=acts iD Suppon of FmdinJ 

1be Project's impacts related to tbe consumption of natural resources and 
CDCIJY will be Jess than significant. 1berd'ore, DO mitigation measures are requbed under 
CEQA. However, the City adopts the foUowin& measures in order to msure that eneJIY 
efficiency is inco1p0rated into the design of stnlctures on the lite. 
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ID conjuncdoD wilh the aubmlttaJ of applications for buDdin& permks. the 
project developer wiD aubmh a repon to the Diredor of Developmeat 
SeMc.es which demonstrates that the use of alternative eDCJ'I)' sources IDd 
cuJT'Cllt ent.IJY eft'icient technoloJies have been CODSidered iD the project 
desip. 1'be repon wm describe the techDologies that wiD be lncolpOI'Ited 
into this project anc! Jive tbe mson for rejecdn& teclmoJoJies that an DOt 
iDcoJporlled. 

Southeru Cllif'omia Edison and Southera Cllif'omia Gu Company aball be 
CODsuhed and. when feasible. eDeJJY consel'lr'llioD measura thaD l:le 
incolpOI'Ited iD1o the pmjec:L 

NR·3 The pmjecc developer shall install eneJJY elficiem .,_ li&htin& (e.a., IUp 
pressure sodium, metal balicJe or deu Jucalox) OD tbe pmjec:t stt.e. 

Nll-4 1be project developer lhaD iDstaD low-poUutJDa, eDerl)'-efticient · 
appliances for project residential and commen:W uses. as appropriate. 

Nil-S The projecc developer shaD install solar water heaJers where feasible ill 
project residential and commercial buikbp. 

The project developer shaD lnco1p0rate appropriate passfve solar desip CID 

projeca residential and commercial buDdin& to the extent feasible. 

NR· 7 1be project developer sbaiJ instaD outdoors lamps on project buDdingslbat 
Jive the highest Ugbt output per watt of electricity consumed. 

Nll·B 1bc project developer shaD instaD time cJocb or other systems to nM!uce 
CDeiJY use withiD the project a 

NR-9 1be proposed project IbiD use heatin& aDd cooliDa sySIIIDs which 
incoipOrate QSC'ade ventilatiOD lir from hi&b-priority (occupied J!PICI) 
arras to low-priority (corridors, equipmeat aDd meclwUeaJ ~p&ee) u.s 
before beln&·exbausted to reduce tbe use or --.y. . 

NR·JO AD Dew project buDdinp shaD iDco1p0rate exterior eJeccricaJ outJecs. t.alh 
iD lhe froat m:t the ,_., tD facilitale the use ol electric maiDteNnce 
equJpmeaL 

NR·ll 1be project developer sbaJJ pnwide shade tnes to reduce heatinafoxt'liD& 
demands around project bulkliDp~ 
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F.ueplaces iD project resideDtial and commerciaJ buiJdinp sbalJ be dcsiped 
to bum tatural ps to the exclusion of wood where applicable to reduce the 
production of paniculate maucr. 

m. Significant and Unavoidable Environmentallmpads 

A. ~pact$ that Cannot Be Mitigated to I Levtl oflnsiplfbDce 

Tbe FEDt identified several impacts IS poteatially significant aDd 
unavoidable. Based on the iDf'ormation provided iD ~e FEIR and the record of. decisioD, 
the Council finds that each of these impacts can be mitigated to some depe, but that such 
mitigation would not reduce tbe impacts to I Jevtl of msipcance and funhcr mitiptioo 
Is infeasi"ble. Therefore, as required by Sec:tioD 21081 of CSQA. and as sboWD below iD 

· more detail, tbe Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technolOJical, or other 
considerations make infeasible the additional mitigation measures or alternatives identified 
in the ElR. The significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project are descn"bed below, 

· ~ong with measures lhat would partially mitigate the imJ*U. · 

BioJo&lcal ResoUI"CCS 

The Joss of degndc:d coastal wetlands ultimat.ely wiD be mitipted to a less
tJ\an..significant level by the creation of 1 high-quality 23.1-acre coaslaJ marsh complex. 
Tbe restored habitat Is intended to increase the habitat \'Blue of the site and provide 
improved habitat for special interest species. However, durin& the early years of the 
restoration project there wW be periods during which 1 net Joss of wetland vaJues is 
experienced. This wW resuh in a temporaJ)'. but significant and unavoidable, impaca on 
wetland values, both directly and cumulatively. Some shon-term Joss of the deJII.dc:d ud 
severely degndc:d wetlands areas on the Propeny Is inevitable due to the meed for 
significant hydrological, pdinJ, and plantin& activities IS part of tbe Jona-term 
resaorafion of the subject areas. The recoJ'd indicates that fuD·scale restoration of the 
wetlands area in 1 manner thal would be successful over the long-term, while 1voidin& 
short-term impacts, Is DOl ecoDOm.icaDy or technic:aDy feasible pen the bioJqpcal, 
hydraulic, and aeoJogje constraints of the Propert)' IS identified iD the EDt If' succeaful, 
however, tbe value of the restored habiw wW substantiaDy offset this temporuy loss. 

Water Quallt7 

1be devtlopmeDt of the residential, COD'liDercial ancJ JO)f COIIIW 

components of the Project will increase the amount of urban stormwater runoff lbll is 
_ discharged from the project site into the Los Alamitos Jtewdin& Basin rLARBi IDCI, 

ultimately, the SaD Gabriel River. 1be increase Is expected to be relativtly small iD 
comparison to the existing amounts of uJban runoff thai is received by the LAR.B. This is 
particulariy true Jive-a the limhed size of the urban component of the Project and the fact 
that the detention of stormwater on the veaetated ue.as of the aolf course will provide 1 
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c:ataiD IJDOUDt or natural fiJtrldoD or the nsnoft' wo .. It is discJwaed into the LAD. • 
Mitiption measures WQ-8 to WQ-10, IUI1\1JW'izecl iD ArdcJe Jl, wiD fut'Cher reduce tile 
IJDOUDt or contaminated nsnoft' poerated by the PftdecL 

. 
However, the IIR concluded that because the LAD lbady receive~ 

· IIOl'IDWaler from a laJJe uJbaft wlleJ'Sbed containin& constituents lhat are deleterious to 
JUJface water quality, the Project's iDmmental iDc.rease orurtu nsnoft', thou&h relatively 
s:mall, would resuh iD a cumula1ively sipificant waaer qualit)' impaCL 1be CouncD finds 
lbat the mlti&ation or this impact is teclmicaDy anct economically iDf'easibJe, atv• the fact 
that Yittually any economically viable deveJopmeDt of_ the PJO.pett)' would include uses dull 

· would incremeDtally iDCJ'NSe uJbaD nsDOff iDto u llrady poDuted draiDap sy-. 

1be Project wm be constnlcted iD pJOximity to known a.nhquake faults 
within I seismically active pan or Soutbem Califomia. 1be Project bas been desiped to . 
locate residential development outside the setback ZODe of the Seal Beach :Fault ud away. 

· from aras of' the plq)ert)' that are most subject to liquefaction and other seisnUc bazuds. 
Mitigation measures GE0-1 to GE0-8, summarized in Ardcle D, wm ensure that die 
Project is desiped to all cummt enJineerin& p11cdces and seis:rnic pidelines and wJD 
reduce most seismic-related impacts to a level or insipificance. However, there is always 
a remote possibility that a catastrophic event wiD occur which exceeds tbe maphudes • 
used iD seismic desip ltiDduds. ID such a case, tbe impacts of seismic shakin& aD 
residential suucrures and other Project improvements would be sipifiCIDt ud 
unavoidable. MitiJation of such impacts beyond complia.nce with applicable code& ad 
replations is ceehnicaUy and economicaDy infeasible ill that the mapitude of IUCb 
catastrophic events cannot be accurately predicted, with tbe eft'ea that tbe OD1y true 
mitip.tion would be to prohibit consuuction iD a seismically active ..p. .. 

Archaeololfcai.R..oura~ 

1be F.EIR identified four impot'Wlt archaeo)OJicaJ slles tbat wJD be 
adversely impacted by the ProjecL 1be :FEIR alto found tbat six other poti:IIIWJy 
impoJ'IIDt sites may be impac&ed by the Project, but that exisdDJ data was iDsuftic:icat to 
make I conclusive deWminatioD reprdiDJ the an:haeoJoaiCIJ imponance of tbese ... 
M.itiaation measures Clt·3 to a-n. summarized iD Ardcle n. require impJemeatllicm ~ 
a propam or arcbaeoJo&iCIJ reStSCb, •• ,, monitorin,c IJid IICOVeJY prior ., ad 
concumot with Project pdinJ and excavatioa acdv:ities. Tbese measures foDow the 
require:mrats of the CEQA and the CEQA Guideliaes rep!din& arcbaeolOJiCIJ JeiCIUft» 

mitiptioD and will subswmaJJy nduce tbe Project's Impacts to imponaDt archaeo1oJica1 ... 
However, avoidance rather than recovery, and presarvalioD In mu, 1re tbe 

prr.femd method or mitipdnJ impacts to archaeolOJical resources UDder CEQA. 
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Apl#mlln n.1m 

Because it may Dot be feasaole for the Project, or other projects in the area, to avoid aDd 
prese~Ye an important arcba.eolo&]cal resoun:es on the Project site, direct and cumuladve 
impacts to archaeological resources are considered significant and unavoidable. 

AlrQualltJ 

1be PrOject is located iD Soufb Coast Air Basin, wbicb has been desiJDIIed 
as a uon-attaimneot area for c::enam air poDutaDtS. Theref'ote, any incremental 
c:outnDutioD of air pollutants by the Project, even If sli.cht, Is considered to be 
cwnuladveJy lignificaot. 1be Project would aenerato both sbon 1erm construction-related 
emissions and Jon& lerm emissions from increased vehicle use and eoe!JY consumpticm. 
1bese impacts wiD be substantiaDy reduced by miti&ation measures AQ-1 to AQ-19,. 

• summarized iD Article n. However. because these measures wm Dot elimiDate an Ploject· 
Jelated emissions, air quality impacts are considered significant and unavoidable in tbe 
sbon..felm and cumulatively significant and unavoidable. Purther mitiption is DOt 
technicaDy or ec:cmomic:ally feasible, since any economic:ally viable developmem OD tbe · 
Project site would likely involve the introduction of additional air poUutauts into a DOD

attainmeut uea. 

B. Additional Impacts Which May Not Be PuDy Mitipted 

1be Council finds that an feaSJole mitigation measures have bceD applied, 
and lhal based on the record before tbe Council an significant impacts wm be mitiptecl to 
a Jevel of insignificance. In the event that any other environmental impact identified iD the 

. • EIR cannot, through fuD compliance with mitiption measures imposed herein, be fuDy 
mitiptcd over time, the Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, tecbnoi()Jical, 
or other considemtions make infcaSJoJe the additional mitiption measures or alternatives 
identified in the environmental impact repon, and that the Statement of OvenidinJ 
ConsideratiODS adopted concum::ntly herewith applies with equal force and effect to aiCh 
impacts 

IV. Project AJternatifts 

CEQA requires apncies reviewin& the environmental impacts of 1 poject 
tD consider 1 ranae of reasonable ahemadves (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(d), 14 
Cat Code of ReJ. 115126(d)). The nnp of alternatives considered in an m sbould 
include those which can fa.SJ'bly attain most of the basic objecdves of the pmjecL AJ 
de&led by CBQA, .,.easible• means •capable of beiDa accompUsbed in 1 successful 
maDDer within a reasonable period of time, taJdn& into account economic, eqviroDJDealal, 
Jepl, social, and technol()Jical facton.• (CEQA Guidelines Section 15365, 14 Ctl. Code 
of ••· 115365.) Amon& the facton that am be taken into account iD dcteJ'IDiDina 
feasJ"bility an= she suitability, economic viability, availability of inf'ra.st.Ncture, aeneral plan 
consistency, IDd other plans or regulatol)' limitations. 
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1be m for the Project uaJyzed a tceaJ or ftve lltemadves to the proposed 
Project. 1be alternatives considered were: a No Project Alternative; J)eveJopmeat UDder 
1be E:dstiD& Cry General PJan; ad throe ahematives to the Wetlands Resamdca 

UDder the No Project ahemadve, DO DeW deveJopmeat or chanp ID laDeS 
uses would OC4'Ur OD the site JD the foreseeable fUture. ADoeher ahernadve studied would 
pen:nit deveJopmeat em the site to the exteDt curretdly contemplate(! JD the exlstina Sell 
Beach General PlaD's JaDd use eJemeat. The temainin.l three altemadves were desipeciiD 
increase the amouat or wedancfs .estorecS OD·site or to provide an alternative mcus for 
achievin& the Cky's wetluds objecdves without depiivina the laDdowoer or the abmty 1D 
. male reasonable ecoDOJDJc use or the pnp~tJ. 

ID addidoa to the aJtemadves studied fD tbe m, the Cily considend 
JeVeral other alternatives lhll could meet project objectives while avoidina or minimizina 
the cmvironmental impactS or the proposed project, puticulatty irrpcts to cukull1 . 
resources. As discussed iD the EIR., these alternatives were found to be infeasible f'or a 
'VIriety or environmental, A!ety. tecbrDcal and economic rea50DS and were elimiDIIDd 
from funher consideration and DOl fully descn"bed or analyzed iD lhe D~ 

'Ibe CouncD has c:arefulJy considered the attributes and cmvironmealll 
impacts of aD of the alternatives analyzed. iD lhe m and bas compared them wJtb thole or 
the proposed Project. As requUecS by CBQA, the eouocU finds tbll •cb or 111e 
altenwives is infeasJ"ble for various envbonmental, economic, technical, IOCial and CICber 
reasons tet forth below. (Public Resources Code Secdons 21002 and 2108l(a)(3); CBQA 
Guidelines Secdon 1509I(a)(3), 14 Cal. Code of Rea. 11509J(a)(3).) Tbe Projecl u 
proposed repr=sents the combinadoa of features that, iD the CouDCIJ's opinic:m, best 
achieves the City's objectives while minimizin& environmental imp&u. 

A. No P.roject Ahemadve 

1. IPIDIDIO of AJtematiye 

• UDder tbe No PJoject Alternative, the proposed Be'DmaD Ranch. Spedftc 
P1ID would DOt be appJ'O\IId. The property WOilld JemaiD primariJy open space ad 
exisdD& oil productiOD activities would c:ontiDue into the foreseeable fbtuJe. The~. 
housma, public aolf course, visitor·servma nmat.ionallcommercJa1 deveJopmem, 
ln~e~predve ceoter, and JeJated improvemeats would DOt be consuuc:ted. Gum Grewe Put 
would DOt be dedicated to tbe City and DO wealllds restoratioo would occur. 

2. !'!SOD$ for lciecdua A1wnatlye 

• 

• 

• 

'lbe No PJoject Alternative would have the fewest environmental impacts • 
u it would DOt aeoerase any additional tJ'Iffic voJumes, air poDutants, 110rmwate: nmatf 
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or demand for public services or utilities, uor would it disturb bioJoJicaJ or culnua1 
resources on the project site. Por this reason, it is considered the environmentally 
superior ahemadve. However, sevenl important environmental benef"tts would DOt be 
mliud under this ahemative: the existin& we&nds, which are fragmented and deJraded, 
would DOt be restored IDd the poor visual aesthetics or the site would rem•ID. 

The No Project Alternative would fail to achieve the priDcipal objective or 
the PIOject, which is to assure quality, sustainable development and improvemeat or tbe 
property in a manner lhal will be-nefit the JocaJ and regional environment, the Joca1 
community and the owners and ultimate users or the propeny. As the ElR discusses, dae 
existin& wetlands on the site are severely depded aDd n:Wn little wetland value iD Cbeir 
current state. Tbe restol'IJ:ion under the proposed Project would mCJ'QSC the biologic IDd 
habitat values of the property, which is considered a si&nificant environmental beaeftt. 
1be No Project alternative would deprive the City or an imponant opportunity to restore a 
fuDy functionin& tidal coMectioo and saltwater marsh ecosystem and to create additioaal 
freshwater wetlands on the lite. 

1be No Project Alternative would also prevent the City from reaJ;rinJ 
other benefits of the proposed Project. Gum Grove Park would remain iD private 
ownership instead or being dedicated to the City in perpetuity for use as a public puk. 
Tbe City would also lose the recreational benefits or the proposed public aolf course ad 
interpretive center, as well as the aesthetic improvements that would occur under lbe 
Project as praposecl. 1be No Project Alternative would DOt enhance the public's u• of 
and access to the property. :For all or these ft'aSODS, the Council has d~nninecl the No 
Project Alternative to be infeasible. 

B. Existin& Genenl Plan Land Use Designations AJtemative 

1. lummm or Memadve 

1bis alternative would involve development of the site in accordance with 
the land use designations for the propeny under lhc existin& Genenl Plan. 1be existiDg 

. Genenl Plan allows for the development of 329 sinJle-famDy residential units. contiDued 
operation of the oD production facilities, development of 26 acres of community. pub, 
including Gum Gmve Nature PaJk, 3.8 acres of service commercial use ad dae 
astol'IJ:ion of' 41.4 acres of' wetlands OD the project aile. 

2. :Reasons for R;jectin& AJu;matlye 

Althoup this alternative would increase the total Dumber of wecbmcfs 
mtored on the project site, reduce tbe amount of sbOJt·tenn construction--related impacts 
to air quality' and provide the areatest amount or public parkland, the CounciJ finds 1bat it 
would resuh in more overalJ environmental impacts than the proposed Project or uy of 
Cbe other altematives. 
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A poJ1ioo or the residential compooent would be L'l the krwland area of the 
lite ill close proximity to tbe Seal Beaeb Pauh and iD areas or hi&b liquefactiOD pocendal. 
This would expose ltnlctures ud Jaldcmts to sfpificaDt seismic safety risks. IDcJudiDJ 
lis1ts associated wJtb exlstinJ oD and ps pipelines whJcb ClOSS the fault m tbe JowlaDds 
ara. ID addition to exposinJilNCIUres and residents to sipificant seismic safecy risks, 
exumive roD remediation for bydroc.aJboo contamlnatioD would be requind to make die 
area suitable for ~identiaJ development. 1bis a.1temative differs from the proposed 
Project iD that DO residemiaJ llNCIUre& would be pe.rmiaed to be coostmctcd iD die 

"'. lowland uas under the HRSP. 

• 

Tbe comuucdoo of housinJ iD the JowJancl area ud the eliminatjoo of the 
colf' course would decrease tbe ability or rbe site to detaio and filler stormwater nmoft', 
whicb would adversely affect Wiler quality and ad to fJoodin& of residential areas. Tbe 
residential developmeot component would also aenerate up to four or five times the 
amouDt of traffic, three times the amount or air poDutants, .and up to three limes 1be . 
demand for public services and utilities u the proposed project. ID addition, a portioa of 
Gum Grove Park would be paded for residendaJ construcdoD, c:ausin& the loss of • 
portion of tbal historic eucalyptus rrove and potendaDy damaJinJ arcbeolo&ical resources 
ill the PaJk. Por all or these reasons. development or the propeny under the exist;. 
pDel'll plan Jand use desipations is considered iDfNSJble. • 

C. Altemative No. 1: Wetlands Mitiplioll Balk 

1. Summaa of AJ1ematlye 

. 1bis aJtemative cans for 86 acres of wetlancls to be restored, more thaD 
twice rbe acreqe of restored wetlands under the proposed project. Tbe wetlands would be 
laDd banked for future restoration by developers or other projects lhat impact wedaDd 
areas whe.re on--site mitiptiao Is liCit possible. No public aolf course would be 
CODStNCied. 1be DUmber or sinJ)e family residential units WOUld be increased to 150 mdts 
IDd 100 muJti..famDy residential UDiu would also be CODStrUCled for a toW of 250 
asideDtiaJ units overall. 1bese units would be located primarily oa the mesa area cllbe 
popeny, aJthouab a pon:ioD of the development would extend westward Into rbe JOwlud 
ma. Oil producdoo activities would continue Oil 46.6 acres n.ther thaD 28.2 acres • iD 
1he proposed Project. 1be teeradoDallcommerciaJ compooent and intespftltive cellW 
would be approximately the same u iD the proposed Project and Gum Grove Nature Put 
would be dedicared to tbe City of Sal B•cb. 

This ahmadve would provide for the peatest amount or land to be left iD • 
lis existiDJ condition and would have rbe potential 10 reSlOre tbe Jaraest acrap of 
saltwater marsh wetlands. However. these bene5ts • outwe1Jbed by aeveal faCialS. 
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Wetlands restoradoD OD the lite would be depeDdent on the existence or dev~t 
projects iD other areas that nquire off-site wetlands mmpt.ion. Unless and uDtil lbe 
wdlaDds bank is needed for such projects, the wetlands on the propert)' would nmaiD iD 
their severely degraded CODdidc:a 

1bis alternative would also preclude development or the public coli' course. 
'W.ftbout the aolt course, urbaD stormwaser nmoff would either flow di.redly iDto the 
wetlands l.l'al., impacting sensitive biological resources 1here, or be diverted from the 
wetlands area, resultiDg iD Jess filterlng or the JUooff &Del an iDcreased pol=tia1 for 
fJooding iD the residential compoaeot or the lowland area. 1be City would . a1Jo be 
deprived of the active recreational beoefits tba1 woUld be provided by the Jolf' course 
under the prcposed Project. . 

ID addition, the expanded residential component under this ahemadve, 
which was considered to be necessa.ry due to the laiJe percentage of the propeny that 
would be required to be left iD an undeveloped state, would resuh iD eoviroomealll · 

. ·impacts that are more severe than those iD the prcposed project. Approximately 40" 
more trip ends per day would be generated by this alternative than under the proposed 
projed. This alternative would produce approximately twice the air poDutants u the 
proposed project and would cause areater construction-related air quality impacts. WJtb 
the exception of water, this alternative would require approximately three times the 
amount of services, utiliUes and natural resources to construct and operate than tbe 
proposed project. Alternative No. l would present areater seismic hazards than lhe 
proposed Project due to the fact that residential units would be constructed on a ponion of 
the lowland ~ contai.n.ing soils which exhibit JU&h shrink and sweU capacity. '!bose 
units would also be located on soils contaminated with petroleum hyd.rocalbon residues 
which would require much more extensive remediatioD than what would be necessar,y for 
DOD-residential uses. :For all of these reasons, the Council finds Alternative No. 1 to be 
iDfeaD'blc. 

D. Alternative No. 2: 9-Hole Golf Course with Additional Wf#lands 

1. &ummm of Alternative 

1bis alternative was designed to increase the acreage of the restored we«l•ncJs 10 an 
IIDOUDt comparable with thal iD the Existin& GeDera1 PlaD Ahemadve, lut wid:a 
sipifica.ntly fewer residential units than c:aDed for in that alternative. Altema1ive No. 2 
would res10re 43 acres or wetlands, approximately 10 more acres thaD the pmposed 
Project. A 9-bole aolf' course on 65.6 acres would replace tbe proposed PJoject's 11-hole . 
re,culation JO]f course oa 1 a7 .S acres. 1be number or sin&Je family residential UDits 
would be increased to 90 units, and 60 multi-famDy residential units would a1ro be 
constructed for a total of ISO units. Tbe visitor-serving ~reationallcommerdal c:eater 
would contain tbe same amOUDt of square footage as the proposed Project, but would be 
buiJt on 1.4 acres rather than on 1.8 acrs. Oil production activities would cominue on 

• 
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47.2 acres Dtber dum 28.2 ICI'e5 iD the proposed Project. Gum GJove Nature Put wou1cl 
IJe dedicaled to the City. as iD the pJOPOSed PIOjecL 

This akematM Is consicleJed eDvironmentaDy superior to aD Giber 
lllemadves other thaD the No Project Ahemativt bocause or the iDcreased acraF 
available for wedan4 restoratica. However, It wou14 aenetate Jreller lmpacu thaD lbe 
proposed PIOject iD several OCber an:as. 1be resideutial compooeot would &eoerate 13 S 
·more vehicle trips u4 70S more air poUutants U. the pJOPOSed project, u4 would 
nqube twice the amount or public seJVic:a, uti.Uties IDCS resourcea. 1be ponkm ot lbe 
residential component Jocar.ed iD the lowlands area or the property would be subject tD 
similar seismic IDCS soD contamination Impacts u Ahemadve No.1. 1m additioD, this 
lllerna!ive would provide only a 9-hole public aolf' course, whicb would reduce the timited 
ncreational opponuruties afforded abe public iD compariioD 10 u 18-bole replatkm aoJf 
course. For these reasons. AJwnative No. 2 is found 10 be iDfeasJbJe. 

E. Ahemadve No. 3: Oft' site Wdland Mitipdaa 

1. Summaa or Ahematiye 

1bis alternative wouJ4 aUow for development or boCh a aolf' course &Del .. 
expancSed residential component by requirin& wetlands 10 be restored iD locations oft'-alte. 
Tbe developer wouJ4 be required to restore wetlands on one or four identifiecl areas 
acljaceut 10 the Santa ADa River at FaiMew ReJional Park or OD the Naval Wapom 
Station. AD 18-hoJe public aolf' course would be consttucted on 96.5 acres iD the JowJ&Dd 
area. 'lbe Dumber or sin&le famDy residential units would be increased 10 150 uaits, 
located primarily on the mesa but with a ponion extended west or the mesa- iDto tbe 
Jowlm:S area of the prc.pny. 1be visitor·servina recreational/commercial cemer would 
be the same square footaae u that or the proposed PIOject~ but would occupy 3.4 acres 
ather thaD 1.8 aaes. Oil producdcm activities would continue Oil 47.5 acrea rather diiD 
ca 28.2 acrea as iD the proposed PIOject. Gum Grove Nature Park would be dedicated 10 
1he City, as iD the pJDPOSCid Pm.Ject. 

1bis ahemllive would provide for hdh the restomkm or werlands, • orr
Ike loc:ltioas, and the coosuucdon or a fuU·sized public loll' eot.me. However, k waul4 
aM rise 10 impacts that are more JevCft th&D lbose or the proposed Projec:L Ahetnllive 
No. 3 would aenerate the hi&best amouDt or Ulffic amona aU the alternatives 01ber dllll 

• 

lbe &istin& General Plan l.a.rKI Use Desipation Ahemative, creadn& 55 S more vehide • 
trips per day IDCS llmost 18 S more air poUution than the proposed Project. II woukf l1lo 
aenente the need for approximateJy twice the amount or public services, utilities IDd 
IIIIUraJ resources. 1be portion of the residential component located iD the JowJands ma 
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or the property would be subject to similar seismic and aoU contamination impacts as 
Alternatives No. J and No. 2. In addition, au of the special intere• species on the lite, 
including the southern tarplant and Coulter's aoldfields, would be directly Impacted by 
this alternative, and off-site restoration may DOC be capable of providing the same deJfte 
of mitigation for these species as would 1D on-site restoration PJO&Dlll· For au of these 
reasons, this alternative is considered infeasible. 

V. STATE1tfENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS FOR 
THE HELUIAN RANCH SPECIFlC PLAN AND RELATED 
DISCRETIONARY AcrJONS 

The fotlowing Statement of Overriding Considentions iD connection wlrh 
the Hellman Rancb Specific Plan ("HR.SP") and related discretionary actions (c:oUec:tively 
referred to as the •Project•) is hereby adopted by the Seal Beach City Council \CounciJ•) 
pursuant to the requiremerns of the California Environmental Quality Act, Public . 
Resources Code section 21000 .clBQ... ("CSQA •). 

CEQA requires the decisionmaldng a&cncy to balance the economic, lepl, 
social, technologie2l or other benefits of a project a&ain• its unavoidable environmeatal 
ri.s1c.s 'f!hen determining whether to approve the project. If the benefits of the project 
outweigh the unavoidable adverse effects, those effects may be considered acccpabJe 
(CE.QA Guidelines section 1S093(a)). CEQA requires the agency to provide wriuen 
findings supporting the specific reasons for considering a project acceptable when 

. significant impacts are unavoidable. Such ttasons must be based on substantial evideace 
' in the EIR or elsewhere in the adm.inistrative ~rd (CEQA Guidelines section 1S093(b)). 

Those ttasons are provided in this Statement of Overriding Considel'ltions. 

The Council finds lhat the economic:, social or other benefits of the Pmjec:t 
CJUtweigb au of the Project's significant and unavoidable impacts discussed in Anicle m of 
the Statement of Pnvironmental Findings (attached to this resoJution as •E.xbfbit B") and 
any other remaining significant effects found to be unavoidable. In maldng this fincti.na, 
the Counc:il bas balanced the benefits of the Project against its unavoidable impacts IDd 
has indicated its willingness to accept those adverse impacts. 1be Councn finds. tbat tach 
one or the following benefits of the Project, indcpeodem or the other benefits, would 
wanant approval of lhe Project DOtWithstanding the unavoidable impacts or the Project. 

1be Pmject will restm 23.1 acres of saltwater wetlands and crute 9.7 
acres of freshwater wetlands. 'Ibe restoration wDl fuJfilJ tbe City's objective.ofimproving 
the quality of existing wetlands on the ·lite. Tbe existing saltwater wetlands have beeo 
severely degraded through fragmentation and contamination and retain little wetland value 
in their current .-ate. 1be restoration under the proposed Project would increase the 
bioJOJic and habitat values of these wetlands by JeStoriDg a fully functioning tidal 
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connection and CODSOlidarin& tbe wedauds iDto a saltwater musb ecosystem. SeDsfdve • 
• tpecles on the site would be translocated to the saltwite.r marsh lnd IU buffer uea. Tbe 

marsh wiD provide im}X)JtaDt nestina habitat for the BeldinJ's •vannah sparrow. It wD1 
also pn:wide habitat for shorebinls, beroDs, epets and ducks aDd wDl have liplficut 
forar;in& \'llue for the Calif'omla Jeast 11m. 1be saltwater marsb wm lleiYe U 1D 
im}X)nant bioJOJk:a! link iD the coastaJ musb eavbonmeots iD the ..p.. 

I'D addition to the saltwater marsh, the Project would CJelle a netwOJt f4 
six iDtercoonec:ted opeo wllerlfreshwater marsh areas OD the ab. These .,.. wiD 
provide hiJh-quality habitat for water fowl, beroos aDd e,reu u weD as pa.sseriDeL AD 
plant ~pedes associated with the manb areas wm ... Dative to couraJ Oranp Coull)' 
fresh•·ller or brackish water IDUibeL 

1'be restored and cra~ed wetlands wD1 be fUrther buffered from 
surroundinJ ulban environment by a public aolf course. The &olf course wiD provide 
over 100 additional acres of open space adjacent to and IJ'OUDd the wetlands ueas. It wiD · 
be consuve1ed aDd managed in an eovironmentaDy sensitive manner iD accordance wllh 
lbe pro}X)sed Environmental Mana&emem Plan. Out..of-play areas wm be planted with 
Dative ve&ewion which wm function as habitat zones and wiD enhance the habitat values 
of the marsh wedands system. 

1be co~s of the wetlands restoration propam wm be JU.I.1"IDUIOd by lbe • 
project applicant as a condition of approval, thus providinJ assurance that the JeStDJilicll 
propm wm be fUnded and that no public funds wm be required to ensure its compledoo. 
The aaltwller marsh wm be dedicated to a public or nonprofit IJeDC)' or otpnization for 
monitorinJ, maintenance and mana&ement if there is an appropriate lleDC)' wi1lin& to 
accept the conveyance. The freshwater areas wiD be mana&ed and mainta.iDed by lbe 
Hellman Ranch Reserve Golf' Course. Both the saltwater and freshwater marshes wUl be 
decfiCited as permanent wcclands and opeD IJ*e. 

B. Dedication of Gum Grove Nature PaJt 

1'be project app1icant wiD dedicate Gum Grove N11Ure Put to lbe City for 
cpn tpace and put purposes as put of the Project. 1be Put II a 10.2 acse bislaric 
euc:alyptus JfOVe which supports an abundance of wiJdlif'e and Is a ~ miptioe 11ap 
for tbe Monarch butlafJy. 1be Pllk also contaiDs aeveJI1 potentially imponiDt 
arcbeoloJic:al sites, lncludiDJ the site with the hi&best diversity of edmOJraphic material 
culture traJts of Ill the sites loca1ed OD the specific plan ptoperty (0RA·258). In ldd~ 
lbe Put pnMdes a buffer belweea exisdn& resideDtial deveJopmeat ud e~ oil 
extriCiioD ope.tllioDs. 

Currently. tbe Put is privately owned by the project appUCIDt ad II 
leased 10 the City on an annual basis. 1be c:ledic:a!ion of the Parle 10 tbe City as put of 1be • 
Project wW preserve the JancJ U I DI1W'e park iD petpeCUity. This dectication wW ICbieYe 
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oae or the specific JOils or the opea spacelrecreationfc:onse!VI1:ion element of the Seal 
&1ch General Plan and will also ensure that the unique archeoJo&ical resources iD the 
Patk ue left undistmbed. 

C. Open Space, Recreation aod Public Access 

The land use element of the Seal Beach Geaeral Plan identifies u 1111 

imponant aoaJ or the City •ao acquire and develop recreational facilities It strateJic 
Jocations throughout the Community. Because open land is rapidly being developed, 
acquisition or paJt sites sbould be accomplished 11 Jhe earliest date. • (Community Gaa1 
13). Tbe open spacelrecreation!cxmservation element simnarfy encourages the acquisitiaD 
and preservation of parkland, open space and recJeation ueas. 1be California Coastal AtJ. 
c:omains policies wrucb promote the protecdon and provision or public access IDd 
recrtational oppol'tlmities by private developers (sections 30213 and 30222). 

1be Project iDcJudes 178.5 acres of open space/recreational uses, over · 
7SS of the total project area. In addition 10 the 32.8 acre wedand restoration propm1 
and dedication of the 10.2 acre Gum Grove Narure Palt discussed above, the project 'Will 
devdop a 100.8acre public go1f course. 1be regulation-length 18-hole golf course 'Will be 
a public access course open for play to the general public on a year round basis, provktiDJ 
recmational opportunities in the coastal zone for residents and visitors. 1be Los Alamitos 
Rda.nting Basin will provide ao additional 34.7 acres of open space, although tbe ~pa.Ce is 
used for a specific pnpose. 

1be Project wm also greatly enhance public access to the coastal J'DDe. 

W'Jfh the exception of Gum Grove Park, the Project site is c:unently closed to the public. 
~ pan of the Project, the developer will provide public a~ss to the restored sahwller 
marsh by constructing a pedeS1Jian trail system along a portion of the marsh perimcu::r, 
which will include two observation areas for bird and wDdlife watching. This b'lil wDJ be 
funber linked to the San Gabriel River trail, lllowing regional a~ss to the ftstorlild 
wdlands. An intespretive center will be constructed by the developer adjaCCIJI to tbe 
wetlands and will provide information on the area's regional wetlancls, wildlife, l»oJOJY 
and Native American hisiOJy. 

D. Sustainable Deve1opmeat 

1be development planning areas of the Project have been desiped to 
permit the landowner to make JeaSOnabJe ecoaomic use or the property while mammzin& 
the property's open space IDd Uher environmental values. lbe ftsidential compooeat 'Will 
create 70 new units of housing ill the City. Unlike previous development proposals for lbe 
propeny, the residential units will DOt be rpn:ad out across the propeny but will be 
dusaered on J4.7 acres of the mesa area. 1be 6.7 acre golf course cJubhouse and facilities 
wiD be located immediately adjaamt to the residential component These developme:at 
areas are situated alonJ SeW Beach Boulevard, an exiS'linJ thoroua'hfare, and ue adjaccat 
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to tbe existiDJ MariDa BiD residential developme:aL The 1.1 am vlsitor-serviDJ 
nc!Utionallcommen:iaJ compoDeGt of Che propeft)' Is localed immediately adjaceat to 
Pacific Coast Hiabway. anorher m~ Chorouahfare in tbe City. 1be stdnJ and desip of 
the deveq,mc= compoorats will ensure land use compatibility wbDe limidD& tbe 
construcdoD of Dew urbaD lafrastrucm~ to existin& developed areas of tbe City. 

B. AeS!bedc Bellellrs 

Tbe Projett wm improve the aesthetics of the project Ike in 1 varieq. of 
ways. 1be propeny Is currently marked by opeo w~ veae&a.tioa oa the mesa, depaded 

... wetland areas in the lowlaDds, oD productioD ac:dvJties, Uli1iry poles IDd a ut.Dities accas 
. road ac10ss the lowlands mra, aon-opera1ina trln.Smissloa cowen, tbe n::mftiDtl of a 
detelict buDdiDJ by Pacific Coast Hiabway, and views of Industrial activides iD die 
distaDce. 

Under the Project, the depaded wedands wDI be restored to I funcdoalDa. 
saltwater wetland with replar tidal exc~~an&e, and approximately J 10 acres of low lads 
will be kept in ~ space as f~sbwater wetlands and a public aolf course. The utUit)' 
poles, utility access road and transmission towen wm be ranoved from the lite. 1'be 
derelict buDdinJ foundations oa PacJftc Coast Hiabway wilJ be replaced by a visitor 

• 

serving commercial facility, an inte~pfttive center, and space reserved for tbe relocatioD of • 
the 1920's vintap Krenwinkle House. 1be mesa wiD be developed accontin& to lbe 

· arclUtectural, landscape and desippidetines set foJ'th in the specific pliD and will iDcJude 
screenina from the road and omamental landscapinJ. Screen.inJ and buft'eri:nJ of oD 
production activJt.ies wm also be cruted duou&b the use of block walls and Jandsc:apiDa. 
1be views of industrial facilities iD the distance wm be screened by the re&idendiJ 
development streetscape. 1bese features of the Projett WW create I positive aesrbelic 
experience for residents and visitOD viewinJ the property and will visually impJove a 
si,mticant Jan" mra witiD City. 

P. Minimized Trlftic and Air Quality Impacrs 

'!'be City JderJtif'aed u an objec:dve of developmll'll OD the P.aopaty lad 
uses that would be sustainable, but that would resuh in minimal uamc· and air ·qoaUt:y 
impacts. Tbe ElR aDd ocher evideDce p~semed iD the record of these prcc:eediDp 
indicates that the Project wDl substant.ially reduce the DUmber or vehicle trips IDd lir 
emissions over that which could have been expecaed to occur UDder the exisdn& SpecJftC 
PJaD. 

G. J)eve]opmeat ciV'llltor·SeMnJ ComrneJdaJ aDd Recreatiae Pac:Dit.ies 

1be City also idended the development of visitor-servina commercial and • 
Jeereation facllides as u objective of tbe proposed Project. 1be HRSP provJdes for tbe 
development of a relatively small commen:iaJ area iD oae comer of the Propeny, u weD 
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as a ,olf course to be available for play by members of the public. In COMectiOD with lhe 
devebpmeut of plblicJy accessible trails and the restoration of depaded wetlands artaS, 
the Property on whicb the HRSP is located will become a sipificant visitor scrvi.DJ 
commercial and recreational an=a of the City. 

An analysis of projected City revenues and expenditures associated with lhe 
Project has indicated that the City wiD e.xperieuce ten successive years of annual surplus of 
between Sll,CXX> aDd $74,000 as a result of the Project, with a teo·year c:umulllive 
surplus of approximasely $603,000. - · 
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INTRODUCDQN 

SECTION 7.0 
PROJECT ALTERNA TIVFS 

Section IS 126(d) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines mandates that 
Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) evaluate alternatives to the proposed project which could 
feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project. Although it may not attain project objectives, 
these alternatives must also include a discussion of the No Project Alternative, to evaluate the 
potential environmental impacts of not approving the proposed project. This chapter describes 
five project alternatives, in addition to the proposed project evaluated earlier in Section 5.0 of 
this :EIR. This Section further assesses whether the five alternatives are capable of avoiding or 
reducing any of the significant adverse environmental impacts associated with the proposed 
project, and it identifies the most environmentally sensitive alternative. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND REJECTED 

The City of Seal Beach considered several alternatives for the purpose of exploring all feasible 
means of meeting project objectives while avoiding or minimizing the environmental impacts of 
the proposed project, including those to archeological resources, some of which are located on 
the mesa and in Gum Grove Nature Park. The residential component of the project is proposed 
for the mesa, and Gum Grove Nature Park is proposed to be dedicated to the City for 
preservation purposes. 

One alternative was to eliminate all residential development from the mesa and locate it 
elsewhere on the project site. This alternative was determined to be infeasible for a number of 
reasons. As discussed below in the Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative, a portion of 
the lowland golf course area lies above the Newport-Inglewood fault and significant lowland 
areas are also subject to serious soil liquefaction potential. In addition, some locations contain 
sump areas of hydrocarbon concentrations from adjacent oil production activities. The lowland 
areas are therefore unsuitable for residential development: indeed, these are among the reasons 
the City rejected the earlier proposal for the development of this area. Residential development 
would be possible in the Gum Grove Nature Park area, but relocating development there would 
conflict with the City's objective of permanently preserving the historic eucalyptus grove as a 
park, and would also cause impacts to several potentially important archaeological sites located 
in the grove that would be avoided if the grove were preserved as a park. Development in the 
area proposed for wetlands restoration/creation would preclude implementation of the .wetlands 
restoration/creation plan, which is one of the City's and the applicant's fundamental objectives 
of the proposed project. Therefore, it was determined that residential development could not 
be relocated in the lowlands consistent with the project's conservation goals and objectives. 

A second alternative that was considered as a means of avoiding impacts to important 
archeological sites was the reduction of the total number of residential units proposed for 
development. However, it was determined that impacts to archeological sites on the mesa would 
occur even if the number of residential units were reduced. Development of the proposed golf 
course would require use of substantial amounts of soil from the mesa area to balance the 
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7.0 ·Project Altemativ• 

grading on the project site. Therefore, reducing the number of units would not achieve the 
purpose of avoiding impacts to cultural resources on the mesa as those sites would be impacted 
. reaardless of the number of units developed. 

The alternative of reducing density was also considered to be economically infeasible. 
Substantial expenditures are required to meet the conservation goals and objectives of the 
project. These goals and objectives include: 

• Restoration of dearaded wetland areas. 

• Preservation of Gum Grove Nature Park and dedication to the City. 

• Preservation of cultural resource sites, to the extent feasible. 

• Preservation of open space, to the extent feasible. 

• Minimal traffic and air quality impacts 

• Development of visitor-serving commercial and recreation facilities. 

The creation and restoration of the wetlands will involve construction and engineering costs 
totalling approximately $3,000,000. At the same time, the remaining areas of the property 
provide limited opportunities for revenue generation. Gum Grove Nature Park would be 
dedicated to the City for preservation in perpetuity. The proposed public golf course alone 
would not be capable of generating sufficient revenue to fund the wetland creation/restoration. 
Golf courses of this type are generally unable to produce a surplus of revenue after accounting 
for the costs of constructing improvements, on-going maintenance and operations costs, and a 
reasonable rate of return on investment, even without calculating land costs. A residential 
component is therefore required for the project to generate the revenue necessary to meet its 
conservation goals and objectives. Based on projected costs and returns, it was determined that 
development of 70 single-family units represents the minimum number of units feasible that 
would allow for both a reasonable return and the attainment of the conservation/recreation uses 
contemplated in the proposed Hellman Ranch Specific Plan. A Reduced Density Alternative was 
eliminated from further consideration as economically infeasible and unable to fulfill the City's 
and the applicant's objectives. 

A third alternative considered by the City and the applicant was an option of redesigning or 
•clustering• the ·proposed residential units so as to avoid important archeological sites on the 
mesa. As with the Reduced Density Alternative, however, this Alternative would not be capable 
of avoiding impacts to archeological sites on the mesa due to the grading complexities of the 
entire project. In addition, in order to avoid incompatibility with adjacent lower density 
residential development to the south, a high density clustered development would bave to be 
located on the northern portion of the mesa, there by unavoidably impactiJlg imponant 
archeological sites. The Cluster Alterative was also found to be economically infeasible 
inasmuch as the project's housing product analysis has indicated that the market would not 
support a higher density development while also allowing for wetlands creation/restoration • 
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7.0 - Project Alternatives 

preservation of Gum Grove Nature Park, and development of public recreational uses. For these 
reasons, the Clustered Alternative was not considered further. 

In addition to alternatives relating to cultural resources, the City considered an alternative that 
involved commercial rather than residential development on the mesa. This Alternative was not 
developed in the context of avoiding or mitigating a particular significant environmental impact. 
In November 1990, an Advisory Committee appointed by the City Council recommended a 
concept plan for the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan. This plan would have limited development 
for commercial uses to the mesa area along Seal Beach Boulevard, above the ten (10) foot 
contour level on the project site, which would have also impacted important cultural resource 
sites, as well as created additional impacts of traffic and air quality. Also recommended was 
that the commercial area have a SO foot buffer from the existing residential areas along Seal 
Beach Boulevard and a 100 foot buffer from the Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone (Seal Beach 

·Fault), and that all current City development standards for commercial areas be adhered to for 
future commercial development. The approximate mix and types of commercial uses were to 
be determined by the City Council. In addition, the Advisory Committee recommended that the 
remainder of the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan area, including those portions of the Hellman 
Ranch ares which were "not a part" of the Mota Development proposals, be proposed for open 
space uses for the use and enjoyment of the community. Such uses would include, but not be 
limited to the following: wetlands, parks and recreation facilities, and golf course. The City 
Council decided not to pursue the Advisory Committee's concept plan as a project alternative 
because of their concerns that the proposed concept plan would increase traffic in the vicinity 
of the Hellman Ranch project site, create increased noise and air pollutants from commercial 
land uses and would be incompatible with the existing residential uses to the south of the 
Hellman Ranch site. 

PRIMARY PROJECT ALTERNAIIVFS 

The five alternatives considered for the project are: 

• No Project Alternative 

• Existing General Plan Land Use Designations Alternative 

• Alternative No. 1: Wetlands Mitigation Bank 

• Alternative No. 2: 9-Hole Golf Course, Additional Wetlands 

• Alternative No. 3: Offsite Wetlands Mitigation 

In addition to the No Project Alternative, this Section discusses project alternatives which would 
allow for the development of land uses called for by the existing City General Plan for the 
Hellman Ranch property that was approved by the City in 1990 which would allow for the 
development of up to 329 dwelling units. Other alternatives discussed would modify the land 
use configurations of some land uses within the Specific Plan (Alternatives No. 1, 2 and 3). 
Table 7-1 provides a comparative land use summary for each of the five project alternatives . 
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7.0 - Project AJtematives 

ALTERNATIVE NO. 1: WETLAND$ MITIGADON BANK 

DESCRIPI10N OF ALTERNATIVE NO. 1: WETLANDS MITIGATION BANK 

I ., 
As shown on f:igure 7-2. this Alternative increases the number of sin&le family residential units f 
to ISO units. In addition, 100 multi-family residential units would be constructed for a total of 
2SO residential units overall. No public golf course would be constructed as part of this J 
Alternative. A 16,100 square foot visitor/recreation center would be constructed which is the 
same size as the one called for under the proposed project. A 3,900 square foot interpretive 
center would also be developed as included in the proposed project. This Alternative also calls f 
for 86 acres of wetlands to be developed on the project site, more than twice the number of 
acres of wetlands under the proposed project. The wetJands would be land banked for use by 
other projects that impact wetland areas where on·site mitiaation is not possible. Oum Grove J 
Nature Park would be dedicated to the City of Seal Beach. Oil production activities would 
continue on 46.6 acres rather than 28.2 acres as in the proposed project. 

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE NO. 1: WETLANDS MITIGATION BANK 

Land Use 

Under this Alternative, up to 2SO residential units would be built on the project site versus the 
70 residential units under the proposed project. Amendments to the Land Use, Open 
Space/Recreation/Conservation, Bicycle Route, Housing, Circulation and Noise Elements of the • 
City's General Plan would need to be adopted to bring this Alternative into conformity with the 
General Plan. Amendments would also be needed to the existing Hellman Ranch Specific Plan 
(zoning) and Riverfront Redevelopment Project to bring this Alternative into conformity with 
these plans. The State Lands Specific Plan would also have to be repealed since the land 
governed by this Specific Plan would become a part of and be governed by Alternative No. 1. 
A· Development Aareement and subdivision maps would also have to be approved for this 
Alternative. A new Coastal Development Permit would also have to be obtained for this 
Alternative. 

No golf course would be developed as part of this Alternative so some of the recreational 
opportunities that would be created by the proposed project would not be created by Chis 
Alternative. Eiahty-six (86) acres of wetlands would be restored on the project site versus the 
32.8 acres as part of the proposed project. The wetlands area would be land banked for.use by 
other projects that impact wetland areas where on-site mitigation is not possible and off-site 
miti&ation is reqUired. Therefore, greater opportunities for area residents to enjoy the benefits 
of these wetlands would be created by this Alternative than by the proposed project. 1bis 
Alternative also would provide for the dedication of the same amount of acreaae for Gum Grove 
Nature Park as would the proposed project, although fewer recreation benefits would be created 
by this Alternative since no golf course would be developed. 
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7.0 • Project Alternatives 

BloluJcal Besoums 

Under Alternative No. 1, depending on ultimate restoration plan, there may be significant • 
construction impacts to wetland resources and special interest species includina the southern 
tazplant, Beldina's savannah sparrow and burrowina owl. However, mitiaation would be 
provided to reduce the lona-tenn impacts to these plant and animal species to below a level of 
significance. Assuming successful wetland restoration, this Alternative provides the Jaraest 
increase in saltwater marsh restoration, which is anticipated to provide improved habitat for the 
Belding's savannah sparrow and potential foraaing habitat for the California least tern. The 
overall benefits to wildlife habitat under this Alternative are considered superior to the proposed 
project. . 

Uydrolgy and Water Quality 

Potential impacts. related to hydrology under Alternative No. 1 would be greater than those 
described for the proposed project. Under the proposed project, drainage plans call for the use 
of the golf course area to detain storm flows from the lowlands area, and in some cases 
developed areas on the mesa, until peak flows to the Los Alamitos Retarding Basin have passed. 

· Under Alternative No. 1, a Jarae portion of the lowlands area would be dedicated to wetland 
uses, thereby reducing amount of land available to receive urban runoff due to the presence of 
sensitive biological resources in the wetlands area. During periods of heavy rain, stormwater 
flows from the developed portions of the project site to the Basin may surpass existing flows and 
exceed the capacity of the Basin, thereby increasing the potential for flooding in the adjacent 
lowland area. This would could create a significant impact if flood control measures provided • 
to protect homes in the lowland area were to fail. 

Soils. Geolocv and Mineral Resources 

Under Alternative No.I, impacts associated with mineral resources and seismicity would be 
similar to those described for the proposed project. Impacts assoclatecl with development of 
structures on soils with high shrink swell capacity would be areater under Alternative No.I than 
anticipated under the proposed project due to the westward extension of development, with a 
portion of the residential development occurring in the lowland area of the project site. Soils 
in the Myford Series and Bolsa Series west of the mesa exhibit high shrink swell capacity 
because they contain deep organic silt and clay deposits. Development over these soils is 
feasible, but would require substantially greater treatment during grading and construction to 
reduce the possibility of extensive foundation problems. 

Soils in the Bolsa Series on the lowlands area of the site are better suited for the wetland and 
existing oil production uses proposed under Alternative No. 1 than for structures proposed as 
part of the proposed golf course due to flooding potential and low strength of these soils. 
'lberefore, under Alternative No. 1, impacts due to soil constraints are anticipated to be less than 
under the proposed project as amendments to the soil to support golf course related structures 
uses would not be required. 
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7.0- Project Alternatives 

Hazardous Materials 

Potential impacts to residential uses from contaminated soils under Alternative No.1 would be 
greater than under the proposed project. Under Alternative No.I, residential development is 
proposed over soils contaminated with petroleum hydrocarbon residues. Remediation of these 
soils must be compatible with residential development and completed prior to construction of the 
residential structures. 

Potential impacts to residential uses from existing oil production facilities would be greater under 
Alternative No.1 than those described for the proposed project. Under Alternative No.I, 
proposed residential development would be in close proximity to active oil wells. Development 
under these conditions would require additional safety/fire protection measures and setbacks to 
be approved by the Orange County Fire Authority. 

Parks, Recreation apd Open Space 

Under Alternative No. 1, Gum Grove Nature Park would be dedicated to the City of Seal Beach 
as a nature park. The City would continue to lease the Los Alamitos Retarding Basin for open 
space and potential recreation opportunities. Gum Grove Nature Park would be reconfigured 
and extended slightly to the east, although its size would remain 10.2 acres. A community 
center would be provided. Under this Alternative, ISO single family dwelling and 100 multi
family dwellings units are proposed and would contain approximately S2S and 220 people 
respectively. The City of Seal Beach has a standard of S acres of parkland for each 1,000 
people ·which is currently not being met. This Alternative would create a demand for 
approximately three and a quarter (3. 75) acres of new parkland. This standard would be met 
under Alternative No. 1 as a result of the permanent dedication of Gum Grove Nature Park to 
the City of Seal Beach. Under Alternative No. 1, a golf course would not be constructed. 

i Instead, 86 acres of the site would be used as a wetlands mitigation bank for other development 
projects. Trails and viewpoints for the public could be developed as part of this mitigation bank, 
although public access would not be required. Alternative No. I would offer the same 
dedication of Gum Grove Nature Park as the proposed project and Alternatives No. 2 and 3. 
It would not provide restoration of the saltwater wetlands simultaneously with project 
construction and would not guarantee public trail access to view the wetlands as in the proposed 
alternative. However, the impacts of Alternative No. 1 related to parks, recreation and open 
space would be less than significant because of the dedication of Gum Grove Nature Park. 

Aesthetics 

Under Alternative No. 1, Gum Grove Nature Park would be reconfigured and extended slightly 
to the east, although the size would remain at 10.2 acres. Other than this reconfiguration, the 
Park and the Los Alamitos Retarding Basin would be unchanged from existing conditions and 
would continue to be used as a nature park and open space, respectively. Mineral production 
would continue as it currently exists on the project site. Residences would occupy a larger 
portion· of the site, extending to the west, than under the proposed project. t=ighty-six acres in 
the western portion of the property wouJd be used a wetlands mitigation bank for other projects. 
The sensitive viewers in the west portion of the Marina Hill development would look out over 
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7.0 - Project Alternatives .. 

the wetlands mitigation bank area and continue to have an open view to the mineral production 
area in the north. Views from the Oakwood Apartments would chanae from an open view of 
the existing depded wetlands to a view of the screened and landscaped commercial area. 'lbe 
sensitive viewers in the northeast portion of the Marina Hill development would have views of 
the backyards of new residences. 1be residential development along Seal Beach Boulevard and 
walls alan& the highway would be screened with landscapina. Aesthetic impacts of Alternative 
No. 1 would be similar to the proposed project except that sensitive viewers from Marina Hill 
and Gum Grove Nature Park would have views of residences and wetlands instead of a plf 
course. Restoration of the mitigation area could take place over a longer period of time as other 
developers contract to use the area for mitiption. Therefore, it could be a longer period of time 
before the entire area is restored than under other alternatives. In Alternative No. 2, both plf 
course and wetlands restoration, and in Alternative No. 3 the golf course, will be constructed 

.... by the developer. However, the aesthetic impacts of Alternative No. 1 would be below a level 
of significance. This because the new residential development would be compatible in scale and 
chanider with the existing adjacent development and the view of the wetland area would be 
. considered a similar or improved view in comparison to the existing degraded wetland area. 

Cultural Resources 

Alternative No. 1 would result in grading and construction on the Hellman Ranch site, which 
would result in potentially sipificant adverse impacts to paleontological formations and which 
could result in unearthing previously unknown subsurface historic resources. These potential 
impacts could be substantially mitigated, to below a level of significance, based on mitigation 
measures CR-1, CR-2 and CR-12 described earlier in Subsection 5.8. (Cultural Resources) in 
Section 5.0 of this EIR. 

Grading and construction under this Alternative would occur in approximately the same areas 
on the Hellman Ranch site as under the proposed project, with the exception of the golf course 
which would not be developed under Alternative No. 1. Therefore, depending on the specific 
layout of land uses under this Alternative, it is possible one or two important archeological sites 
on the Hellman Ranch site would not be directly affected under Alternative No. 1. However, 
this Alternative would result in direet adverse impacts on some, and maybe all, of the important 
archeoJoiical sites on the Hellman Ranch site similar to the proposed project. This would be 
a significant adverse impact under Alternative No. 1 that could be partially mitigated based on 
measures CR-3 to CR-11 described earlier in Subsection 5.8 of Section 5.0 of this EIR. 
However, the impacts of Alternative No. 1 on these important archeological resourCes cannot 
be mitigated to below a level of significance and would·remain a significant unavoidable adverse 
impact under thi5 Alternative • 

TranspHtation and Circglatlqg 

'lbe trip generation rates utilized in the Alternative No. 1,2 and 3 analyses are provided in Table 
7-6. This includes a trip generation rate for multi-family residential units based on the Institute 
of Transportation Engineers .(ITE). These trip generation rates have been used to project the 
number of AM and PM peak hour and daily trips for the proposed land uses under these three 
alternatives. 
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TABLE 7-6 
TRIP GENERATION RATES 

PEAK HOUR 

AM PM 

LAND USE UNITS• IN OUT IN OUT DAILY 

Single-Family DU 0.19 0.55 0.66 0.35 9.55 
Detached Residential2 

Multi-Family Residential2 DU 0.09 0.42 0.43 0.20 6.47 

'UolfCoursr Hole 2.67 0.55 1.75 1.61 37.59 

Visitor/Ret. Comm.' TSF 1.06 0.49 2.34 2.08 51.78 

Community Facility TSF 0.79 0.39 0.53 0.56 14.40 
(Interpretive Center Museum)' 

. 

Wetlands' AC 0.10 0.10 0.20 0.20 5.00 

Source: R.K.JK, 1996 

1 

2 

, 

DU • dwelling units 
TSF • 1bousand square feet 
AC • acres 

Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers {ITE), Trip Generation, Fifth Edition, 1991, Land 
Use Category 210, 220 and 430b . 

Austin-Foust Associates, Inc., Dana Point General Plan Traffic Analysis, January, 1991. 

San Diego Association of Governments (SANDA G). 
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7.0. Project Alteraatives ' 

Alternative No. 1 would generate 3,400 trip-ends per day with 215 vehicle trips during the AM 
peak hour and 325 vehicles trips during the PM ptak hour, as shown in Table 7-7. This . 
Alternative would generate more trips during the AM and PM peak hours and on a dally ~ 
than the proposed project which will generate 2,390 daily trips. 

As shown in Table 7-8, Alternative No. 1 contributes greater amounts of traffic than the 
proposed project and Alternative No. 2, but Jess than Alternative No. 3. Alternative No. 1 
would also generate greater amounts of traffic than the No Project Alternative but Jess than 
development of the existing Hellman Ranch General Plan Alternative. Trip generation for the 
proposed project and Alternatives Nos. 1, 2 and 3 is shown in Table 7-8. The Year 2000 dally 
traffic volume for cumulative conditions with the project and the three alternatives wu calculaled 
u shown in Table 7-9. Based on the project trip generation, trip distribution and traffic 
assignment, Year 2000 dally cumulative traffic volumes were projected for the project and these 
three alternatives. The average daily traffic contribution for the proposed project and the three 
lltematives is shown in Table 7-10. 

Air Quality 

Under Alternative No. 1, short term construction-related activities would result in the release 
of approximately 286.27 pounds per day (lbslday) of pollutants or 63.73 lbslday more emissions 
than the proposed project (see Table 7-5). Only one of the four modeled constituents exceeds 
State per day standards and that is Noa. The State construction standard for Noa is 100 lbslday 
and the mocleled Noa emissions are projected to be 211.13 lbslday. This quantity of Noa, 
211.13 lbslday, is approximately 47.08lbslday more Noa emissions than the proposed project. 
This increued amount of Noa can be attributed to the larger residential component designed into 
this Alternative. Because construction emissions standards are exceeded for N()&, short term air 
quality impacts for Alternative No. 1 itself would be considered significant even after applying 
mitigation measures recommended by the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD). Further, because the site exists in a non-attainment area within the SCAB, any 
additional contribution of new emissions to the region would be considered significant. 

Under Alternative No. 1, long term operations-related impacts would result in the release of 
approximately 6.8 lbslday of pollutants or approximately 3.81 more lbslday than the p1oposed 
project (see Table 7-4). No State per day operating emission standards would be exceeded by 
Alternative No. 1. The greater quantity of air emissions released from Alternative No. 1 can 
be attributed to the higher density of dwelling units and the subsequent higher motor Yebicle 
contributions. Therefore, operating conditions for Alternative No. 1 itself would fall below a 
level of significtnc:e. However, because the site exists in a non-attainment ama within the 
SCAB, any additional contribution of new emissions to the repon would be considered 
significant. To assist the reader, Table 7-5 provides a summary of the emissions generated 
under Alternative No. 1 and compares it to the other project alternatives. 

e1 
I 
[ 

Under Alternative No. 1, existing noise levels on the east part of the site where residential uses 
are p:oposed currently exceed 60 and 6S dBA CNEL. Therefore, Alternative No. 1 would 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 
. Pap7-20 

HeDman RIDcb Spedftc PliD 

[ 

[ 

[ 

( 

[ 

ttr: 
r: 



] 

] 

] 

]· 

] 

] 

• 
J 
J 
] 

] 

J 

TABLE 7-7 
ALTERNATIVE 1 TRIP GENERATION 

PEAK HOUR1 

LAND USE 

DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNITS2 

Single-Family 150.00 DU 
Detached Residential 

Multi-Family Residential 100 DU 

Visitor/Rec. Comm. 16.1 TSF 

Community Facility 3.9 TSF 
(Interpretive Center 
Museum) 

Wetlands 86.00 AC 

TOTAL 

Source: RKJK, 1996 

1 

2 

4 

All peak hour trips rounded to the nearest 5. 

OU • dwelling units 
TSF • thousand square feet 
AC • acres 

All daily trips rounded to the nearest 1 0. 

NOM • Nominal (less than 5) 

~\ 

AM PM 

IN OUT IN 

30 85 100 

10 40 45 

15 10 40 

5 NOM4 NOM 

10 10 15 

70 145 200 

OUT OAILY1 

65 1,430 

20 650 

35 830 

NOM 60 
-· 

15 430 

125 3,400 



TABLE7-8 
TRIP GENERATION COMPARISON • 

PEAK HOUR' 

AM PM 

LAND USE 
ALTERNATIVE IN OUT IN OUT DAILY' 

Proposed Project 10 65 120 85 2,390 

Alternative 1 70 145 200 126 3,400 

Alternative 2 70 85 150 100 2.700 

Altemative 3 116 110 200 145 3,720 

• Source: RKJK, -1896 

All peak hour trips rounded to the nearest 5. 

All daily trips rounded to the nurest 10. 

-I 
• 
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TABLE 7-8 
YEAR 2000 AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

OAIL Y TRAFFIC VOLUMES UN 1,000'S) 

SCENARIO 

ROADWAY PROPOSED ALT.1 ALT.2 ALT.3 

Seal Beach Blvd. 
• N/0 Westminster Ave. 43.6 43.9 43.7 44.0 
• S/0 Westminster Ave. 29.2 29.7 29.4 29.7 
• N/0 Pacific Coast Hwy. 21.2 21.6 21.3 21.6 

Pacific Coast Highway 
• N/0 Westminster Ave. 37.5 37.7 37.6 37.8 
• N/0 Seal Beach Blvd. 42.9 43.2 43.0 43.3 
• Sto Seal Beach Blvd. 46.0 46.1 46.0 46.2 

Westminster Ave. 
• W/0 Seal Beach Blvd. 22.9 23.0 22.9 23.0 
• E/0 Seal Beach Blvd. 23.0 23.2 23.1 23.2 

Bolsa Ave. 
• W/0 Seal Beach Blvd. 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 

Main St. 
• N/0 Pacific Coast Hwy. 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 

Source: RKJK, 1996 

• I 
j 

J 
• 

• 
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TABLE 7·10 
AVERAGE DAILY PROJECT TRAFFIC CONTRIBunGN • DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES UN 1 OO'St 

SCENARIO 

ROADWAY PROPOSED ALT. 1 ALT.2 ALT.3 

Seal Beach Blvd. 
• N/0 Westminster Ave. 600 800 700 100 
• S/0 Westminster Ave. 800 1,300 1,000 1,300 
• N/0 Pacific Coast Hwy. 700 1,100 800 1,100 

Pacific Coast Highway 
• N/0 Westminster Ave. 400 800 &00 700 
• N/0 Seal Beach Blvd. 800 1,100 800 1,200 
• S/0 Seal Beach Blvd. 400 &00 400 800 

Westminster Ave. . 
• W/0 Seal Beach Blvd. 200 300 200 300 
• E/0 Seal Beach Blvd. 300 500 •oo 500 

Bolla Ave. 
• W/0 Seal Beach Blvd. 100 100 100 100 

Main St. 
• N/0 Pacific Coast Hwy. 100 100 100 100 

Source: RKJK, 1996 

• 
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7.0 ·Project Alternatives 

result in a potentially significant adverse noise impact prior to mitigation. However, sound 
walls, mechanical ventilation and other noise reduction techniques would reduce onsite noise 
levels at the proposed residential units to below a level of significance. Alternative No. 1 would 
result in onsite traffic noise impacts on proposed residential uses similar to the proposed project 
and the other project alternatives. It is anticipated that the traffic noise impacts created under 
Alternative No. l could be mitigated to below a level of significance, with the exception of high 
single-event noise levels from helicopter overflights. More residences would be exposed to 
helicopter overflight noise than would under the proposed project. 

Alternati¥e No. 1 would result in similar significant unavoidable adverse impacts compared to 
the proposed project and the other build alternatives related to helicopter noise that would be 
experienced by the proposed onsite residential units near Seal Beach Boulevard. · 

Table IS in Appendix L of this EIR shows CNEL dBAs at 100 feet from the centerline of roads 
in the study area for the proposed project and this Alternative. The noise level along Main 
S~ west of Pacific Coast Highway for Interim Year 2000 would be 60.6 dBA CNEL at 100 
feet from centerline, which is one dBA CNEL greater than predicted noise levels for this 
Alternative. Predicted noise levels for other roads in the vicinity of the project site do not vary 

-between the proposed project and this Alternative by more than 0.1 dBA CNEL. These 
differences are minimal and below a generally perceptible level. Some existing offsite noise 
sensitive receptors currently experience high noise levels such as the residential uses south of 
the project site. The Alternative would incrementally increase traffic levels and the associated 
noise levels in these areas. However, these offsite increases in noise levels attributable to this 
Alternative ar.e anticipated to be minimal and below a level of significance • 

Populati011 and Houslna 

Populatioa. At buildout, Alternative No. 1 would provide ISO single family detached housing 
units and 100 multiple family attached housing units. At 3.50 persons per single family unit and 
1.8 persons per multi-family unit, these dwellings could add 70S residents to the City of Seal 
Beach. This increase represents 20 percent of population growth projected for the City and 0.1 
percent of the population increase anticipated in the County over the SCAG forecast period. 
Therefore, this impact would fall below a level of significance because the population to be 
added to the City is well within the population projections for the City of Seal Beach. 

Employment. At buildout, Alternative No. 1 would provide 16,100 square feet of commercial 
space, but no golf course/clubhouse complex. This non-residential development on the site could 
support 2S jobs.· This employment represents one percent of job growth projected for the City 
over the SCAG forecast period. Consequently, employment related impacts would fall below 
a level of significance. 

JobsiBousbJ& Ratio. At buildout, Alternative No. 1 would contribute more housing (250 units) 
than jobs (25) to the City of Seal Beach. Given that the City is in a jobs rich/housing poor 
region, AlfrZDalive No. 1 would have a small but beneficial effect on the jobs-housing ratio in 
the J1llion. • 
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7.0 - Project AJtemativ• 

Low/Moderate Income Houslaa. The pricing of new hoUsing units at the site will be dependent 
on market conditions at the time of development. However, Jiven that Alternative .No. 1 
proposes to provide an ranae of attached and detached housing, it is possible that some • 
will be affordable to low or moderate income households, thereby assistina the City in m 
its regional housing needs for affordable housing. Further, provisions have been incorponlted 
in the General Plan Housing Element to provide for low-income housina needs elsewhere in the 
City (including part of the future development portions of the site i.e., Planning Area 9). For 
this reason, it is thought that the effects on the provision of low/moderate income housing would 
be below a level of significance. 

Coasistency wltb SCAG ReaJoaal Growth Forecasts. The level of development anticipated at 
the project site in the current City of Seal Beach General Plan, which was adopted in 1990, is 
more intense than called for under Alternative No. 1 because the current General Plan allows 
for the development of up to 329 single famUy units on the site. Therefore, population, housing 
and employment growth under Alternative No. I would not exceed the &rowth forecast under 
SCAG's regional growth forecasts. Consequently, this impact would fall below a level of 
sigruficance. 

pgbllc Servkes and Utilities 

Alternative No. 1 would result in more demand for public services and utilities compared to the 
proposed project because it includes more residential units. Alternative No. 1 does not include 
a golf course and would not create as much of a demand for water as the proposed project which 
includes an 18-hole golf course. After mitigation, sufficient public services and utilities would 
be available to serve the land uses proposed by this Alternative. Therefore, the impacts of. 
Alternative related to public services and utilities would be below a level of significance. 

EQem and Natural Resources 

· Under Alternative No. 1, a total of 250 dwelling units are ptoposed, which is 180 dwelling units 
more than the proposed project. Therefore, energy consumption and the demand on natural 
resources under Alternative No. 1 will be areater than under the proposed project. Since 

-sufficient supplies of erlerJY and natural resources are available in the region, impacts related 
to natural resources and eneray under this Alternative are anticipated to be below a level of 
signifiamce. This is because the amounts of fuel, eneiJY and buildin& materials required to 
construct and operate land uses under this Alternative are small compared to the amount of the 
demandinthe~. . 

Repnk 

Under this Alternative, the potential hazards related to the transport of crude oil, transport of 
hazardous materials and disaster emergency plans would be essentially the same as under the 
proposed project. Therefore, these impacts would be less than signifiamt since no pater 
exposure to hazards will be created by this Alternative than under the proposed project. 
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7.0- Project Alternatives 

SUMI\IARY OF ALTERNATIVE NO. 1 

Ability of Alternative No. 1 to Meet ProJect Goals or City ObJectives 

Alternative No. 1 would meet most but not all project goals and objectives. This Alternative 
would partially reduce the acreage designated for residential use and the number of units 
currently designated in the City's existing General Plan for the Hellman Ranch property. 
However this Alternative would not reduce the number of units or minimize traffic and air 
quality impacts as greatly as the proposed project. This Alternative is also not as responsive 
to community concerns about the Hellman Ranch property since so many homes would still be 
developed. 

Summm of tbe Environmental Impacts of Alternative No. 1 

Amendments. to the City General Plan Elements, the Riverfront Redevelopment Project, the 
_existing Hellman Ranch Specific Plan and the State Lands Specific Plan would be required. A 
new Coastal Development Permit would be needed. No golf course would be developed as part 
of this Alternative, so fewer recreational benefits would be created. Significant impacts to 
wetland resources and special interest species would be created by this Alternative but it would 
P.fOvide the largest increase in saltwater marsh restoration of any of the alternatives considered 
for this project. Since no golf course would be constructed to serve as a filter for runoff water, 
the wetlands to be constructed may receive urban runoff, adversely impacting these wetlands. 
Homes built in the lowlands would also be subject to periodic flooding if the Los Alamitos 
retarding basin overflows during heavy storm events. Structures built in the lowlands will also 
be subject to high shrink swell conditions found in soils in this area. Residential development 
would also occur over soils contaminated with petroleum hydrocarbon residues and more 
residents would be developed in close proximity to existing oil production facilities, gas and oil 
pipelines. 

The existing Gum Grove Nature Park would be dedicated to the City. Eighty-six acres of the 
site would be used as a wetlands mitigation bank for other development projects .. As a bank, 
however, it would not guarantee restoration of wetlands simultaneously with project construction 
nor public trail access to view the wetlands as would occur with the proposed project. Sensitive 
viewers from Marina Hill and Gum Grove Nature Park would have views of residences and 
wetlands instead of a golf course as they would with the proposed project. This Alternative may 
also impact paleontological formation and up to 7 significant archeological sites. This 
Alternative would contribute a greater amount of traffic than tbe proposed project would since 
2SO residential Units would be constructed versus 70 residential units by the proposed project. 
This Alternative would generate approximately two times the operational air pollutants as the 
proposed project. A greater number of homes would be exposed to noise from helicopter 
operations and from Seal Beach Boulevard than by the proposed project since higher density 
multi-family units would abut this roadway. However, highway noise could be mitigated by use 
of proper noise attenuation measures. This Alternative would require three times ·the amount 
of services, utilities and natural resources to construct and operate than the proposed project. 
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TABLE 7-2 
COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT 

ALTERNATIVES FOR THE HELLMAN RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN 

I 
Existing General 

En'firenmental Proposed No Projed Plan Land Use I Alternali.e I Alta:Mti'fe I Altenati.e 
Effect ' Pro jed Alternati'fe Designatiom No. I No. 2 No. 3 

AlternatiYe 

Lind Use I 2 2 2 2 2 2 

2 1 2 2 2 2 
~~~~~.»-:~?..!:~.~~X\-!-»!•>":0 

2 

If 
Hazardous Mlterials 2 I 2 2 2 2 

r.rts. Recreation and 2 1 2 2 2 2 

Aesthetics 2 2 2 2 2 

ad Cin::ulatioa 

2 2 2 2 2 

HIIJ'JUds 2 1 2 2 2 

J..eand" 

I. No illlpiCt or below a level of significance without mitigation. 
2. Impact that em~ be mitigated to below a level of significance. 
3. Impact that cumot be mitigated to below a level of significance. 

Source: P&:D Consultants. Inc. 
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Plupuse.t 
Bela .... (I) Prejed 

Sf Residential 70 

Mf Residential ' 0 

GolfCoane II Holes 

Visitor/ 16,100 .. ft 
Recreation 

lnferpleti¥8 Caller 3,900 

w .... 30-=nt 

City Parcel 1.4-=nt 

Service eo..rcial 0 

Miatnl Productioal 
fabn Developlnent 28.2-=nt 
.... . P..t 10.2-=nt 

Flood CODtlol ... 34.7 ICnll 

Weca.da.tina 0 

Weca-1 Mitiplioa 0 
Offsite 

[I) Sf • Siqle-Family Residential 
MF • Multi-flllllily Residential 
N/ A • Not ..,.icable 

• • • I ,I I I ot. I 

TAB1..8 7-1 
COMPARATIVE LAND USE SUMMARY 

Ellistillt GfMI1II 
No l'lanLandUse 

Prejed ~ Alten.tift 
Altt!I'Mti•e AlterMiift No. t 

0 329 ISO 

0 0 100 

N/A 0 NA 

0 0 16,100 sq ft 

0 0 :J,900 .. ft 

0 41.4-=nt 0 (a) 

0 1.4 -=tel 1.4 -=tel 

0 3.4 -=tel 0 

36.4 
36.4 8Cres 46.611CRS 

0 26 8Cres 10.2 -=tel 

34.7 13 8Cres 34.7 ... 

0 0 86aea 

0 0 0 

(a) Weca.dl woUI1Je restonld oa die ~ site but used for IMd hlakint purposes. 

I I I I I 

• ...._.,e 
·~ No.Z No.3 

90 ISO 

60 0 

9 Holes 11 Holes 

16,100 .. ft 30,000sq ft 

3,900sq ft 3,900sq ft. 

41-.- 0 

1.4-=nt 1.4 -=tel 

0 0 

47.2.-=- 47.$ -=tel 

10.2-=- 10.2-=-

34.7-.::n~ 34.7--

0 0 

0 Up to 27.1 
IICrel (b) 

(b) Wethncls would be developed offlhe project site in ali aiiKMit aped upon by the City, the California COIStal Commission,_. the Army Corps 
of Ensineers. 

Source~~: City of s.l Beach Oenenl Plan, Ltnd Use Element, 1990 
Hellman Ranch Specific PI•, 1996 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA· THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coast Area Office 

• 

Oc:eangate, Suite 1000 
g Beach, CA 90802-4302 
2) 590-5071 

August 25, 1998 

W.7a 

TO: Coastal Commissioners and Interested Parties 

FROM: South Coast District Staff 

SUBJECT: Additional exhibits for coastal development permit application 
5-97-367 (Hellman Properties, LLC) for the September 9, 1998 
hearing (Item W. 7a, Page 7 of the agenda) 

Exhibit 12 
• Hard copy of the applicant's visual presentation at the June 10, 1998 hearing. 

• 

Exhibit 13 
Hard copy of the applicant's visual presentation at the April 7, 1998 hearing. 

Exhibit 14 
Letters in support of the golf course received: 1) from the public since the June 
hearing through noon on August 25, 1998, and 2) previously received from 
government officials. 

Exhibit 15 
Letters regarding archaeology previously received as well as received since the June 
hearing. 

Exhibit 16 
Letters in opposition to the golf course received since the June hearing through 
August 24, 1998 . 

c:\msoffice\winword\jtauyong\97367ex2.doc 
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Process and Procedure 
October 1997: Unanimous City Council 
approvals 

Noven1ber 1997: Coastal Developtnent 
application subn1itted 

April 7, 1998: Public hearing; the Staff 
recon11nended approval and the 
Co1nn1ission's legal counsel indicates how 
the Con11nission could legally approve the 
project and \Vhat findings \Vould be 
required . 
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5-89-1087 
Mola Development Corporation 

ApprovedJanuary12,1990 
The revised ftndlnp lor this nrniH'f iadkate this restoration plan 
would yield 25.6 acre~ 41Ail the 
DEDICATION 
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Saltmarsh 
28.7 
Freshwater 
marsh7.3 

Salt marsh: 28.7 
Freshwater marsh: 7.3 
Deed restriction: 16.2 
Nature park: 11.1 
63.3 acre dedication area 
33% dedication . 
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Why can the Commission make such a finding? 

+ Because in this case, "avoidance" and "no 
project" have been detennined not to be the 
"least environmentally damaging 
alternative" and consolidation is required. 

+ Because the Reserve golf course: 
• Provides transition habitat, freshwater habitat and forage 

and resting areas for wildlife 

• Buffers the wetlands from urban uses 

• \Vill control drainage and runoff into the wetlands 

• Audubon principles for management/operations 

• J'vfaintains open space and viewshed amenities 

• 110 acres of open space will be an important component 
to the Great Pacific Flyway 



Batiquitos 

• Each sentence cannot be read in 
i~olation, but must be read in light of 
the statutory sche1ne. 

• The meaning of a statute tnay not be 
determined from a single word or 
sentence. 

-+The words must be construed in context 
and provisions related to the same 
subject tnatter n1ust be harn1onized to 
the extent possible. 

?,'=''·-~~-~--------,--, ____ __; 
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Other "Degraded" Wetlands 

• There are onl five wetlands in the 
State of California coastal zone 
with the CDFG ~.~degraded/severely 
degraded" categorization. 

+Hellman 

• Los Cerritos 

• Bolsa Chica 
•Ballona 
•Banning 



~~itigation Ratios 

*The Coastal Act does not tnandate 
n1itigation ratios. 

* Coastal Act policy is "no net loss." 

*The Connnission is guided by: 

o Past Connnission decisions on wetland 
n1itigation 

o Procedural Guidance for Evaluatin 
Wetland Miti Septetnber 1 

1995 ___ _ __ I 

•• 

• 

• 
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Other Commission Approved Projects 

+ A range of ratios have been approved with 
each case receiving its own review and 
determination. 

+Acreage ratios approved range from 1:1 to 
4:1, depending on the circutnstances of each 
case (see exact case numbers in findings) 

+ Approving an acreage mitigation ratio 
within this range will not set a recedent. 

+The Governor's Executive Order requires a 
uno net loss in wetland acreage and an 
increase in wetland values." 

Hellman Ranch Reserve Mitigation Ratios 

+18 acres of severely degraded and 
degraded wetlands to be filled. 

+This achieves the goal of consolidation 
of the ecosystem. 

•Consolidation will allow over 82°/o of 
the restoration area to receive regular 
tidal influx, rather than the 8°/o today. 

'.,_,.,...,.,.,....-.,-__________ __, 

Z,1 
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Hellman Ranch Reserve Mitigation Ratios 

•18 acres of "degraded" and "severely 
degraded" wetlands (as defined by 
CDFG) replaced with 28.7 acres of fully
functioning restored wetland habitat, 
plus 28°/o credit for per1nanently 
restoring tidal connection (8 acres). 
Total=36.7 acres 

• Acreage Mitigation Ratio: 2:1 
This does not include freshwater marsh 



Procedural Gut dance for Evaluating 
Wetland Mitigation Projects 

----
• 

11 
••• [d]efined as the ratio of values 

gained per unit area to values lost per 
•t ff unt area ... 

• " ... the ratio calculation should be based 
on other factors (other than acres), e.g., 
appropriate functions and values, in 
addition to area ... " 

+ JJ ••• Factoring in function and values is ... 
based on an ecological assessment." 

..... ................ ............... ....., ....., 
......... .............. ... &T .... ... .. .... 

u .. ... 
M .. 
- ., ... , ....... - ... ... ............ ..,. u ... .. .... .. 

• 

• 
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Hellman Ranch Mitigation Ratios 

• The Helhnan Ranch Reserve mitigation 
ratio, however measured, results in: 

o A "no net loss" of wetland acreage 

a An increase in wetland acreage 

g Significant increases in wetland 
functions and values 

0 Falls within accepted ratios that the 
Commission has approved for other 
projects and will not set a precedent 
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"The proposed golf course is not less 
intrusive than a boating facility.'' 

··~current Staff Report 

•• 

• 

• 
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David Armanasco 
j"[there have been] ... tre1nendous 
1 advances in having co-habitation with 
I golf courses and wetlands that have 
jbeen terrific success stories and I just 
l want to tnake sure that we are clear on 
J that. .. the United States Golf Association 
has indeed worked very, very closely 
with the National Audubon Society ... " 
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:~itiga·ii~nw. ~atlosg.· Quanitym p·~-t 
., .... r-----.;:___-----------.;;..__, r E .. · Existing Conditions t 

; ·. ~ 

"'i~ :.tl·.· ?.,acres ofexisting severei~ degraded, . ~~~ 
. ittragtnented wetlands of .whtch only 8% ~ 
. .,1ave'lidal :influence ~ 

~· P.roposed Project 

:28 .acres {)[·restored, <consolidated coastal t 
' ! 

_._,alt marsh .. 78%J'Will have-direct tidal 
.anfluence 

, I 

~:.Wo net J.oss..,'«lf existing wetland 
'etcreage 
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• 
Functions and Values Analysis 

Existing Conditions Compared to Restoration .... ....... .................. .............. ~ 
K'• 

~ ~ ._.. 
K' 

.,..,.,..A-.... ............. .... .-....... -............. .... .., ... .,..,.,_.... ....... u ... ..... 
............ Cirpoollra.t.a u u ..... ..... ....... ~ M IU .... .... _._ .. 

e. 1 11111 

--""""-~ .. .. , .... ....... .... , .. ~ .. .. , ... 
~ ........ 

,..._.....,. ............ ..,. u ..... ............. ~ ... .... .. ....... 
T.- 19.3 73.9 3.8:1 

Note: Analysis does not Include wetlands restoration bank properties 

• 

• 
17 



• 

• 

• 
18 



•• 

• 

• 

• 
19 



' I 

•• 

• 

• 
20 



•• 

• 

• 
21 



•• 

• 
Eliminates access to a 

· mineral production area 
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SENATOR 

ROSS JOHNSON 
CHAIRMAN. SENATE REPUBLICAN CAUCUS 

THIRTY·FIFTH SENATORIAL DISTRICT 

r ... a,.C:IE INYI:ITOIIEN'I' AH! 
INTI.,.ATIOtO"'" TaAOit 

WDUST••A!.ItlloloTION$ 

INSII•aNCr 

December 10,1997 = ~DJ ~~~~w~ ~ 
UlJ DEC 1 2 1997 LW 

Mr. Rusty Areias 
Cha.innan 
California Coastal Commission 
1:400 N Street, Suite 9 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Rusty: 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

I urge you to support the Hellman Ranch Reserve Project (Coastal Development Pennit 
#S-97·367), located in the City of Seal Beach. 

The foundation of this project is environmental protection and public access. A severely 
degraded wetlands 'Will be restored, enhanced and protected. Public access to over 7S% 
of the project 'Will be provided by a community nature park. public aolf course, open 
space and a viable wetlands ecosystem. 

The restored saltwater marsh and freshwater wetlands provide badly needed foraains and 
nestins habitat for Beldin& 's Savannah Sparrow and the California Least Tem. 

Once aaain., I urae you to approve the Hellman Ranch Reserve Project wbeu it comes 
beforeyou. · 

Warm reaards, 

~ 
ROSS JOHNSON 
Senator, JStb District 



JAlviES W. SILVA 
CHAIRMAN OF THE IOARO OF SUPERVISOR$ 

SUI"UVISOR. SECOND DISTRICT 

.. C1VOC CINTI•::~:~.~~:;:.:! ~~~~~.~:~:~i'·~et·!1 'W E WJ 
February 3,1998 UlJ FEB 6 1998 

the Honorable Rusty Areias 
Chairman 
California Coastal Commission 
1400 "N" Street, Suite 9 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Chairman Areias: 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

I am writing to you in support of the Hellman Ranch Reserve Project in Seal Beach 
which is included in my Supervisorial District. • 

As you may know, the Hellman Ranch Property has been the center of controversy for 
many years in the city of Seal Beach. It has taken years. of plannin& to develop a project that has 
fmally won the broad·based support of the community. The proposal before you won that • 
support because is balances sensible development with environmental sensitivity. The plan 
allocates nearly 80% of the property for conservation uses includina.restoration of the salt and 
~shwater wetlands, preservation of the wilderness park, and creation of an environmental 
interpretive facility. Only IS acres of the land will be used for residential use. All of these 
elements integrated toaether will be enjoyed by both the Orange County community and the 
many tourists who will visit Oranae County for years to come. 

The Hellman Ranch property· owner, after many years of controversy has created a 
proposal which I believe meets the needs and concerns of the Seal Beach residents. Therefore, I 
urae to you approve the Hellman Ranch Reserve Project. 

cc: Charles Damm, South Coast District Director, California Coastal Commiuion • 
~ 
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JU!SOLUTION NUMBER~ 
A RESOLUTION OF THE OTY OF SEAL BEACH DECLAJUNG 
SUPPOAT OF THE HELLMAN RANCH DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

WKER.EAS, the City of' Seal Beach has been a consiStent advocate of sensible development, 
panicularly or environmentally sensitive priorities, whith serves the best imerest 
ofthe public's health. safety and welfare; lftd . 

WKER.EAS, the Hallman Jtanth property, located in the hean of' this City, has been the f'ocal 
point Of many controversies over the )'UTI, whith included I development 
propos&) for I ,000 homes, and a proposed pJan for 329 homa which was 
tvem\Wiy defeated by a vote of' the people of Seal Ieath throuJh an initiative 
baJ~and 

WHEREAS, after nearly a decade ofintense plannina. which included many different levels of 
community participation, the property ownar of' the Hellman Jtaneh has created a 
developmtnt proposal that meets the conurns and needs of' this community by 
observins the property's unique physical conStraints as well as reStomion and 
enhancement of a severely degraded wetland area; and 

V."HEAEAS, tht proposal offered by the Hallman property owner has aarnered lipific:ant 
community suppon throuJh its sensitivity to the community's concerns. and has 
received unanimous approvals at all levels orloeat aovernment, which includld a 
s-o vota by the PlaMin& Commission and S·O vote by the City Council . 

NOW, THEAEFOAE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City of Seal Beach hereby urJes the 
California CoaStal Comminion to lay this long-Standins controversy to rest by approvinJ the 
Hallman Aanch Reserve ProjeCt {CoaStal Development Permit tiS-97·367), allowina this 
community to continue to provide safe, environmentally sensitive devalopmcm to our residents, 
while still providins public access in the coastal areas. 

PASSED. APPROVED AND ADOP~the City Co~ ~~!Beach at a 
meetina thereof held on the da}· of ~,JI.JI . 1997, by 
Ula followina Vote: 

,. 
AYES: Councilmem~~'.l4-..a:d~~IUJI£l.lr.eJ.'.r.J:.J%~'VJ.'/ti..~Q""~~112.101W~p 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ATTEST: 

EXHIBIT ... 

~ [~~~~~ m: 
DEC 1 I 1997 ~· 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl. COMM!SSO• 



December 22. 1997 

Mr. Rusty Areias, Chairman . 
California Coastal Commission · 
1400 "N" Street, Suite 9 
Sacramento, California 95814 

R.E: Project Name: Hellman Ranch Reserve 
Project No. : COP 5-97-367 
Project Location: Seal Beach 

CALIFORNIA 
'":OASTAL COMMISSION -

I am writing to request your suppon for the Hellman Ranch Reserve Project which is scheduled 
for consideration on your February 1998 agenda. 

The owner/developer, Hellman Properties LLC, is planning a 231-acre project adjacent to Seal 
Beach Boulevard and Pacific Coast Highway in our city. This project has received the 
unanimous approval of the City Council and the wholehearted approval of our community, 
whose citizens have long been involved in seeking a viable. environmentally responsible project 
for this site. The project's land uses and improvements include the consolidation and restoration 
of degraded wetlands on the site and the creation of a system of public trails; construc::tion of an 
J 8-hole public golf course~ dedication of a 1 0-acre public park; construc::tion of70 sinale family 
homes; provision ofvisitor-serving commercial and interpretive facilities; and retention ofthe 
.,Ostina flood control basin . 

·I am committed to this project u it is an ecoJOjicaJ, recreational and people-servina uset for this 
reaion. , 
Sincerely, 

J\:~naHudnp 
Mayor, City of Seal Beach 

Cc: Charles Damm, South Coast Director V 

• 



March 23, 1998 

· Mr. Rusty Areias, Chairman 
California Coastal Commission 

· South Coast District Office 
245 W. Broadway, Suite 380 
Long Beach, CA 90802-1450 

RE: Hellman Ranch Development, City of Seal Beach, 
Coast Development Permit Application 5-97-367 

Dear Chairman Areias: 

~ E~EOWE m1 
MAR 2 3 J998 Lid I 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

• I am writing to you in support of the above referenced project and request that this document be 
included in the Commissioners' packets for the upcoming meeting at which this application shan be 
heard. 

• 

The 149-acre Hellman property located in the City of Seal Beach has been the focus of several 
development proposals over the past two decades. This property is unique in that it contains a 
number of physical constraints that limit the type of development that can occur. HistoricaDy used 
for oil/gas extraction, the property has been suijected to the many abuses typicaDy associated with 
this activity. 

Previous proposals, which included homes ranging in numbers ftom 329 to 1 ,000, were rejected by 
the cornnnmity based on unavoidable adverse impacts or environmental incompatibility. 'ibe physical 
constraints, which include an active fauhline with a history of smface rupture, high liquefaction 
potential, archeological artifacts, peat deposits, high water level, an urban forest and wetlands, have 
compelled the city to work with the property owner in developing a proposal that respects the 
Jimitations of the property whDe attempting to receive community support. We believe the project 
before you has met this criteria. 

Executive Director Peter Douglas has stated that golf courses "have the potential to meet a wider 
'VIliety of recreational needs, preserve open space, create new habitat valueS, and often, enhance the 
qualityoflife in the smrounding coDlDJinUries." The City of Seal Beach concurs. The debate could 
continue as to whether this is a restoration project or a golf course project with a restoration 
component, but the simple fact remains that, upon completion of this project, a degraded/~ 

s 



degraded wetland wDl be replaced by a larger wetJand habitat with a significantly improved • • 
environmental value. · 

We truly believe a limited window of opportunity exists for this property. Because the applicaDt 
owns the land outright, financing 1hat would otherwise be necessacy to cover land acquisition can 
instead be applied to wetlands restoration. If the cmrent project does not gain approval, we are 
sravely concemed that the land might be sold to investors who would demand considerably more in 
development rights in return for significantly Jess wetlands restoration. The economics currently 
favor an environmentaDy sound developmeut. Failure to seize this opportunity would Jikely preclude 
any restoration project for generations to come. 

Under the guidance of the Audubon C9operative Sanctuary System, a group retained by the poperty 
owner to oversee the golf course construction, six categories for golf course criteria must be met. 
These include environmental pla:nning, wildlife and habitat management, public involvement, pest 
management, water conservation and water quality management. This group's mission is to poteet 
and enhance wildlife and habitat while conserving natural resources. Golf courses provide open 
space, natural sanctuaries and wildlife habitat. The City feels 1hat based on this property's 
developmental constraints, the most appropriate use must maximize open space. This doei so, arid 

· eliminates the city's concern regarding construction ofhomes on geologically unstable soils. It fUrther 
eliminates a blighted area in the heart of our city. 

This property was originally a pan of the Los Cerritos wetlands. During the channelization of the 
San Galriel River, vast amounts of dredge spoils were dumped on the property. The channelization • 
removed the tidal influence that occmred and replaced it with wbat is now a dysfunctional inlet "gate" 
which anows only a minimal amount of tidal flushing. Oil production and other sources of fin have 
ocauTed throughout the past several decades, resulting in the degraded/severely graded designation 
that supports only a fraction of the habitat that originally occurred on site. 

From the City's pea spec:tive, the property has been a Jiability. Cut oft' from public access, the property 
has been an eyesore and a danger to children in the comnnmity who fi'equently cut the perimeter fence 
and play around the abandoned oil weDs. It has become a dumping ground for car pans IDd old 
refiigerators, a lneding opportunity for mosquitos, a setting for crime in the secluded portions IDd 
a detriment to property values in the Umnt.#tiate vicinity. 

1be City of Salt Beach feels this poject is far superior to any submitted to the Commission in prior 
applications, the most recent of which was approved by state and federal regulatory agencies, u weD 
u the Commission. That previous plan, however, wu defeated by an overwhelming margin wben 
1he city was forced to hold a special election based on opposition to the project. 1be poject before 
you is the resuh of the comnnmity and the property owner working together a-eating a plan that has 
widespread support from Seal Beach as weD as the surrounding co1111DlJ!riries. 

1be City feels that this project is consistent with the Coastal Act in numerous ways. 1be first of 
which is Section 30001.5 which states that the basic goal of the Commission is to "protect, maintain 
tmd -Mlere feasible, enhllnce tuUl restDrt the overall quality of the coastlll z.one environtMIIt tmd • 
its notural tmd tutificiJJJ TGDUrCeS". ~ 
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• 
It is also consistent with Section 30001.5 (c) which states that the goal is to "maximize public access 
to and along the coast and maxlmize public recreation opportunities in the coastal zone consment 
'Kith sound resource conservation principles and constitutional protected n"ghts of private property 
oMen". This project takes a degraded, abused piece of property, removes the perimeter fencing, 
restores the degraded/severely degraded wetlands to a larger, fuDy restored wetlands, creates an 
environmentany sensitive public golf cowse with aD protective buffers, dedicates a 1 0-acre wilderness 
area to the public in perpetuity, creates a trail system for the public around the restored wetlands 
providing recreational opportunities to the public while respecting the constitutionaDy protected rights 
of the private property owner. In addition, a visitorfmterpretive center for wetlaud 
information/education win be located on the state lands parcel included in this project. 

Section 30004 (a) "to achieve maximum responsiveness to locDl conditions, accountabUity and 
public accessibility, it is necessary to rely heavily on local government and local land use planning • 
procedures and enforcement". Again, this project has been the coordinated effort between the 
property owner and the community for the past five years. 

The most environmental damaging ahernative to this project is the Status quo. These wetlands will 
continue to degrade without a restoration project. The only possibility for the restoration to occur 
is for the property owner to restore them in conjunction with development of the other portions of 
the property to fund the restoration. The property owner is the only one who has the ability to 
restore the wetlands without the cost of property acquisition. 

In conclusion, this project reflects the coordinated effort between the property owner and the 
community. It has been created with the partkipation of those individuals who have historicaDy 
opposed every development proposal in this town. It has been carefuDy crafted with respect to the 
problems that have rendered other proposals unacceptable. It takes a blighted piece of land and 
transforms it into an environmentaDy sensitive habitat for an to enjoy. This has been a process that 
evolved over five years of intense planning, negotiating, research and study. This project has 
sigrrificant community support and received unan;mous votes at both the Planning Commission and 
City Council levels. 

The City of Seal Beach respectfuDy requests yom support for this proposal The ahemative to this 
project win be the continued degradation of any wildlife habitat on site, as wen as the continued 
negative impacts on om conummity. The development of this property has been an ongoing 
controversy. The project before you has overwhelming local community support. It is time to bring 
the issue of development ofthe HeUman Ranch to rest. 

RespecdWly submitted, 

~~~ 
Gwen A Forsythe 
Councilmember, District 3 
City of Seal Beach 

1 
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Dear California Coastal Commission, c.:.~,!.irOP.NL•~ • • 

We are addressing you, Chairperson and Commissionei"S-difie-t CC!~·.l·Jt.~::.:; ... '' • 
California Coastal Commission on an issue that is of extreme 
importance to us. We would like to take this opportunity to express 
our unwavering support for the "Hellman Specific Plan" in our City of 
Seal Beach. This plan above all else allows f~r a win-win situation for 
the City of Seal Beach, its inhabitants, and the surrounding eco-
system. The plan as it now is has made valiant strides to address all 
the public concerns about the use of this land. 

A recent announcement by the Port of Long Beach authorities 
states that it is not economically feasible for them to restore the Seal 
Beach wetlands area. They stated that it is cost inhibitive. In light of 
this finding we can not foresee another chance for this ecosystem to 
be restored other than by the "Hellman Specific Plan". If you deny this . 
plan the wetlands as we now know it could stay the same for many 
years to come or even worse deteriorate even more. We are in full 
support of this plan as it will take an eyesore and deteriorating eco
system and develop it into a remarkable land of wetland restoration, 
homes,golf course, and hisorical park. • 

We also realize that you are held to high values as you function 
as the "last bastion" in the preservation and development of a coastline 
unsurpassed in its beauty and eco-systems anywhere else in the world. 
Sometimes we refer to "gray areas "as those areas that allow us to move 
amongst the absolutes. This plan is one of those that you as a group must 
reach deep inside your souls and really see that despite a few objections 
this proposal is the best the City of Seal Beach and the surrounding 
coastline will ever see. It really is our last chance to develop this land with 
so many "winners" on all sides. Thank you for taking your time to consider 
and digest our feelings. We truly love our City of Seal Beach and its 
surrounding beaches and wetlands and hope you find it in the "gray areas" 
and your hearts to approve this plan. 

~ctfully submitted, 

/(.;{ ~ ~.o.........~~ 
Mike Westmoreland & Yutie Westmoreland 
527 Riviera Drive 527 Riviera Drive 
Seal Beach, California Seal Beach, California • 
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Mrs. Margaret Juler , 
1709 Crestview A~ It: itil?ft'~ n TID rr 

The California Coastal 

Seal ~·ach, ca. mr~'@l!;ij. \!f l[; i! ! 

Commission. AUG -4 .1998 L_~· 
45 Fremont Street ~:1 -

CALIFORNIA ·· 
COASTAl COMMISSIOi'.; 

To the California Coastal Commission Members: 

San Francisco, CA. 94105-2219 

I wish to give my affirmative vote to your Commission, 
regarding the benificial impact of the planned project for 
the Hellman Ranch property in Seal Beach. 

I own a large lovely home and garden overlooking the 
Hellman property and have lived in this personally built 
home since 1966. We have enjoyed the changing seasons of the 
meadows and lea,and the over all quietness of the whole 
area,including the park, behind our property. 

Our city of Seal Beach has done their best to comply with 
the various whims of this and that suggested plan, including 
killing our precious kit foxes because they were going down 
to the sloe on the Navy Base and eating the eggs of some en-
dangered "Rail" Now we are overrun by skunks. 

. Life goes on and in the general scheme our city is quite 
unique and very modern. 

This is why our city likes the plan presented in this 
Hellman Ranch development. After all the many hours of thought 
and planning we have been given something that we can be very 
proud of. Our city will work with you and I personally want 
to thank you for the 3 month extension to come within your de
sired wishes. 

Please grant Seal Beach this welcomed addition to our 
community. 

,~· 

J:n Sincere 
J 

''t ... • ,.. 

·;'S;. ;;, 

$r'i ..... , 7-28-,998 
~: ... 
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July 14,1998 

California Coastal Commission 

.uJ_ SUfPD'f+ 
L. d! } [Etlf~\\9 ~ ~ 

L JUL 21 1998 lW 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

I own the house at 1717 Crestview Ave. in Seal Beach, This 
overlooks the Hellman property one house East of the East end of 
Gum Grove Park. I am very much in favor of a golf course in this 
area. 

I have lived in Seal Beach for 60 years and grew up and spent 
countless hours playing in the fields in the Hellman fields and 
in the fields where the Los Alamitos Bay Marina is now. I used 
to hunt Horned toads and fish along the bay and collect 
·Arrowheads in the Long Beach Marina fields. 

I used to play a lot in the Hellman ranch fields and Oil fields 
and in particular a place called Bullet Hill that was the hill 
that is a part of the road that enters the Gum Grove Park at the 
west end. There was for many years a shooting range in this area 
and a large firepit where people met at night to party and throw 
live bullets in the fire. 

I can remember berms being built to dredge the San Gabriel river 
into East and North of this shooting range. I can also recall 
mud from the oil wells being pumped onto the ground surrounding 
the oil wells. I can remember watching high winds blowing down 
the steel oil dericks. But I cannot remember seing any signs of 
life besides the annual pollywogs along the base of Gum Grove 
Park and Many frogs. I used to collect old spent bullet heads 
from the "Bullet Hill" but I never found any Arrowheads on the 
Hellman Ranch or much of anything else. 

I can remember fields of wheat higher than my head to run through 
and play in and an old water tower where the highest point of 
Crestview Ave. is now. 

When the Hellman Ranch house was torn down I can remember people 
digging where the Ranch House trash pit was to collect old 
bottles. 

There is a trench filled with water along the oil field road that 
the water was so bad that you wouldn't want to get in it and 
Vector Control used to spray it for Mosquitos and someone planted 
tlie ditch with Tillapia fish to eat the Mosquitos and before the 
ranch was fenced off kids would fish in the ditch. 

T~i17~~~erves 
Glenn W. Jone~" __.. 
610 Ocean Avew. 
Seal Beach, CA 90740-6109 
562 598-9251 
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CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Mrs. Nancye B. Juler-Davidson 
2107 Willow Brook Street 
Bakersfield, Ca. 93312 

The California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street 

~ ~~~.~~~ ~ 
JUL 0 91998 

San Francisco, CA. 94105-2219 

To the California Coastal Commission Members: 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

I wish to convey to the Commission members my support 
regarding the current proposed plan of development for the 

• 

Helman Ranch property in Seal Beach, California. • 
This current plan addresses the "minimum environmental 

impact-maximum benefit" issue quite well. I lived in Seal Beach 
from 1958 to 1980, in a home overlooking the Helman Ranch 
property. My children and I continue to visit my family in this 
same home to this date. We enjoy walking to the wetlands area, 
especially at twilight, to watch the owls on their nightly feeding 
forays. The proposed housing development and golf course would 
be a welcomed addition to the community. 

Seal Beach has historically exercised a very cautious and 
conservative approach to its growth and development policies. I 
strongly endorse this current development proposal. I respectfully 
request that the members of the Coastal Commission give this 
proposed plan of development for the Helman Ranch propertY 
their utmost consideration. · 

r, 

Sincerely, _ '";"\ _ • 

~.~J:R/~ ,, 



- -

• 
To: Members of the California Coastal Commission 

From: Daniel W. Kee 
408 Jade Cove ~~ 
Seal Beach. CA 90740 

Date: June 6. 1998 

Subject: Hellman Ranch Project 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

I am member of the Sierra Club and Audubon Society. Th~s. I would prefer the 
restoration of all of the Hellman Ranch property to wetlands and a preindustrial 
wilderness condition. H is clear, however, that the funds for such a project do not exist 

Thus, I respectfully request the Coastal Commission's approval of the 

• current proposal for the Hellman Ranch ProJect In Seal Beach. I 

participated In planning meetings on this proJect. It Is clear that the 

Hellman proposal has wide spread support In the City, provides for 

Immediate wetland restoration, preserves open space with public access, 

and minimizes Impact due to housing. 

• 

If your wisdom prompts you to reject the project, I would assume that you will also 
revisit the Bolsa Chica development plan and atop all development on this property In 
favor of complete wetlands restoration and wilderness preservation of all of this area 
Including the bluffst Also, it would not be too early to inform the San Francisco Airport 
Commission that filling the Bay Is off-limits! 

. ..., ~ . 

... 
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• HARVEY SAARLOOS l Chief OperatirlQ OffiCer 

(562) 925-1234 
15620 9"ioemCJJtef Ave. FAX (562) 802·3050 
Salta Fe SpringS. CA 906 70 
P.O. Box 369 Bellflower. CA 90707-0369 Voice MoH # 112 \<o 
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AGAINST THE HELLMAN ESTATE DEVE~MFAO! 1 3 1998 !J:0 
Application Number 5-97-367 

GOLF COURSE ON WETLANDS 
HOUSING TRACT ON SACRED GROUND CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

The proposed development on the HeUman Estate in Seal Beach would put a golf coune on Wetlands 
which have been devastated by the ownen and othen. Tbis would \iolate the tommitment I feel to 
tbe Anceston of the Native Americans to preserve the wedands for other creatures and for the next 
generations, If uy. 

ne proposed development on the HeUman Estate in Seal Beacb would put a housing tract on land 
held sacred by the Anceston of the Native Americans. Tbis would violate the tommitment I have to 
tbe .Anteston to safeguard their satred liteL 

I would like to voice my opinion against the HeDman Development on this land whicb is sacred to the 
~ncestors of the few Native American people who remain, and wbic:h is a valuable part of the 
required wildlife corridor in the remains of the Los Cerritos Wetlands enlironment. 

As part of my responsibUity to the Anceston to take care of the land, I am opposed to buildin& a golf 
course or any other development on the few remainin& wetlands left, and I am opposed to despoiling 
the few remaining sites sacred to those Anc:elton. 

I am unable to attend tbe meetina of the California Coastal Commission in Eureka because of 
economic reasons of job pressures, family commitments, lack of money, etc. 

It would be pos1ible for me to attend the meeting of the Coastal Commission if it were held locally, 
either in Oc:tober in Oceanside or in November in Agoura mtts. By holding the crucial meeting 10 
far away in Eureka, I am deprived of the opportunity to express my opinion in person and to 
participate In person to petition the Coastal Commission In Its decision making process. 

NAME ~~&,. tt\, ~~ 
ADDRESS_;,,, Db .. ,£ lt. • udlorTELEPBONE __ _.,..... __ _ 

and emaU. if available Etlmicity (volunla!y) N • 1:\ • (, ~lc1\~) 
WWW.EVl.ORG (Website concerning the Hellman Wetlands and M~ issue, and you can signup for 

the mailing list) 
.. WWW.EVl.ORG/HELLMAN" 

WETLANPS@EVI.ORG (Send email to this list, it will go to everyone on our mailing list) 

Save The Wetlands 
P.O. BOX 2911, SEAL BEACH, CA 90740 

A copy of this petition to STOP THE DEVELOPMENT on the sacred site will be mailed to: 
Attn. Mr. John Auyong, (562) 590-5071 
Plet~Se distrlbllle to tile Conrmissllml!l's 
California Coastal Commission, 
200 Oceangate 106 l'loor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
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• 
GABRIELBNO TONGVA TRIBAL COUNOL 

May 12, 1tt8 

Mr. JohD 'f. Auyong 
Staff Aoal~t 
Califoroia Coaetal Commiaeion 
200 Oceangate, 10th Pl.oor 
Long Beach, Cl 90102-~302 

Res Hellman Ranch Project 
Coaatal Development Permit 5·11·3'' 

Dear Johna 

Thank you for you~ letter of May 8th. I enjoyed 
meeting you at the Coaatal COmmiaaion Meeting and I appreciate 

·you taking the time to speak to Sharon COtrell and myaelf. 

Encloaed ia a copy of the mitigation language that the 
Gabrieleno/Tongva Tribal council ( •G/TTC•) worked out with the 
Los Angelea Community Redevelopment lt.gency {•CRA•) • The C/'r'IC' • 
intent in adopting tbia language waa to avoid the problema that 
have plagued many archealogical projecte that hire one individual 
a& ~ Monitor and he ie reeponaible for making all: of tlw!t tribal · 
dec1eion1. The C/TTC asked the CQ, to name the G/TTC in tbe 
place and stead of the Monitor wherever a d•ciaion had to be 
ucla. This document waa chanved to give 'lribe the deciaiOD 
~~&king power. The G/rTC wanted to inaure that whenever a 
decision llr&a to be macle, the Tribe would make the cleciaion and. 
not the Monitor. All you will ••• from the language, the Q/TTC 
repreaantative had a role in aelectin; the archeologiat and tbe 
monitor •• well •• reviewing the RPP and the keaearcb Dea~gn. 

ThanJc you for aending .,.. the archaeological apec:ial 
conditions. I will review them and reapond by aeparate letter. 
If you need to ttpeak. t.o •• aay telephone DWiber ia 626/161-1117. 

SiD.cerely, 

~~'-/naJ'/IL 
Mary AnD Moore~ Cbairper.on 
Meaberabip/CertificatiOD Committee 

ca: Anthony Moral", 'l'ribal Chairperson 

P.O. BOX 693 .ail SAN GABRJ£1., CA • 91778 

• 
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Bn.forc:ement .Agenc::y a 

~'nitorlng Agencya 

Department of Building and 
· Safety 

Department of Building and 
Safety 

2. l:! an underground atruc:ture ia expoaed during the excavation 
ac,tivityl all work on the site •hould c:eaae. flle Loa 
Angelea Fire J)epartment ehall .then be contacted for the 
&lJPropriate permits and proc::edurea for the removal of the 
tunk and •urrounding eoila that DM\Y contain high level• of 
ptttroleum hy4rooarbona. . . 

•.a&pouibility for Implemeftt.ation: Project Applicant 
M<mitoring PhaMt Poat Conatruction 
t!:uforeemant· Agenc:y: Depanment of Building ed 

Safety 
~>nitoring Agenayr Department of Building and 

safety 

B. C1JLTU'RAl./HIBTORIC RESOTJRCBS (text •• reviaed lfoV. 191 1Jt7 
and includec! in Council file on project) 

1. ~18 Agency, th• Archbishop and the Gabrieleno/Tongva Trlb&l 
o,uncil (•OTTC•) ahall •ach appoint one representative to a 
cmnmittee ("Committee•) tor the purpo1e of making certain 
d•~terminationa and decision• •• c:iescrib-.4 below. The 
A::-ohbiabop, the Agency and cbe O'rl'C ahall eaoh eelect it• 
r•tpraaentative by Deo~mber 1, 1'''. If any :repzoeaentat.,ve 
ita not appointeeS by Decemba:r 1, 11171 the committee •hall 
b•= compo•ec! of the•• repreaentati ve• which have bellll 
&J~inted until •uob time aa each of the entitiea bas 
•J~ointec! a repreaentative. The GTTC• • repreaelltatin i• 
r•tferred to herein •• the "Tribal Representative•. 'the 
G'rl'C' • repregentative is referre:d to herein a11111 ~ •'J'r1J::Hal 
R•tpreaentative. • '!'he GTTC' • pos!.tion in connection v!th th6 
P:=ojegt ia baaed on GTTC' • representation that it ha• been 
r•tcognized by the Los .&ngelea City-COunty Rat.ive Ameriau 
H•sritaSJe (•Commiaaion•) u the appropriate organization of 
B;ttive amerieane to deal with Hative Ameriaan cultural 
r·~ee>urcea which may be encountered during excavation. %11 
t.:'le. event the Conni•sion aelecta a different or.ianisation 
f•'x thia purpoae, G'l"l'C •ball ):)e replaced in thi• program by 
t:• orsanb!ation, which ahal1 thereupon Hlect.s it• 
z-·apreaentative witbiu 15 day• of auch •election. 

Rtepo:n.ibility for Implementation a Arc~i•hop, ~1ty 
••development Agency and GTCC 
M~toriDS Pha .. : Pre•Conat%Uc~ica 

30 
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Bnforcemel\t Agea.oya Community RedevelopmeDt Agenay 
Jkmtoz-iDSJ Agency: · Coaaunity Jt.edevelopment Asezaoy 

'file arcbbiabop ahall appoiDt u. •rcba.ologin 
(''Arcbaeologi•t•J an4 a ••t1ve Amer1cu II'IODito:r ("Monitozo") 
fl)l' the Projeat aa aet forth below. !'he Archaeologl•t · 
attlected tozo tbe project II\Uit be (1) certified by tba 

. 8c)Ciety of tz:ofeaaioua1 Arcbaeolotiat• (SOt.AJ , u4 (IJ -t 
the atan4ard8 for a profeaaicmal an4 prebiatoric: azcbaeology 
ac,oording to tbe Vtd.tec:l State• Secretary of the Interior'• 
St:an<larcla ancl O..d.c!eliDee. The ~1• of tba Arcbaeolagiat 
ancl the MonS.tOI' J.a to oooduct p:re•exoavatioD teatllll', 
DmS.tozo ell exca.vaticm eotiv1t1ea, IIDd CODdwt aalvap 
e:ccavat10DII if neceaaary. 'l'he aelectioa of the lrcbaeologiat 
and the Mollit.or. J!hall be appt"OVecl by a ma~ority of tha 
OX~mittee with eaca :repreaentative baviPw oaa vota. 

R••aponaibiU.ty fOZ' Implemen.taticm.: Are~iebap 
X.:tnitoriDg Pba••• . Pre-Coutruat.ton 
BnforcelHDt Agccya Community aedevelopa.tent .AgeDay 
Mc:mitor.tng Agency: COIIIIlUDity Mdevelopment ~·raay 

J. ~te Arch~eologilt· an4 the MoDitor ahall deaign a aubsu:faoe 
t•••t excavation to detemine if cultural resource• or b\IMD 
Z'•tmaina are preaaa.t.. Baaed. on Si4tOtachDical information aDd 
8:Lte hiatozy, th.ta teat excavation ahall. be conducted OD 

e:s .... 

• 

tl\At poJticm ot the Project lite (•Area of Archaeologic:al • 
Pc,tential•) which 11 m.ore partic:ula!!i de1cr1bed on P.tgun 1 
wl'liob ia attached. hereto. tt ia y withiu the Ana of 
~chaeologic.l Potential where und.iaturbed aoil laye~• ..y 
bt• preaent beueath artificial fill. '1'he Bxoavaticm Dellp 
1l'l.all be reviewed vi th the Tribal Repre•etat1 Ye u4 t.ll.e 
AtJency and ahall be approved. try a •:J ority of the ca.itt.ea 
with eaoh rep:reaen~a~lve bavlDg ooe vote. 

~,. pur,po•• of tbe teatiag wi11 be to da~ermifte Wbetber aw.r 
••lcUtional archaaolosrical naouz-c:e• .. ,. be preaent. Ally aD4 
all human remaift8 of RatiTe Amerioana, if encountered, •hall 
t>t han41ect in aocorcluce with St.ate and. J'ederal lawa · u 
d•cidllc! IW ~be COIImittH. Any huu.n nmail'la dat.erllliDe&l t.o 
bot DOt o! ••tive .&ma:riee origin •ball be 1neern4 :Ill • 
rotapectful -.zmer. lD the event GT'I'C deairea to bave ray 
11-at.lve AMriau builaa nmaiu which aaay be 81\COUD.tand. 
r•inte~ in a location whiCh i• aot on the Pro~ect aita, 
1: 1~11 notify the Arohbiahop and. tba Agccy in Vl'lt.ia; by 
D:;)t later thaD Jat\\l&l'Y 1, tJJI. ,_ noti!ic:atio:a. aball 
•~cify tbe location and. tnethcdology foz- t.bat :r:ein.~nt.. 

1 f t.ba teat ucavatiou are datend.tlad by tba Arohaaolo;iR 
a;:ld the llcm:Ltor t.o be of l:Lttle OJ." DO eignif:Lcuoe, OZ' an 
•·;, irmall tbat auch teat ex.cavat.iOIUI coutlt.ut.e aa acoepH.bla 
aalvave aa~le, •• dete~ by t.ba Archaeo1og1•t aDd ~ 

Jl • ~ 
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PLANNING DBPT 

M,,nito:r, no additional archaeologit!al work (otbet' than 
no~al monitoring of exaavation) ahall be r~ecessary boyoDd 
8\lmmarizing the result& in a formal report, If teatecl 
dupoait• are determined t.o be aignifiC"ant, t.hc 
a::ochaeologio•l •alvage excavation of a repre•entative aample 
ll\I'Y ba req11i~ed C •ee Item 6 balov) • In the evant of a 
d;~eagreement between the Archaeolog:i.•t and tha Monitozo a• to 
whether or not the te•ted satTtPlea are aignifieant, the 
dt'ciaiona will be bl4lde by the Peer Group (see %tell 11 
balov). 

R•:spon•il:tility for Implementation: ~rcbbiabop, Comla\m:l.t:y 
Redevelopment Agency ADd 

Mc:mitoring P~ee: 
BJ\forcement Aget'lcy: 

· Mc)n! toring A;ency: 

GTTC 
~re-conatruction 

Community Redevelopment Agen~ 
Community ~development A;enay 

Tlle following shall be a minimum mitigation requirement !or 
all aubenrface conatruction excavations on the Project •ice. 
~\ere geological report• and arohaeolosical information have 
indicated that intact soils may be present, ar.:!luleological 
t•~Jt excavations may ·be required. such te1t. excavationa 
•hall be ordered by a majority vote of the C:Cmmittee. A 
phyaioal inspection of any anc! all expoaec! preh~•to~ic or 
h:Latoric: archaeological depo•it.a will ba macle by the Project 
A:~chaeologiet ancl the Monitor. A determination of 
aLgnificance will be made following ••mpling analyais. 

rhe Archaeologiat and ~he Mon!tor shall be pr••ent durin~ 
e:ccavation in the Area of Archaeol~ical Potential. '1'he 
'A~haeolo;iat and the Monitor will be empowered to halt or 
r•,direct excavations away from a specific location witbin 
t::te Area of Archaeologieal Potential until they can J:»e 
a·Saquately inspected and ev•luated. 'l'he ArchbiahOp eha11 
D•)t be required to excavate any portic:m of the Area of 
~rchaeologiC'al Potential beyond the maximum depth nee4ac2 t:c 
o·~truct that portion of the project;. wbich will. be "built in 
t:lllt portion of the Area of Archaeological Potential. 

I~itial exea~tion •ball include remov,al cf exiattng 
p.tvementa only ~ to, but not exce•cUng, the lev•l of 
o:~ioualy importee! fill as determined by ~he Archaeologi•t 
~~ Monitor uaiug the geologic te8tin; re.ult• •• a guide. 
After the fill uterial ba• bee:n removed ~me! the pre-fill 
gt'OUftC! aur!ac:e be beoen expo•ecS, an arcrhaeo:Lc>sioal 
i:~c:ticm will be ucSe to deter,mine if cultural ct.po•it• 
are present within the Area of Archaeological Potutial. 
S.1ch inspections shall only be made to the depth rec'lUinc! t.o 
•~commodate the l••••r of the 111truetural foundatiana of ~ 
Proj•c:t or bed'J:OOk. Depend.!Dsr on what 1a eACOUI'ltered, other 
mitigation meaauree •• dee~ribed in th• program ~low •ball 
be completed prior to the remain!Dg excavation proceediDg to 

32 
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t.he maxilm.ml required depth. In the ev1111t of a diaagra ... at 
btttwean ~he Arcbaeologia' an4 the MDttito~, the diaagreem.Dt 
w:.11 be rafarncJ to the Peer 0~0\i.p for • deci.aicm. 

Rcrapozuli.b11ity for Imp1ementatiozu AZ'cbbiahOp 
M<.nieoring fba••• conetl"\lcti~ 
luforcement Agencyc Community Redevelopment Agaay 
Mc.nieoring Agenaya eommunity kedevelcpment AV•DGJ 

5. Au requind by State and !'edaral archaeological mi tigatiOD 
guidelinea, formal recording ahall be undertakaft of A!lY 
p2~hiatoria or hiatoria arahaeologiaal aite or 4epoe1t 
euoounterecl by the Arohaeologiat and /or the Monit~. heh 
~·cording ahall incluc1e meaauriDg anc1 mappiDw the •1te. 
d:.acovered, photographing it, and other atandard data 
ruoove:ry and deecription acU.vieiea whicsh can be macle Oil tbe 
bnaia of v.f.~l in8pecticm. Such raa~rding eball alao 
iu4ieate if further mitigation ie lleoe•eary. !n the evant 
o3: a diaagreemel\t between the Al'C!hatolowiat and the Monitor, 
tb.e .. tter aha11 be referzoed to tbe Committee !o% a 
dc•ciaion. ID the eveDt that the membera of the CC>ftll\i.tt .. 
cnnnot reach agreement, the matter ahall be decided by tiUI 
P•••r G:roup. · 

Rtteponaibili ty for Implementation 1 Archbiahap 
M•mitoring Phaaea Pre•CozwtructiOD 

., 
"'" 

•• 

S•lfo~a••nt AgenC}"a Community Redevelopment ltgeDGy • 
Ntmitor.t.ng Agency: community Re4evelopmet AQeDCY 

s. J~ archaeological reeourcea or featurea are determined to -. 
e:~gnificant, \lAtter the •tandarde of eBQA, by t:be 
A::ochaeologi•t aDd the Monitor, or br the COnnittH by 
""'jority 4eciaion, upcr" a recommendation of one of it• 
~•mbara, 1mp•et• to the resource• may be mitigated tbzouah 
a::ochaeological eal vage excavation• • Conatruction work eha11 
bt11 halted at the epec:ific location for wbatavar tiM ia 
n••ceaaary up to four weeks within the Area of Are~aeo10SJical 
Pr)tenti•l to allow for excavation an4 removal of •UIPlel 
includin; artifact•. During .uah tlM, 
e:tcavation/conatruction activ1tie• may procee4 in all anae 
p:c-evioua1y •cleared• or cSeterad.ned to bave no arohaeo1owiaa1 
•l~ificanoe by the AZ'chaeol.ogiet aDCl the MoD.t.tor. 
A;c-c:ha.ologioal ••lvage excavation• •hall either completely 
r·tmove the clepoeitli deemec! •ipifiaut, or ahall rtiiiDft a 
Y.:tlumetric eample of predeteminecl •i•e. Once the ••aaple 
l:ua been d.ocnulentec!, ncordec! UJ!/or .J:eaSOVe4, the eal~g• 
e:ccavation will be ccm~~idered complete4, U4 ooa.tnet:ioa 
•. ,r'Jc will reaUM unde:r continued uchaeolosical mcmitoriag. 
T.~ ai•• of the •alvage •~U~Ple will be dete2."1ftifted by tM 
C·)llllittee, in advance of any aalvage work beginnizlcr. '!be 
diepoeitiaD o! all recoveree! .. tive Americ&D materia!• aba11 
bt coorii,...bld ~tit.h tbe Tribal bpreaentative. Jlo fiaal 
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d$.spoe1tion. of any remaituJ/artifacta shall be made until the 
rttport de•crlbed ill Item 8 below ia OOIIlpleted. 

Rtte~nldbility for Implementat:l.or..: Archbiahop 
Mon:~. tor ins Phaae: Con~~truotlon 
Bnforcement Agenayr Cotnmunity Redevelopment J\g1tnoy 
Monitor;Lng Asenc:r• community Redevttlopmeat Agency 

It! human burial.• or human remaiq are found, all wozk at 
that specific location shall halt UDtil it can be detel'1'AJ.De4 
whetl'uu: or not auch remain• are thoaa of ••tive Americana • 
. (JN.ring wucb time excavatiOI'l/conatruction activitiea may 
p2:-ooeecl in all area• previou•ly "cleared• or determined to 
hnve no archaeological aignificance by the Archaeologi•t ~ 
the Monitor.) If thia provea to ~ t"'he oaae, ln accorc!aAae · 
w:.th California and Federal law, the Tribal Repna•entative 
ahall be contacted ancl the ultimate 4i81)oaition of the 
remains eball be made in accordance with written direetiOftl 
r~tceived trom G'l'TC prior to January 1, 1998. In the evut DO 
au.ch dizoection ha• been received, then the Archbiabop •ha11 
d.;.apo•• of the remaina ill acoordance with C.lt.fo:rnia llDd 
Pude~a1 law. If human remain• &f't! determin&4 not to J)e tho•• 
Ol! a RatJ:,e American. then r.he J:emai!Ul will be interred in a 
xuspectful. manDer. 

, R•~aponaibil:l.ty for Implementatiol'la Arehbt.•hol> 
~>nitoring Phaee• Conatruotlon 
Bnforcemant Agency: · Loa Angeles County Corozuar 
Mcmitoring Agertey; Community Redevelopment Agency 

JUl rea•arc:h and rec:overecl fiD4a ahall be cleacrJ.bed IIZUl 
interpreted, ancl preaentecS in a report d.etailin.g tbe goala, 
•••thod.a ancS reaulta of the archaeolo;ical reaearah effort . 

Rctapanaibility for Ift;)lementation c Arch])i.ahop 
Mcmitoring Pb.aae1 Conat:r:uotion/Poat-

B31foroe•nt Agenoys 
Mt)Ditoring Ageuey: 

Conltnu:st.ion 
community Kedevelopmant AgeDQy 
Commun.ity lecievelopmcmt Aftmcy 

T.)l Tribal Repreaentative ahall be the 80le determln&Dt of 
w:~t Rative Americ&Q material• fzoom the archaeologioal 
d•tpoa:lt• MY be dieplaye4, if any, and where ucl how ~Y 
a:ull be prepared.. Hiator1cal. photograpbll, •P• IIZUl 
d:rawinte relating to obanging patte~ of land ue iD what 
i I DOW clOWD.t.OWA Loll Anplee •hall be di8l'lay.cl by tl:le 
Ar:cbdioc••• an4 aball be acc~ed by cultural•hiato;zoiaal 
r·t•ouroea atw!y prepa~:ecl for the Project • 
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10. The gra4ing pentit for tbe proj •ct •hall be iaaue4 11\ two 
pba•••· The :l.Ditial de1110lit:i.ozs penit ahl.ll be f~ tJse 
:nunoval o! exiating lavamenta cmly dovft to, but DOC 
.,:ceed1ng, the laval o imported f1ll u detaR1a4 b)' the 
IJ:oject seoloei•t•, Archa.ologiat u4 Monitoz-. ODoe tlla 
f:.ll and pre-fill groun4 auzoface haa beer& expoH4 for 
aJ~haaolo;lcal in.peaticn, a determination will be .a4e oa 
whetbea!' 0\lltural depoeite are pX"e•ent. 'rhia cleterminatl• 
w:.ll be .. de by employing the teat proceduraa •t ipulated. ill 

. tbe preapproved ex.cavatiOD deaign fer the Pro~eet. 
D•~pending on what. ia found, additional lnveat.igat1CQ.e .ay be 
r•tquirecl alonv with othez- aitigation m.eaauzoea. ~
pr.ocac:luraa IIIU8t be completed prior to the iaa\S&Ilc:e o! tlla 
f:_nal grading pamit. 'l'hia aaccad penait will enUJ.e 
cnnatruet.toza axcaV'ationa to proc..._ to their uxi._ 
r•~ired depth without adc:litional archAeological work being 
r·~ired beyond normal monitoring by the Archaeolo;ilt aaa 
the Monitor. 

R.ttaponaibility !or %mp1eNnt.at:ion: Az'c~illhop 

17 
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Mcmi toz-ins; Pba• a Pra-ConatnotiOD 
lnforcement AgenCy: Department of luild:l.nsr ad • 

Safety 
Mcm1tcring Aganc:y: J)epartMnt of Bu114f.Dg u4 · 

Safety 

11. A Peer CJ~o\lp 1hall M appointed :I.D order to re10l.._ 
d.L•a;raamentl &Ad/or diaputaa which uy oceur aa deaor:l.l:le4 
above. 'lhe Peer Group lfhall be compo•ed of thne 
r•apz-aaatativea, all o! whom ehall ba arohaeol.o;ilt' an4/R 
antbl:opologlete lfatilfy at leNt t.wo of tbe follawiar 
c::-itariaa (1) oerti!ia4 by the loaiety ol Proteelioa&l 
~~Cbaaologieta CIOPA), (2) eeet the etanda:da !~ 
p::ofe11S.onal ud pzoebiat:oric archaeology accord.iz2g to t1MI 
t7Jutad stat•• Beczoetazy of tlae :tn~ez-102.'' • ltPdaNI u4 
Gt.aicSel:I.Dea and/or (J) have the advaDCed. degz:aa of J)oc:4tK of 
P~ilaop~ (Ph.D.) • ana ..-er each of the Pear group aball 
" appointee! by tbe Agency, the A.rcllbiabop, u.d tM GTIC. 
1":111 parr:.iaa e'ba11 ..U thoaa appoint•nte by DO 1atezo tluul 
D-toember J., 1117. If any part.y fai1a to AJS>Olnt a cpalifia4 
r~raaantativa by Decembez: 1, 1'17, tbe repr.•entativel WbD 
h-tve bean pZ'OJMlZ'lY appointed ahal.l COD8titute the ... 1' 

Oto\11). 
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• 213 328 5322 

VIA FAX 562/590-~084 

Mr. John T. Auyong 
Stilff Analyat 

CAL £.2.!'P 

OABRIELENOITONGVA TRIBAL COUNCIL 

May 14, 1998 

California Coastal Commission 
200 Oc~angate, 10th Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Rez Hellman Ranch Project 
Coastal Development Permit 5-97·317 

Dear John: 

Have you had a chance to read the Mitigation Language 
that was written by the CRA concerning the Cathedral? I believe 
you will understand the concern• that the Gabrieleno/Tongva 
Tribal Council ("G/TTC") had regarding the ~thed~al and now has 
concerning Hellman Ranch. 

• On behalf of the G/TTC, 1 would like eo respond to the 
Staff's recommended archaeological special conditione; 

Comment on A.s I believe it is necessary to form a 
committee with the Gabrieleno/Tongva Tribal Council aa an active 
participant. The Committee should review the proposed 
archaeological research design and approve it before it ie 
adopted. 

Comment on B.: Beaidea uaing the NAHC'a "Guideline• 
for Monitors .•• • the G/TTC will make recommendations by 
submitting a list of acceptable archaeologists. The G/TTC will 
also re~ommend acceptable Native American Monitors. Aa you will 
see from my S/12/98 letter, the purpoae of chooaing a Monitor ia 
to select a Monitor that will work with the 0/TTC. 

Comment on c.: (a) Who haa the authority to determine 
what is •important• archaeological re&ouree&? The G/TTC would 
want to make that determination. (b) Re: archaeological salvage, 
the G/TTC would claim whatever salvage such as artifacts and all 
cultural resources that are found. Although we are aware the 
owner of the property can claim whatever ia found, the G/TTC aak• 
that the owner give special conaideration to the G/TTC by giving 
them whatever archaeological salvage is recovered. (c) Re: 
Additional Mitigation Measures, the 0/TTC and the'Oommittee 
should be involved in suggesting what new meaeuree.ehould be 
take~. (d) The G/TTC should be designated as the appropriate 

·J • 
'! ,·· 

.. 
': t.o.a.• • ._,....a • .,. 
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John Auyong 
May 14, ltta 
Page 2 

CAL COftP 

Native American Tribe that is responsible !or the area where 
Hellman Ranch ia located. Please see the attaehed dooumenta that 
will identify our area of occupation and show our reaaona for 
claiming responsibility for preserving Tribal territory and ita 
cultural reaourcea. 

Commertt on D.: •No later than one year after 
completion of field work a final report on the excavation &Dd 
analyaia ahall be submitted to OHP and the Commiaaion•. Tbia 
report ahould not take a year to complete. Thia time ia very 
long and should he ahortaned. 

Comment on & • : The G/TTC ahould have input •• to 
whether aomething diacovered ia •aignificant•. 'l'he Tribe ahould 
be consulted along with the Monitor. Thia will inaure that the 
Monitor ie not working alone. The Tribe ~Net be kept infor.Md at 
all times concerning diacoveriea. 

Comment on F.(l)a The 0/TTC ahould alao receive a oopy 
of the Archaeologist's findings of archaeological resourcea. The 
G/TTC should have input regarding any changes to the •itigat!Oft 
measures. 

Comment on P. (2); The G/TTC recommend• that any human 
remains that are found, should be reburied on the aite. 

I believe we can work out an aceeptable partnerahip 
regarding archaeology and cultural reaourc••· Don't he•itate to 
call me at 626/961·1387 with any questions. 

Sincerely, 

~la,:t !:::·'1.~~ 
Membe~ship/Certifieation committee 

cc: Anthony Mora lea, Tribal Cbairperaon 

\0 
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• 213 328 5322 CAL COftP 

Welcome to the Land 
of the Tongva 

WHERE DID WB LJVB? 
The Tonr• QC'(\lpied the enw. Los Anceles basin and the islands of Santa Catalina, San 
Nk:how, San Clemente, .nd Santa Balbara. Prom Topanaa canyon to Laguna Beach, from the 
San Cabrkl mountaiN to the na. we lived thro\lpaut most of what is now lal A.ngela and 
Otaftp Counties. Thf existence of our people on thcae ancettrallands hu bee!\ unbroken ldnce 
1M& before the first contact between the Tongva and Eu:opeM'IIo 

WHER2 HAVE wt BEEN? 
Despite the E1.1ropean incunion, we have reD\IJned mlntegral put of the Southern CIUfonda 
community. Our presence is well docummted. Our exa.~ II preserved In recordl of the tbNI 
loeal Cathok tn.i.ssions and in ft!C'OJ'd.s of Jof'lll cities and both Los Angelta and ~ Cmmttel. 
A ml.ttaken notion that we were ex.tiN:t cltveloped. But we have 9\U'YivecU We ue here! 

• 
• 

• 

• 

GOALS! 
To be vigilant, effective ;uardiane of our JandJ and ~U"aCBtral l't'IIIMins • 
To be wiN teadlvt of our youth to that they wW be informed and proud gu.ard.i.ana of 
the ways of our II\CllltOn. 
To increase our efforts at cultural recovezy and renewal: Jangaap, ICJI\I. dance. mwdc, 
basketry, story telling, ceremonial repWa. and spirituallnditicml. 
To achieve federal recopiticlll ol ow People • 

RECENT TONGVA COMMUNITY ACHIBVEMENTS AND RECOGNinON 
• The MOOJN.t Ahiko (Breath of the Sea) made its maiden voy•&e an September 9th, 1995 

at Catalina- the first ti'at (plank canoe) built sirv.'e lhe 1100's. 
• Defense of Puvunzna,. sac:red. birth place of 1'c:Jrlsva ntllsl!Ni leader Olin~. 
• In the early 1990'• KuruY'Ut\gllA Sprinp, an aneutnl Tongva vWap 11\d .ad lite, 

Wa$ red~~ u ritual land and il uMd. for~ events. 
• The San t>U:nM festival ol Weatem Arts ill installins a mu:al in San DJrnas City Hall 

commemQfaUnc Jwana M&ria. the 1ut TCJ111Va to inhabit Sin Nk:hoJ. w.nc.t. 
• In 1993, San Gabri81 nsklaNI voted to Nml their NrW high IICbool "llw c.bricllno Hlsh 

School". 
• The "Cabrielino Tl'llil* was clesipted in the upper Arrayo Seco C.yon. o£ the.&.\ 

GabrleJ Mount&ina In 1994 by 'the Un1ted States Ponst Servkl, . 
• The City of SUI Gabftel pulled a retelW::ioa Nt!OpiZlna "tbt Glbdellno-Tanra Nation 

u the aboriginal tribe oltm tal Anaelet .... Auauat 21, 19N, 
• "11\e California Le>gdlature adopi:H a tiD\i1N re.olutiOn aebowJedsms Its loD,plml 

..tati.an6hip wtlh .-Cabriell!'no/Tonr• Aupt at, tPM. . 

,, 
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r Native American Services """ 
I 

• HOUSING-Information regarding housing assistance and refer
ral to e)(isting community· programs. Rental subsidies Motel place
ment and Overnight shelter. Emergency utility assistance. 

• NUTRITION-Jnfonnation about nutrition services and refer-. . 

rals to community programs, Outreach and media releases on nutri-
tion. F~od distribution (brown ~ags) food_~istance (vouch~) and 
-hoJiday food baskets.(Easter~1;banksgiving~Chri~) 

• HEALTH -Information on free or low plan health services and . 
Emergency medical transportation. 

• EMPLOYMENT -Information and referral outreach and Me
dia release on employment job fairs and occasional job 'placement. 

• GUIDANCE-Educational fun workshops and recreational ac
tivity and other projects -on Human and Personal development ( tQp· 
ics such as: Motivation, Discipline and Self Esteem Cultural Aware
ness Individual social development. I>rovided for Youth and their 
families as a Family support service. · 

• 
• 
• Our CSAIBG Program prcmdes emergency services to ''t..oYPIIieome Native 

Americans. -emphasizing in Families and Seniors ( vonOCilion of'Jow.lncomcand proper 
cloeu~ belnaaa N.A wW be reqaiQid.) 

• • 
• 
• 
• 

. . 
For more Info.call: Dee Roybal Program Coordinator: 

PHON£:626-286-1212 OR 626-286-1632 X 03 FAX: 626--286-1262 
214 EEL Monte St. San Gabriel Ca. 91776 

,, 
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY. LONG BEACH 

DEPARTMENT Of ANTHROPOLOGY 

Mr. John Auyong 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Dear Mr. Auyong: 

Apri13, 1998 . CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

I am writing concerning the proposed development at the HeDman Ranch in Seal 
Beach, which I understand is on the Coastal Commission agenda for next Tuesday, 
Apri17. 

Unfortunately, I will be unable to attend this meeting due to a prior commitment. I am, 
however, deeply concerned about the project and its impact on archaeological sites as 
well as ethnic communities of Native Americans. 

These sites have never been adequately studied, but there are indications that they 
could be very sjgnificant. As you know, there is a lawsuit against the City of Seal Beach 
over the faulty EIR for this project. It is crucial that these sites be thoroughly 
investigated before the project is improved. Otherwise, Seal Beach could have a replay 
of what happened in Newport Beach, where development proceeded in spite of finding 
several hundred human remains in what has been described as the oldest and largest 
Native American cemetery in western North America. 

I am enclosing a packet of news articles on the Newport Beach case. I hope the 
Comm;ssion will study these articles, as well as briefs in the court case, before making 
any decisions on this important case. 

Thank you. 

E e E. le 
Professor of Anthropology 

1250 IILLflDWIIl BLVD • lONG lEACH. CA 90840-1003 • 3101985-5171 • fAx 3101985-4379 ~ 
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Facts ofO.C. Prehistory 
May Be Buried Forever 

stands out becauae of the lite's I 
tltablilhed ICientifac value and the 
debate thair.u enuecf over how I 
the bu."'iijs w.·ere hanliied. 

The Irvul! Co. tnd the state 
Native American neriLqe Com· 
rr~on. which c.,.ersees the han· 
dling of Indian rernaina. insiSt Lhat 
ORA-64 was developed in IUict 
accordance with sta~e &."ld iocal 
Jaws. 

• Archeoloty: Ancieitt NewPort ·burial site, one of richest 
of its kind, was excavated and built over with little notice. '"This eompar.y has spe:.t more 

By DEBORAH SOIOCH 
. TIMES STAFF WIITEl 

NEWPORT BEACH-Nothing 
prepared the diners for the 
strange and beautiful artifacts
the beads, mysterious stone 
spheres and decorated clay cylin· 
ders-buried in the bluff top above 
Newport Bay. 

Then they started unearthing 
bones. Hundreds of human bones. 
Arm bones. Let bones. Teeth. Bone 
fragments. Parts of human skulls. 

Still, the excavation crews 
pushed on, quietly diamantlinl
some ay destroying-one of the 
ol~est and most important archeo
lOfical sites on the California c:out. 
Week after week, dUJ'inl late 1995 
and early 1996, archeolOfieal field 
workers for an Irvine Co. project 
dug up the bones, which were later 
reburied in trenches nearby. to 
make room for 149luzury bomef. 

From accounts of the Irvine Co.'s 
archeologist and others who , 
worked at the site just off Jambo
ree Road, the bluff top teemed with 
c:Iues to life along the Pacific: eout 
4,000 to 9.500 years 110, at the 
dole of the Ice AJe. 

"We kept walking around. ayq, 
"Where is the Smithlonian? Where 
is National Gqraphic?' " rec:a1led 
one archeological worker who 
qreed to talk on condition that he 
not be na.'tled. "It was a fanwtic, 
amazing story. Sad situation. .Sad 
story .I cuess money talkl." 

A pricey, 1ated community 
ealled Harbor Cove MW lilts _, 
the bluff that once eradled the 

remains of a Village believed to be than ~2 miihon s:-king to develcp 
tbouandl of years older than the that r.te, but to co it ·n .a,.,.,,. that 
fabled Emtian pyramids of Gila. is sensitive to whate·. er was~ there 

And virtually DO one outside in tt!'mS of prthi!!~~:':O -in term! Cl! 
Irvine Co. offic:iall and a IIDil1 ~mcvinc it ca:.a:us~~·g it. ana!yz. 
circle of archeolosma. field work· me :t. shanng the rt'sJl!: "''l:.h the 
en and Native Americans lmows public," saici La...,.y !'"nornas. the 
what really emerced from this lite, L~ine Co.'s senior '"!~·· preSlden~ 

for communicat:ons. "Tha~·~ 
called ORA-64. Rumors spread ha."Cily a destn,;ction o:' Hi\ e.'' • 
among the local Native American .T"nomu added that ~h! compan~: 
community that hundreds of pre- t!"'td to prote~ :he !itr from .. indi-
biltoric human remains were un- ana Jones" type! hun::ng for bu:--
apectedly unearthed. A forensic ied treuure. 
expert utimated that the lite "You have a!l obliguion no~ !o 
contained u many as 600 burials. identify speci!ic p~ace~ . . . " he 

The lit of the bones may never Aid. "We l'.ave not sought to 
~witho~~e:.~: create any greater intc:rest 1n this 

..... than already exist~. but to try to 
at the request of two ltate·ap· aplain what -a·e w~re doinc u we 
pointed Native Americans called -a·e~ roing iio::.,:" 
"moot likely detcendants" ovenee-- Thou.andi of-artifacts from the 
ma the lite. Irvine Co. offldala ay. lite remain in laboratories and in 

What il dear il this: An Indent storqe, and the Irvine Co. has 
lite 1q c:onlidered by archeolo- promiled a full public accountmr 
pta u bilhlY lipiftcant wu a- of what was dilcovered. The report 
cavated, then developed with UUle has been delayed for months be
Public awarenea, even after Ylll'l cauae of the wealth of data. 
of behind·the-acenea klbbyiDI by Even 10, 10me Native Americans 
10mt ICientistl to ave it, aecardinl and ICientistl arpe that the lite 
to an extensive Times rtYieW of wu 10 important that it should 
dozens of state and local ctocumenta bave been preserved. Some eon· 
and more than 100 intervieW~. tend that state laws int.ended to 

protect lites from sc:avenpn can 

The sqa of ORA-&1-10 named inltead unintentionally allow their 
beeaUit it wu the 64th lite in deltnlction by development, by 

Orance County on a national lilt of keepiq locations ~eerel It was. 
arcbeolop:al findl-offen a rare accordin8 to one official attached 
llimPR into· a world where the to the ltate Office of HiStoric 
interests of developers. archeolo· Preservation. "a failure of the sys-
lilts and Native Americans elllh tem." • 
over tancled questionl of bow to '"They ay that everything that 
ba.lance modern-day pJ'OIJ'ell with was done was lepl. Well. it may be 
cultural and scientific c:onc:ems. lepl, but it iln't right," said Lillian 
Wbile dae ax:avauaa of pre.bii&Grie Rob1el. AD elder wah the JuaDeno 
lites il not unUIUII in Southern Bam! of Million tndians and a critic ....J11J 
California. the ORA-64 story oftbedillinaat0RA·64. ''lfit'sso jf\-

\\-



BONES: Irvine Co. Defe11ds Wo1·k 011 Bu 
• leJal. why was everyone so hush· 

bush? .. 

• 

• 

Michael E. Macko. the con· 
sultmg archeologist for 
the Ir"me Co. who over

saw the excavation or ORA-64. 
based his estimate that the site was 
occupied roughly 4.000 to 9.500 
years ago on radiocarbon dat1ng of 
shells that appear to have been the 
kitchen waste of the inhabitants 
who sought food from the coast· 
Une. 

Fewer than 10 archeolOJical 
lites alona the California coast date 
blek more than 9.000 years, and 
ORA-84 was one of the largest. 
aid Jon M. Erlandson, a leadinJ 
expert in early coastal life who has 
reViewed data from the site. 

'*This is one or the most impres • 
live and important sites from the 
Pacific coast of North America." 
said Erlandson, a University of 
Oregon associate professor of an
thropolOIY who is assisting on 
ORA -84 research. 

The excavation could produce 
important new details about Cali
fornia's past, such as the impact of 
climate changes and types or veg
etation, as well as trade and social 
patterns of the early inhabitants. 
say archeologists familiar with the 
lite. 

The prehistoric dwellers left be
hind a wealth of artifacts-thou
sands of them. Macko says. includ
ing many hundreds that he 
considers of museum quality. 

There ate the perfectly round 
stone balls. 50 to 60 in all. some the 
me of ba.<:eballs. two as big as 
bowling balls. Similar balls have 
been found elsewhere m California, 
in Orqon and eastward-but the 
sheer numbers at ORA-64 make 
the find important. Macko says. He 
hypothesizes that r.hey were used 
for .sports. 

There are 30 thimble-sized. 
decorated clay cylinders seemingly 
fired at high temperatures. A 1971 
discovery of simtlar objects dunng 
an earlier dig at ORA-64 led to 
published SCtentific reports that 
\hey were the oldest known deco
rated. fired-clay ceranucs in the 
Western Hemisphere. 

And there are the four stone 
bifaces-stone artifacts shaped like 
large arrowheads and flaked on 
either side-20 to 30 centimeters 
long. One is made of a natural 
volcamc 11ass called obsidian 
traced to an area on the eastern 
Orqoa·CabfOffili border. Macko 
llys. 

How the obsidian traveled across 
~e moun~ and valleys of what 

11 now ~aJnorrua to be buried 
above Newport Bay "is one of the 
most fascinating research ques
tions that we have," Macko said. 

Missing from this treasure trove 
are the artifacts found with the 
burials. Those were returned to the 
earth along with the bones durina 
11 reburials from August 1995 to 
January 1997. Native Americans 
associated with the project per
formed the ceremonies. 

Without the bones, some seien· 
tist.lsay, huge amounts of knowl
qe about the early people who 
made these artifacts is lost. But the 
appointed Native American over
seers-Jim Velasques and David 
Belardes-opposed any chemical 
testinc of bone, the Irvine Co. says. 
And they also asked for eeereey. · 

"I ligned an agreement with 
t1'1em that said "\C •rJr .. -nation on 

hu."nan remains would be distrib
uted without their approval. And I 
don't plan on Violaung L"'at agree· 
ment," Macko said. 

Belardes, a leader of the Juaneno 
Band ci Mission Indians. said he 
opposet: an~· bone examination that 
would be destructive. such as 
radiocarbon dating or DNA testinc. 

Velasques. tribal chair of the 
Coasal Gabrielino/D1eru!no ba.-:d 
of ~!tssion Indians. confirmed that 
he had requested secrecy at the 
site. a:id sa1d the !rvine Co. treated 
Lit remains \\'ith dignity. 

··From \\"hat I saw. to me it •·as 
better tha~ (the remains) be t.X· 

hnmed and bu."ied in a beUer place 
than they be bulldozed over," he 
said. 

Under state law. when hu
man rerr.ains are fe<1~d at a 
construction sit-e. the 

county coroner must determine 
wl>ether !bey are recent or an· 
cient. At ORA -64, that job fell to 
corone!"'s co:uultant Judy Suchey. 
a natior.aJly recogn!led forensJc 
anL't:·opol.:lgist who-when ques
tioned by reporters last apnng
sai.d that appr~:nately 600 or 
more remams had been uncovered. 

lr\ine Co. o!!icials qutltiOMd 
how Suehey had reached that 
coant.. Thomas. the c~mpan~ 
.spokesman, said at the ume t.ha. 
on'v t.hrH full skeletons and hun· 
m-~ds of bone fragments. ~ bet~ 
discovered. AnY count 15 diffteul 
~cause most bone wu found not 
as full skeletons, but fragmented, 
Ja,'l.1!'fed and disturbed b1 I'Cideftts.. 
Macko said. In later intcrrie'll'S. 
hO"\\tVer. Thomas we t.nat Such· 

ey's est!mate of 60~ nngnt be 
correct. 

.. It could be." he sa1d. ''It could 
be more. Jt could be less. But we 
don't kn!>'ll' how she r!aehed that 
conclusion." 

Suchey, an ant.hropolQIY profes. 
aor at Cal State Fullerton. said she 
based her estimate on the bones 
lhe saw in the field and in a 
laboratory, where they were 
briefiy held before reburial, as well 
u conversations she had with 
people at the lite. 

With the permission of the coro· 
ner's office, The Times reViewed 
nearly 3)0 of the 4,000 photo
sraphic slides Suc:hey says she 
collected of the burials. They show 
portions of tibias and femurs, plas· 
tic bags filled with bone fragments, 
even an upper jaw with 12 teeth. 
Slides dated Nov. 16, 1995, show 

· what appear to be four partially 
excavated burials still in the 
IJ'OUDd. 

However, a request by The 
Times to reproduce photographs of 
the bones was denied by the coro
ner's office at the request of the 
Native American Heritaee Com
million. 

Macko says Suchey's estimate is 
probably on tarJet. One worker. 
who requested anonymity, said he 
helped dil up at least a dozen 
skeletons that were 30% to 80% 
complete. 

Some workers said many re
mains turned up after heavy equip
ment arrived at the site in 1995, 
systematically remoVing thin lay· 
ers of IOil to reveal bones and other 
objects underneath. 

"Bones turned up everywhere," 
one worker recalled. "You could 
see a cranium that had just been 
lheared in half by the scraper
bones that were crushed by the 

. scraper." . 
Macko, however, denies that ex

t.enaive damqe occurred. "Most 
tbinp were recovered with abso
lutely no damqe," he said. 

First workers excavated the site, 
diUinl roqhly 1,900 one-by-one
meter aquares in .the 1found. 
Macko said. Paddle-wheel scrapers 
removed one to two inches of soil 
at a time to usure objects were 
unearthed before grading began . 
he said. When remains were found, 
ICriPinJ wu halted and bones 
were removed by hand, he said. 

Tbe scraper's accuracy was 
"'miDd·bogliQI," Mac.kollid. 

Aecordinc to Erlandson. the 
ORA-84 excavation was handled 

,,. 
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...-- properly. The standard rouune. be 
, / II1CL would have been to dil a Y ama11 pertentl.lt of a sue and 

bulldoze the rest. 
"1bil wu much better than the 

averare project," he Aid. Still. be 
added. be wishes the lite could 
bave been saved from develop
mtDL 

Some archeololical workers 
questioned the Wisdom of hirinl a 
handfUl of state prison inmates 
from two halfway hous..-s to work 
on the ORA-84 lite. Macko said the 
inmates were doinJ manual labor 
JUCh u wuhinl material andre· 
pairinltcreens. not excavatiOn. 

"' saw no reason not to lfvt 
thele JUYI a chance at all." be llid. 

)lore ltudy of the artifacts and 
ot.Mr ICitntific review remain. But 
Macko ilscheduled to speak about 
1M lite Thursday at the Pacific 
Cout Archeological Society. wrucb 
already il ltirrinl fresh ciU'iOiitY 
amonclocal archeoloptl. 

c 

AltboUih ORA-84's final ex
cavation attracted little 
public attention, a much 

lmaller dil 1enerated a fiW'l1 of 
coverqe in January 1973, when 
ICientiltl reponed the uneanhinl 
of thimble-lized, decorated. fired
clay ceramics believed to be 6,000 
to 7.150 years old. 

Archeologist Christopher Dro
ver-who dilcovered the ceram· 
its-later applied to nominate 
ORA-64to the National RetUter of 
Biltoric Places. 

State reeords show that the state 
Biltorieal Resources Commission 
approved Drover's request in July 
1177. a Rep that some officia.ls say 
can virtuaUy assure a place on the 
Nltionll Repter. But the final - . -· 
paperwork apparently was never 
liped in Sacramento or forwarded 
to the National RetUter in Wub
inJlOn. Consequently. the lite was 
never lilted. (WbJle National Rea· 
ilter status doea not in it.lelf block 
development of a historic lite. it 
sometimes can prompt more thor· 
qb federal ICJ'Utiny of a private 
project and more public awarene. 
of a site's importance.) 

Other expm.s SOUiht to save 
pan or all the Site. One consuhina 
arcbeoJOiiJL Joan Brown. W'Jed in 
a 1992 report for the city of New· 
port Beach that ORA.-84 be pre
ltrVtd. ''This is one of the most 

Important prehistorit litels) re·l m11ninl in Oranae County.·· Brown 
wrote. Her report. part of an envi-. 
ronment.aJ reView process for the 
JIII'CIIIQied Harbor Cove deqjap· 
!nf'nt. wu deemed confidenual un· 

der lt.lte law because it contained 
Site loeaUons. 

The followinl year. conserva
tionists in Newport Beaeh at· 
tempted 10 drum up support and 
money to buy the ORA-841and and 
two other Irvine Co. propertjea 
above Newport Bay. The campaip 
focused on environmental eon· 
eerns. not archeoiOJY. and voters 
turned down Measure A in Novem
ber 1993 by a 2-to·l ratio. 

'1f people tbol.llht jt wu so 
li.,utac:ant archeoiOiiCalJy that it 
should have been untouched. there 
wu an opportunity 10 purchut it 
from us. and we were a wiWnJ 
•Uer,'' Thomas of the Irvine Co .. 
llid. 

The Irvine Co. then prelled 
ahead with the Harbor Cove proj· 
tct. receMne approval from the 
Newport Beaeh City Council and 
the California Coastal Commislion, 
which reviewed the company's 
areheoJo,;cal plans. Excavation 
work at ORA-84 bflan Jan. 19. 
1895. finishinl a year behind 
Jcbedule in May 1886. 

In 1 lut·dit.cb effort for preser
vation. Jonathon E. Ericlon. a UC 
Irvine professor of environmental 
analyail. desicn and anthropolOJY, 
wrote Irvine Co. PreSident Donald 
L. Bren in May 1995, W'Jinlat least 
partial preservation of what he 
ealled "perhaps one of the moat 
important Sites of its type in North 
America and the world." Erie10n 
llid be never heard back from 
Bren. 

Some archeol()JiltiiUll wonder 
whether aovernment review 
should have assured ORA·&l's 
pruervat.iOn, much as it miJht 
proteet 1 wetlands or a rare 10111· 
bird.· 

The California Environmental 
Quality Act requires the ltUdy of 
wbtther a projeCt ftUiht IJpifi
eantly damaae an important 
areheolOCical lite. It IU'Oftlly en
toUJ'IPI lite preservaucm, but if 
that proves impoaible, the lite il 
supposed to be excavated so that its 
information is recovered and 
saved-such as retrieVinl artifacts 
and stud)'inl them. 

Some wonder if the ORA-84 
excavatiOn illustrates a naw in the 
act. 

Hlf they can't proteCt a lite of 
that im.por1ance. then (CEQA il) 
not doinJ what it's supposed to do." 
llid Patricia Maru. uaociate pro
fessor of anthropoJQIY and arcbe
olOIY at Cal State Los AnJeles and 
former chairwoman of the Jtate 
Historical Resources CommiSSion. 

"'11 was a failure of CEQA and 
loeiJ JOVI!!!'DJMDt 10 deaJ applapJ i • 
ately With a valuable enVJronmen • 

tal resource." satd Wilham Se1del. 
coordinator of the state's Historn:al 
Resources Information System, 
which keeps track of archtoiOS'ieaJ 
lites and other hwonc places for • 
the lt.lte Office of Histone Preser· 
vation. "I think it was a failure of 
the system." 

Today. as they did thousands of 
years IJO. people are settliDJ in at 
the bluff top above Newport Bay. 

Nearly all the houses at Harbor 
Cove are finished-lqe. bii·Win· 
dowed homes. some With Spanish
style red• tile roofs. some v.ith New 
Efllland-style IJ'IY stone details 

and eoacb lilht.s. Mercedes Benzes. · 
BMWs and Lexusts art parked in 

• ·the driveways. Landscapers have·· 
planted nowers and trees. 

Robles. the tribal elder of the 
Juaneno band of Minion Indians. 
wonders how much Harbor Cove 
relldents know about the people 
who came before them. 

"When it's Winter. and the doors 
IW't slammine. and they bear 
footsteps." she said. "they will 
know the ancestors are around." 

Dtboralt Scfloch Clll lit ......... It 
CU•) tii·Sill or '' •·aall at 
ddorah.tchoeh@latimet.COM 

,, 

• 
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41!ioNES: Burial Site Built Over With Scant Public~~ 

• 

Ancient Find 
The exeavatiOn of an Upper Newport Bay bluff top to build 
housing in 1995 and 1996 yielded artifacts that could date back 
4,000 to 9,500 years. Found at the Harbor Cove lite: 

• Graves: POSSJbly u many as 6QO 
burials uncovered, with many 
found in a cemetery-like mL 
• Ceramic c:yiinden: 30 small =objects, perbaPI used in 

ceremony. 
• Stone apherfs. SO to 60 perfectly 
shaped balls ranging from buebill· 
size to bowling ball-lize. . 
• Bone beads: Bundredl of • 
intricately designed beads carved 
from rabbit bone. · 

• Blfaces: Four dual ·faced pJeces, 
20 to 30 centimetera long; possibly . 
denoted status within the 
settlement. One biface fa made of 

• Ar.l 0 __.... obsidian traced to a site 011 the 
• 1a11ea. .,.,_ ....,.,.. eastern Califo~-Orepn border • 

......... ;~!IV,.,., .w:ICSON/Lal ~'!all 

A.il8 R SUNDAY. NOVEMBER 2. 1997 

DYlNP.CA.IIEY I Lai.A.niJellt'l'lat 

Harbor Cove project near Back Bay was built on site where bones up t 
9,500 years old were found. Some remains were reburied in for'eiOun< 

BONES: Houses Now Sit Atop· Site 

A 30-acre stte Is roped off for 
.-cheoiOI(caf excavation In 
1995-96 that was directed by the 
Irvine Co. The ancient bLitll site, 
now a housing development., 
yielded thOusands of artifacts as • 
much as 9,500 years old Rf 
remains of an estimated 600 or 
more Native Americans, some of 
which were reburied nearoy at the 
request of tribal overseers. 
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MONDAY. NOVEMBER 3. 1997 

ORANGE COUNTY 

Sacred Issue 
By DEBORAH satOCH Native 

Juanet\0 band of ll.ission IndiiDa. 
u lhe and her colleague~ prayed nm .,..., waiTD • 
.In I circle ICJ'OII the lllttt from N APORT HACB- Americans lhe ptes of the new Harbor Cove 

f BurniniJIIt and .... commt.mlt7. 
inl bllck armbadl. a protest removal The Native Americaaa alto 
I'J'OUP of NatiVe Ameli· traveltd t.o three other lf'Chto.. 

CIDI ptherecl outlide a pted 
of prehistoric 

qtea1 lites Sunday: the Bolla 
community on Sunday t.o bonar Chica· men near Buntinlf.On 
ancient people who Uvtd bert u Beach. BellmiD Rucb In Seal 
kml u 9,500 ytu'l 180 and whole remains to Beach and a lite iD lADe Beach. 
bones were UDCOVered by deftl. But it wu lhe Irvine Co. project 
apmenL make way for on Jamboree Road that drew &be 

The AU Soull' Day cere1D0111 Jaraest crowd and the mOlt emo-
wu part protelt, part JDeiDCII1I1 

development 
tional outpourins from NaUve 

III'YiCe u about 'lO 1Dctianl and AmericaDI, who IIY they learDtd 
IIIJ)pol1.en apreaed out.rap t.bat ODly . rtceDUy that bundredl of 
IX> or more prehiltoric buria1l buria1l and thoulandl of IJ'Ufactl 
were moved ill 1995 and 1996 t.o make way for an were \IDtl.l'1hed t.hert and . reburied duriDS a 
Irvine Co. project t.o build 1491uzury bomel on 1 major excavation t.o make way for boms eeUiDI 
Newport Bay bluff mp. for MOO.OOO and mare. 

"BopefWly, the mt~~~~e will set t.o the 1rrine The buman remains and artifacts were 11ft· 
Co. t.bat they'll DtYer do anyt.binS like thil lll1.bed quieUy durinS the 16-month excavation 
apin.'' llid LiUian Roble~. an e1cler With lhe Pleut ... PBOTI:ST, liT 

PROTEST Otlaboma.lhe llid. 
Sbe offered ber yard t.o lhe 

Native Americana t.o bolcl a cer
emony iD comma mont.bl. '1 tbiDk 
we Deed t.o work t.otether t.o make 
the lnctiana feel u comfortable u 
pollible," Mead-llflllinler Kid. 

•we Ill lost It [tile lite]. 
, All of ... respoulblt. 
CUltural fiiOUrCel ...... 

tolllof&' 
LAUREl. .... 

Alcltttllaltt wflo .. .,...,....,.. 

..-nMe. "We aU JOlt at "'C.' All of 
Ulll't l'elpODIIble," lhe llid. '1!ul· 
&urall'f!IOUI'etl be1ons to au of • .. 

Wbile the Native .AmericaDI did 
DDt enter the ptel of Harbor Cove, 
one rllideut came out t.o meet 
tbem. Prancet llead-MellinJer 
Kid lhe did DOt know lboul tbe 
barllllwlleD- tloaJbt-.... 
earlier Udt year. Her J'l'llt· 
II'IDdmothtr wu a Choctaw from 

Ser iDvttaticm wu prliled by 
...,. Native AmericaDI. '1 tbiDk it 
toot I lot of COUI'IIt," Kid one 
IDIJ'Cber, Connie Lester ol La Ba· 
In, who II part Cherokee. "'Sbe'a 
aut blood. ad abe Undenunda 
!low we ftel." 

1n1ne eo.·. Tbomu Kid Sunday 
evenm, that Standard Pacific. 
wtdcb built the bomel, notified 
buyer~ about the archeololicaJ lite. 
lloreover, the entire uea where 
bomel bave been and Ww be built 
bu been acav1ted. wtth 110 re- . 
llllinlleft on the developed por
tion~, be llid. 

More cletaill about ORA ·64 are 
apected wben lrrine Co. ardle· 
oJoci1t lliehael Macko lddreaes 
the Padf1e Cout ArebeolOfPCI! So· 
citty TbUI'Iday. Tbe public ..um 
Wll bt at· 740 p.m. at Weii.WD 
DJtjtal Corp •• 8106 Irvine Center 
Drtve.lrrine. 

• 

• 

• 
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With eagle staff in hand, Fred Short bums sage for purtftcatlon and to show respect for elders. 
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· ;6 \ Loss of Prehistoric Burial 

• 

Site 'a Shame,' Experts Say· 
By DEBORAH SCHOCH 
TIMES IT AFF WliTil 

NEWPORT BEACB-Newa t.bat 
prehiJtoric bcmel of alO or more burtall 
were lmlll1hed and t.beD reburied 
duriDI an IrviDe Co. projeCt near Ntw· 
port )ay il provolcine IUI'prile IDd 
ecmcem amq antbropoJoliJtl IDd 
o&Mr.apena. 

Some ea1l the number of burAIII 
remarkable. ADd aome aaythe fact tbat 
bones were reburied without radioclr· 
bon datint or DNA t.elt.iq conatitutela 
loll of Kientific information that could 
laave advanced bowledp about ,.. 
Dltica and the reJationahipa between 
Calilomia'a earliest inhabitlml. "''t m\Jit bave been alipificant atte. 
It'• a tbame it'• delt.royecl. and it's even 
more a ahame tbat it wu destroyed 
.Wif.bout the benefit of full anaJ)'Iil, .. 

DemUs Stanford, chairman of 1ht De· 
partment of Anthropolon at t.be 
Smithsonian lniUtut.ion'a National Mu· 
uum of Natural History in Wuhinlton 
laid Tuelday. 

•we certainly would bave put our 
word in on Preaervi.nl the lite," Stan· 
ford laid. 

An estimated alO human burials IDd 
Ulouaands of IJ'Ufact.s were uneartbed 
on a 30-acre lit.e in 1985 and 1986 
duri.nl an Irvine Co. archeoiOJieal •· 
cavauon. The diJ, which the company 
ll.id cart more than S2 million...,. done 
pnor co the bu11diDc of 149 luzury 
bomn in the pled Harbor Cove COlD• 
munity just off Jamboree Road. 

Tntma of shell lbowed tbat the lite, 
known in archeolop:ai c:irclee u ORA· 
64, was 4.000 to 8.5QQ.yem old. Jrrirle· 

\.iO. areneoloiiat llicbael &-liaCtO 
laid. Tboee datil rut the lite ,. 
beinB amona the oldelt ~rno.m 
areas of human babitaticm on the 
California cout, ezpertlay. 

"1 don't think we lllve any littl 
tbat bave been excavated in Cali· 
fomia where D or more burials 
bave been found IDd are ofiUCh 
antiquity... utd Lynn Gamble, 
president of the Society lOt Cali· 
fornia ArcheolOI')' and an Uliltant 
profnaor of antbropoloay at San 
Diero State Umventty. '"Tbe fact 
that they excavated 10 much )'ieldl 
thil incredible information. But at 
the 11me time. we lbouldD't be 
destroytnl th•llt.el ... 

The at.ate Native American Her· 
itate Commil'ion. whicb ov..., 
1.bt d:ilco"ll j of Jndiln l'tlllldDI. 
IIYI tbat the Irvine Co. followed 
lt.att laW in GCIVItinl the lite. 
~ommiu1on ex~uuve secretary 

1AlT)' llyll'l IIIG 1Ut wee& tbat in 
hil experience, the IrviDt Co. bu 
involved the Native AmeriCan 
community iD IUCh acavationl. 
~· ., t.biDt theTrt better &ban 
DIOit. 

But newt tbat the die uncovered 
u many u alO buriaJa of PlfUil 
lkeJettmsiDd bone frqmeritl bu 
created a IUr amona Native 
Americana and ldentiata alllte. 
Some NaUve Amtriclna _,. they 
only beard recently about the buri· 
all, wldle IOIDt ICientiltl believe 
more tiiUnl should lllve been 
daae. 

Tbt project wu monitored by 
two Native Americana-Jim 

Veluquel and DaVid Belardel
wbo were appointed by tbt state 
commtllion u "most likely de
ICtndantl. •• The two men re· 
queatecl that no deiLruet.ive t.elt.iq 
of the bonee be done, which ruled 
out radiocarbon te1tinC aDd DNA 
teltinl· Tbe bones were reburied 
with NaUve American~ offic:iatin8, · 

· the Irvine Co.llid. 
"We choee to honor the Wilbes 

of the NaUve American~," llid 
Larry Thomu, Irvine Co. ltDior 
Vice president for communicationl. 
Thomu added tbat the Harbor 
Cove projeCt wu reviewed by the 
ei&J of Newport Beach and the 
lt.ate Couta1 Commialion. wbich 
required the Irvine Co. to CGDduct 
111 excavation and illue public 
rtpOI'tl of the ftndinp. 

Sonia JobnMn,. tribal leader of 
the Juaneno band of llill:ion Jnd.i. 
1n1. wbo bu spoken out apinlt 
the excavauon of ORA-64, llid the 
too would not bave allowed the 
deltructive ttlt.inl of bones: 
"'TbeM are our anct1ton. Tbele 
were human beJnp. It's not 101M· 
thine tbatl'm in faYOr of." 

Several expert~ expr-.cl lUI'• 
Pl'ilt at the number of buriall 
found at ORA-64. the name be· 
ltOWed on the lite becauu it ..,. 
the 64th in Oranp County added to 
a national Ult of an:beolop:&llitel. 

"Six hundred buriaJI from one 
lltt, if we're taJkin1 about. one lite, 
II indeed very unUIUil," llid Ki· 
cbatl A. Glulow, prvfnaor of 
anthropolOI')' at UC Santa Barbara 
and an expert in California arcbt· 

~·would think anywhere in 
Nartb America wbere you bad 800 
lNr1all in t.bat time frllawaald.be 
incredibly important... . added 
Thomu ll Hester. prvfeuor of 
anthropolOay and cbrec\or of the 

fir 
~.;;;..;;;;::..;.;;;:ESD;:;,::;.;.A:;.;.Y _____ • • 

~OVEMB£R 5.199'1 CC1"t 

Texu ArcheoloJjcal Research 
Laborator)' at the Untvll'lity of 
Telu at Austin. He called the Jack 
of DNA testin, or radiocarbon 
daUnc "a tremendoulloll." 

Native AmtriCIDI often forbid 
luch leltinJ of bone, llyinJ it 

II d.ilrelpectful of their ance1t0r1. 
Some ICientiltl are compuinJ Jbt 
ORA·84 cWemma to the nationally · 
publidztd dilpute over a 9.200· 
year-old skeleton named Kennt· 
wick Man found In 1996 llq the 
Columbia River in WllhinJI,on. 
Nauve American~ and the· Jr.rmy 
Corpt of lnfineera aoupt Ul rt· 
burial without ut.enlive study, 
wldle a JrOUP of in\emationaJly 
kDown acientiltl-includina the 
Smithlonian'a Stanford-have 
IUed. 1etkin8 the rilhtl to study 

tbtremainl. ~ ThOUIIIKII of ORA·84 
are ltW under study, and L It 
Rub, a profeuor of antJuoopo10I)' 
at Cal State Northridp,laid be il 
intriJued by rtpOI'tl of round ltont 
baUI IDd otMr artifactl tbat ..,. 
pear to bave 1inb to eut.ern Or· 
tiOil and otMr pU'tl of the Great 
Buin. 

"You put tbil whole tbinl to· =·• it lootllike an e:rt.raor
~ ofiCien&ific iDfor· 

mation, llid. 
Rub laid be was not aware of ; 

tbt atent of the ORA-64 dilcover· 1 

Ill. "1 fiDel it IU'ikinl tbat a dilcov • 
.ry of thil mqnitude eould lllve 
been made, and it prompted 10 
little a'W'II'eDia." be llid. 

However. Tbomu laid tbat a 
report on ORA·64 il now beiDa 
compiled by MICto to be prMentecl 
at archeolottcal forums. Macko il 
IICbeduled to preeent - of b.il 
fiDd1np Thurtday at '7:30 p.m. at 
the Pacific Cout ArebeolOfPcal So
ciety meeq at West.em DilitaJ 
CorD. in Irvine. 

"We too believe tbat tbil ill a 
remarkable lite," Thomu ll.ic1. But 
before tcientiltl beliD :.Rf. 
lilnificanet of tbe lite 
newspaper Jtoritl, be llid. -
t.ifte d.ilcipline would MID to rt· 
quire IIJit theY wait .. for I thor· 
...... lotal ......., .fnm Gilt ol 
their peers, tbat il iD PIOIItll 
now." jtltS 

._. ... 
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Irvine Co. Archeologist Speaks on Buria\, 
• Excavation: Lecture on ancient remains 
near Newport Bay grows tense when 
audience asks about handling of dig. 

By DEBORAH SCHOOf 
nMES STAff WRITER 

IRVINE-A crowd of about 200 people crammed into a 
mtetinl room Thursday ru,ht for an archeololiSt's publie 
unvenm, of data from one of Ori11Je County's most 
important prehistoric rands. 

Tbe crowd at the Western Digital Building gasped u 
Jlichael E. Macko held up a mahogany obsidian blade. 
uncovered along with more than 2,000 bone beads and 
doleDII of round stone balls during a controversial 
acavaUon above Newport Bay. 

The Times reported Sunday that the remains of an 
fltimated 600 or more prehistoric people were unearthed, 
moved and reburied in 1995 and 1996 to make room for 149 
luxury homes in a gated community called Harbor Cove 
delplte lobbying' by some scientists. Maek was the 
archeologist who oversaw the 16-month Irvine Co. excava
Uon. wbieb cost more than $2 million. 

Tbe lite, called ORA. ·tit. was 
•e~t~rJy the most incredible site 

110M IAJln..E'm I Loa AllftltS '1'111111 

Michael E. Macko, standing above, talks about ftnds at development. 

rve had a chance to work on," 
llae.ko lllid. 

'l'be atmosphere in the room be· 
came tense when Macko fmished his 
,.entation and archeologists and 
residents began asking questions. 

• 

A Newport Beach woman asked 
why the public wasn't told sooner 
about the lite. "I live in the neigh· 
barbood." abe said. "Why are we 
just findin8 out about this now?" 

Macko responded that there 
were ltVeral newspaper stories. 

ADother woman asked Macko if 
he ever recommended qainst ex
cavation to the Irvine Co. 

llleJco responded later, "I'm not 
J0iD1 to touch on political deci. 
lioDI." 

A 11t1n in the audience inter
jected. "It's not a political decision. 
It's an ethical decision." 

Rldioc:artlon dating of shell shows 
the l.l-acre lite to be 4,00) to 9.500 
yean old, Macko said. That would 
date human habitation there to the 
cbe of the ke Age, expertS lllid. 

Tbe Irvine Co. and the state 
NatiVe American Heritqe Com
millsion. wbieh oversees the treat· 
ment of Indian remains. Aid state 
law wu followed. The ltate ap
pointed two Native Americana 
they call "most likely c:lescend· 
ants." Jim Veiasques and David 
BeJardes. to aaist at the site. Tbe 
Irvine Co. Aid the two men for· 
bade radiocarbon dating or DNA 

• te1t.i1J1 of the bones. which were 

reburied in trenches at an undil· 
dOlled location. 

TboUJandl of artifacts from the 
lite remain in storage and iD labo· 
ntories under study. 

Larry Thomas. Irvine Co. Ienior 
vice president, hu repeatedly said 
that the lite wu not destroy" and 
that lUI company bas continually 
IOUJht to be sensitive to the lite's 
ICientific and cultural importance. 

AlthoUBh the full ICOPf of the 
burials wu not public atil re
cently-Macko confirmed lut 
week that 600 or more buriall were 
found there-Thomas said lUI firm 
went tbroulh 1 publie approval 
prooc.a iD a:avatinl and deveklp· 
iD1 the lite. A research deliCn for 
the die wu reviewed by the state 
CoutaJ Commiaion. And Thomu 
tlli4 that the home builder It the 
liti, Standard Pacific, notified buy. 
era. The homes in the pled com
munity ltll for $600,000 or more. 

A number of Native Americal'JI 
and areheologista say they were 
not aware of the ICOpf of the 
projeCt. Some Native Americana. 
for tDitanc:e, say they learned only --- -- -- ---- ---- -
tbiJ IPI'inl and summer that 0 
burials were found there. 

Some prominent archeololflts 
have expressed dismay that DNA 
teltinc and radiocarbon testing 
wu not done, saying' that valuable 
ICientific information bas been lolt. 

Hick Spain. an archeololilt who 
did a:ploratory work at the stte in 
1m and 19'72. asked Macko wbat 
pereentqe of the intact portion of 
the lite wu excavated UliDIICl'IP· 
en. or beavy equipmeDL 

Macko responded that an elti· 
mated 86fl to 90" of the na was 
eprniJwS with aspers. Any dam· 
qe wu atremely minor, and the 
procell wu monitored. The burials 
"""'a:avated by hand. be said. 

niDAY 
NOVEMBER 7,1997 
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ORANGE COUNTY PERSPECTIVE 

Protecting Reminders ofHistQry 
Irvine Co.· s development of burial site legal; stronger limits needed 

California lon& has been aecused of paving Tbe remains were reburied elsewhere, heed-
over its history. Tbe state- fUled With markers inS the demands of Native Amerk:anl whole 
denoting that a structure now considered of ancestors occupied the site. But llllll1 artifacts 
historical importance "once stood here." Tbat remain to be studied and cataloged. Above all, 
can be said of the Newport Beach cluster of they 1hould be displayed. 
expensive homes known u Harbor Cove. Men Tbe public will not be able to walk the 
and women lived there anywhere from 4,000 to IJ'OUl)d where they were discovered. But a 
9.500 years ago, and the mUieUID would still offer 

• 

land wu a burial stte for a glimpse mto the put, a • 
Native American~. remJnder of what tJ1sted 

Tbe Irvine Co.. which before orange ll'Oves, 
owned the property, ob· high-rises and malls 
tained the necessary per- IWepta~thecounty. 
mits from Newport Beach Many people under-
and the California Couta1 1tandably are outraged 
Commission Jn developillJ about what happened at 
the project. It also offered Harbor Cove. At leut two 
the land for sale. historians bave llid tbat if 

But four years aro a the California !nl'tron-
city ballot measure to buy The expensive homes of Harbor Cove n mental Quality Act bad 
the property wu rejected. built on what w11 once a historical stte. functioned wen. the lite 
Those Jn favor of etty would have been tpared. 
ownership stressed not history but open IJPICI. The Irvine Co. appears to bave met itl ltlal 
Despite occasional news ltories about findinp obligationl. The question II whether the envi
of bones and ceramic artifacts during excava- ronmental act u constituted can ..Uy be 
Uon. the biltorical importance of the lite never eounted on to protect JUcb lites. . . 
registered ltlOngly. ·' · · Tbe act requires developments to offlet lily 

Anthropologists and other IICientists now are barm they do, including degrading air or water 
expressing JUrprtle at the high number of quality. It allo encouraps pre~e~vatiOD of 
Native American remains discovered, perbapl important arcbeologlcal lltel, IUch u Huboi 
600 or more. Had the lite not been developed. Cove. But it milht be time to look at the act 
ICientists would bave bad a chance to study apin to tee if tt can be ltfenlthened m tbat 
how people lived so many millennium~qo. Important lites are aved. 

• , 
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LEITERS TO THE TIMES 

Save Bolsa Chica Archeological Site 
•Thank you for the Nov. 2 arucle 
about the archeolOJical site, ORA· 
St. that wu onee in Newport 
Beach's Back Bay area. The Bolsa 
Cbica Land Trust agrees that it il 
D10I1 regrettable that such an im· 
portant and meaniqful site bu 
becm deatroyed. 

At this time, it il very important 
to note that there il an equally 
important site in Oranl~ County, 
ORA-83. This site is in imminent 
dan8tr of being destroyed also. 
Tbil il occurring because of county 
pvemment approvals and the de
lire of Koll Real Estate Group to 
maximize its use of the Bolla Chica 
mesa fer hoUiinl. 

One t.hinl we are· supposed to 
lelm from history il not to repeat 
the miltakes we have made. The 
Bolla Chica Land Trust il actively 
appoliJ\I this needless destructioD 
and we hope othen will join With us. 

NANCY DONA VEN 
President 

Bolla Chica Land Trust 
Hununcton Beach 

• I am saddened that the Irvine Co. 
bulldozed one of the oldest archeo· 
lolicallites in Orange County, and 
auuc:k by the rimilaritia between 
what happened at Harbor Cove and 
what is happening at Bolsa Chica. 

Uke Harbor Cove. the site at 
Bolla Chica il very old, with human 
bones estimated to be 8,(0) yean 
old. Uke the lite at Harbor Cove, 
the lite at Bolla Chica wa5 approved 
by the State Historical Rellourtes 
Commission to be placed on the 
National Rqister of Hisl.oric Places. 

Like the Harbor Cove lite, the 
paperwork for eome lmknown na· 
son wu never forwarded to the 
National Regilt.er 1D ·wuhinpon. 
The KoU Real Estate Group llid 
the Irvine Co. both employed the 
same Native American lllODHGrl. 
Perhaps 10me of theee similarities 
are more than just coincideDcea 
Iince Don KoU ia on the board of 
the Irvine Co. 

Unlike Harbor Cove, bowever, 
there are not yet hoUiel at Bola 
Chica. There il lUll time t.o •ve 
the remaining archeoiQiiell litel 
on the Bolla Chica mesa. By belp· 
inC the Bolla Chiea Land Trull in 
jt.l efforta to bring about the aequi· 
sition of the mesa. we can preveat 
Harbor Cove and Bolla Cbica from 
havinl 1imilar houses coverins 
limilar arcbeoloeicaJ t.reuurel. 

CONNIE BO~MAN 
BlllltiDI'On Beach 

• The Times editarial ol OcL 3) 
reprdins the El Taro lick ol piiD
ning wu inlilbtlul: .,.. airpcl1. bu 
been tbe c:boice ftom the bfcbmluJ 
for a powerful poup ol cleveiopen 
and their supporter~ iD the earridan 
of county 10vemment." 

Thil ia a:actly the same eeenario 
for KoU's Bolla Cbiea develop
ment KoU internal memo1 that 
were ancm,YIDOUII.y 1e11t to the 
Bola Chica Lind Trull. recently 
eonfirm that, u you Alted. "plan
DiDC and au tbe dedliOD IDikinl 
have been mere window drelliDJ 
to support a forepe eonelUiion." 

FLOSSIE HORGAN 
HuntinltOn Beach 

TU~DA Y. NOVEMBER 11. 1997 

Indians' Remains 
• Your otherwilt carefully re· 
tearebed llOry ("Facta of O.C. 
Preh.iatory May Be BUried For
ever," Nov. 2) leaves the unfortu· 
nate and inaccurate impreasion 
that the acavation of ORA-64 in 
Newport Beach was performed im· 
properly. under a cloak of teereey 
and With Uttle pubUe notice. 

In fact. our approvals to con. 
IU'Uct Harbor Cove were pined 
after a leDJf.hy process of public 
reports and hearinp open to dti. 
RDI and interest Jroupl, U Well as 
the news media. Further, midway 
tbrou,h the excavation we invited 
the media to a briefinl. 

For decades thil seneral· area 
bu been well known to have 
archeolOJieal Jirnificanee. That is 
prec:iaely why our pubUc approvals 
from the city of Newport Beach 
and the California Coastal Commis
lion requirecl that tbe Irvine Co . 
aponeor aaophiatieated and profes
lional effort to thorou,hly exca
vate one lite on which develop
ment was planned. report findinp 
to the public and make artifaeta 
available for public 'riewinl and 
ltudy at ID appropriate muaeum or 
IDatituUon of hisher education. 
Four other' promilinJ lites have 
been left unt.ouched in the lur· 
1'0UDdina' open Jp&Ce. 

Further, the excavation wu 
monitored dally by Native Ameri
can tribal repraentativea. And the 
bandU.nc of human remains was 
overseen by MOlt Likely Descend· 
llltl aelected · ·by tbe California 
Native American Heritase Com· 
million. We followed their Wilhes 
With retpeet to the reburial of 
remains With appropriate certmO· 
Dial dipity. 

Contrary to your headline, we 
beUeve that the Native American · · 
commumuu, the areheolosical 
commumty and the pubUc Will 
have a wealth of valuable new 
information about life adjacent to 
Newport Harbor u many u 9.000 
yearaqo. 

LARRY THOMAS 
Senior vice president 

The Irvine Co. 

\ 
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LETTERS TO THE TIMES 

Excavation Gets Some Digs 
• People were Uvinc at the edae of 
Newport's Upper Bay 9.500 yean· 
qo? That's7.500 Be-three thou· 
aand yean before the tint pbar· 
aohl of Egypt, four thousand yean 
before the Sumeriana invented 
writiJll. 

And now their burtalsitel have 
been bulldozed to make way for 
upscale condos? 

Perhaps the most utonilhing 
thing about your Nov. 2 article is 
the quote from Larry Thomas of 
the Irvine Co.: "If people thought 
(the site) was so significant 
artheologically that it should have 
been untouched. there was an op· 
portunity to purchase it from us." 

But at the time of the vote to 
preserve open space around the 
Upper Bay no one in Newport 
knew of the anCient burtallite. The 
Irvine Co. kept its secret very well. 
Did the city know? That will be 
interesting to discover. Did The 
Times know? Apparently noL Did 
the state know that the most 
important prehistoric site in Cali
fornll wu about to be destroyed? 
There are funds available ror the 
purchase of such sites. Cerwnly 
the votm of Newport Beach didn't 
know. 

Another CuriOuS quote if•Your 
article is that of an unnamed 
"arc:heoloric:al worker": .. We kept 
walking around, ll)'inl, 'Where is 
the Smithsonian? Where ts Na· 
tional GeocraPhic?' . . . I 11.1e11 
money talks." Apparently it does. 
Irvtne Co. money setm1 to have 
bought the silence of this .. archeo
loflcal worker" who never both· 
ered to call The Times or anyone 
who might have tried to atop the 

rape of this prtcel• part. of man
kind's heritap. And how clever to 
use prilon inmates to do the dil· 
atnr. Real archeoloatsu miaht 
have talked. 

Back in the 195011 1 spent two 
yean working in salvap arcbeol· 
01)'.1 know the difference between 
the rush of salvqe dillilll to meet 
a developer's deadline and . the 
careful excavation that this lite 
deserved. We duJ from Redondo 
Beach to Arcadia without ftndinl a 
linlle ancient burial. To learn that 
600 burials were opened and. with· 
out even beinl dated. were dumped 
into a trench is beyond compre· 
henaion. 

LEE PAYNE 
Newport Beach 

• After rereadins your lenJthY 
eoverap of the arc:heoJ.otical dil 
on the bluff above Newport Bar· 
bor. it setm1 to me that the proceu 
woru. 

A well-reaarded profeuional 
arc:heolopt conducted I thoroulh 
excavation of the developed por
tion of the lite, and will make 
publie his findinp and conelUiionl. 

The Native A.mericln eommu
nit)' wiU learn more lbout ttl 

· heritqe, and wiU have aceta to 
hundredl of artifact~ that lhould 
lhed UJht on Ufe here u mueh u 
1.500 yean 110· ADd the remainl of 
ill ancti\OI'I have been reinterred 
accordinl to tribal Wilhel. and not 
IUbjected to cuboD datinl tbat 
they find offealive. 

And a new pneratioD of people 
drawn to the beauty of the bluff 
above Newport Harbor il enjoJ1n8 
lhelter iD the 111M place t.hat 

wu home to the orilinalsettlen of 
thisll'll. 

It appears that the extensive and 
COitly miU,ation requiremenll of 
the city of Newport Beach and the 
Coastal Commillion were carried 
out thorou,hly and ltnllitivtly by 
the landowner and ill arc:heolopt. 

CHlUSTtNE DIEMER 
Executive direetor, 

Orance County chapter 
Buildinl Jndustty Ala 

of Southern California 

•Thank you for the comprehen
sive article reprdinJ the arc:heo· 
lolical site 01\A 84. 

lt'a l'fiJ'Iltable that such an • 
important anthropoloaieal resource 
wu obliterated jult to build an-
other pted community. The only 
reuon that the lite was 10 eutly 
destroyed is that no one challenpd 
the projeet'l approval under, the 
California EnVironmenlal Quility 
Act. CEQA only workl if people 
enforctiL 

The Hellman Ranch develop
ment reeently IP(H'OVed in Seal 
Beach would destroy 10 arc:heo· 
loJic:alait.et and an extensive burial 
pound believed to date from the 
111M time period. 4.000 to 1.000 

y~ phototrlphl oftheproj· 
tel lite have revealed what appear 
to be the foundation~ of l!ldent 
dome bouMI and templa A lOll 
count, strip 111111 and 'lO bomel 
would replace thil invaluable re
cord of hUIDID biliary. 

It's time for coneerned ettilenl to 
challenle the laWI that have ltd to 
IUCb lbor\lilhted deltnlction. 

11011\AIWIN 
Sealleich 

• ; 



·-------------

LOS A~GELES Tl\IES 

•----------------------------------------------------------------~ 

ORANGE COUNTY VOICES 

Controlling the 
Present; Selling 

Out the Past 
Lost archeological sites 
in O.C. are examples of 
cozy relationship 
between developers and 
contract scientists. 
1J NICK SPAIN 

Tbe II'Cheological llte, known u ORA·64, 
wtudl sat atop a bluff overlooking Newport 
Bay, no lonpr tx!Sts. This sad fact is the 

mult ci "contract sc:1en~." an all too common 
contractual agreement between land developers 
and II'Cheologists to comply with legislative guide· 
Unee by "lcienbfically" investigating a prehistoric 
or histone llte out of existence. 

Harbor Cove IORA·64l. San Joaquin Hills 

•

(Newport Cout Archeolog~cal Pro)eCtl. Hellman 
Ranch. Bolsa Cluca and countless other tractS 
cradlinl our region's prehistory are either under 
relenUess attack or already have succumbed to the 
development indunry and their facilitators, the 
"contract sc:ienusts. ·• 

Comnct soence. bom in the environmental 
movement of the 191Kls and '70s. was created u an 
offshoot of state and federallegtSlauon established to 
proteCt the envtronment from increasing depreda • 
tiOlls by bu!Jding and industry. This body of 
Jerjslauaa was dmgned to "ameliorate adverse 
unpaw" to natural, cultural and historical resources. 

These efforts were supposed to ensure protec· 
bon of important resources for ours and future 
genmuon.s. A voidance. accommodation. conser· 
vauon and preservauon characterize the vocabu· 
Jary and phUosophy of these legiSlative mandates. 
However. m Orange County, and Sout.bem Califor
ma reneraJly, where private property abounds and 
property nthts hold sway, enVirOnmental iiiUel 
and unplementation of enVironmental law have in 
recent years deViated from this path. The best 
example being that of "contract II'CheoloiY." 

Enter the world of Orwellian "newspeak." Mitip· 
uon. the lingua franca of contraet science. il the 
life·bJood of eont.ract archeolOgiSts and developers 
a.li.ke. Suceeafully neaouaunr the mitigation maze 
means hippy hunttng for the lanclowner/deveklper 
and fullllrders for the contract archeoiopt. 

But wbat of w resource. the II'Cheological lite? 
Wh&t does "nuugation" mean for it! Extraction. 
Elimination. Extinc:uon. This is the unfortunate 
fate for moat archeoloficallltes for which mitip· 

• 

bon meuures are applied. Preservation of t.be 
reJOUI'Ct it seems is no longer an important part of 

• • 

the "~ultural resource manqement" proceu 
where private land is coneemed. 

The VieW that ICientlfic investigatiOn il an 
aeceptable alternative t.o the prol.eCt.ion and pres· 
ervauon ~ lites il lmplidt in the day-to-day 
operatklnl or molt contract archeo1opt.a and il 
reflected in tbeir recommendatiOn to clientl. Tbele 
practit.ionerll appear t.o bave lolt IiCht ot one ci the 
overan:hinl themet in modern archeolol)': eon· 
servation ci the reiOUI'Ce. Good conaervation re
quira preMrV~tion ot lites. u well • tborouP 
lb.ldy. One wtt.bout the ot.ber does liWt t.o enhance 
our knowledp and uncferltandinB ci t.be put. 

Where biltor)' il of&en reviliOnilt one needs 
occasiona.Uy t.o revilit the lites t.o Ulell wlw 
lbformation or meaninl it holda for the current 
pneration. lt'1 much easier for thole who "control 
t.De pre~ent" t.o "conttol the put" if t.be put no 
lonpr a:ilts. A.reheoJotista are in 1 ratbon t.o 
contribute lilnifieantly t.o the maintenance ci a 
free and democratic IOCiety by limply IUUl'inl 
that there is 1 put t.o be ltudied. Col.lect.ionll of 
arbfactl and recordl ci t.beir emaction are only a 
pil't of that put. • pil't that cannot supplant t.be 
actual phylical record ezi1tin1 in the IJ!'OIUld, Tbil 
bank ci prehiltory il being deplfled and replaced 
by mutable. and often unverifiable, bilt.orical 
narratives. 

During t.be Jut three decades. areheo!~ by 
eontract bu increued u a poruon of prehiltory . 
The result has been t.be creauon of an unholy 

·. 

··~ 
Lot 

trinity conlilting or industry. archeologist and tilt 
put. I woul.d argue w loser in tlus uneuy 
triumvirate il t.be latter. Archeologists Itt too 
Willing to capitulate to the client and refl,llarly 
form erny consulting relationslups wtth develop· 
ers. In the arena of environmental preservation, 
these practices cannot be tolerated. They invan
ably c:Ompromile the archeological resourees in 
question. Carefu.IICNtinY is reqwred on the part of 
1 concerned ardleololical community and the 
public if thinp are to imprOve. 

If the •b' pn:IIJ2Ms of the environmental 
movement are ever t.o bave meaning for the few 
remaining IJ'Cbeoiolical lites of the Southern Cali
fornia CCII\, two thinp mutt .happen. First. cultural 
ft!IOI.II'Cel must ceue t.o be VieWed u impedimenta to 
prosresa. Such an outlOok only entrenches the quid 
pro quo between develaperl and contriCt arcbeoJo. 
pta. Under til.- cond:ltklnl. mit.iptiOn IWdies 
eeem t.o be mere lutoplie:l conducted on lites 
pronounced dead by the real estate induatry. Second. 
II"Cheolosiitt need to be cultural prell!l"VVtion, 
first and foremoll.. not handmaidens to the dattuc
bon at our lbartd cultural her! •. We must stand 
aeuvety for lite ~ Prelervation. not 
limply mitiption. mu1t be t.be pi of any true 
..cultural reiOUI'Ce management. .. 

Nidc Spain u em W'llt u on ort:Mt/~Dw iftllnu:tOT' 
ot SGflt4 AM C~. Ht hu pnactictd ort:MDIDW in 
Sot&tAml CalifOT'ftill lOT' 25 ~·· 
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GABRIELENO I TONGVA TRIBAL COUNCIL 

P.O. BOX 113, SAN GABRIEL, CA. 11771 
(121) 211·1131 Fax: (121) 211·1212 • 

· April 7, 1998 ~~~eiv.~('f ot Com,.:-.:"" 
"'••tinr; 

TO: California Coastal Commission 
RE: The Coastal Permit Application numbe 

t·?R - 71998 

Honorable· Commissioners; 

I write on behalf of the Gabrieleno/Tongva Tribal Council ("Tribe•) to acquaint you 
with our opposition to the development in Seal Beach proposed by Hellman Proper
ties. We ask that you today deny the company's application for permit. 

We want to be certain that you understand our specific concerns and requests. · You 
have before you copies of our Tribal testimony at the City of Seal Beach's Final 
Environmental Impact Report hearing on September 22, 1997. I hope to be able to 
read it today, since it documents one of our many unsuccessful attempts to have a 
voice in this development on our homelands where there are ten known 
archeological sites. The Tribe believes that the ·Final Environmental Impact Re. 
is inadequate under the standards required by CEQA as well as unacceptable to 
tribe. 

Most of our specific requests have not been adopted; most have not even been 
addressed. The suggestions made by the staff of the Coastal Commission also do 
not adequately dealt with our concerns. Listed below are most of our specific 
requests. Our main concern Is that we be allowed to be part of this process in 
order that we might protect our cultural resources and heritage. 

ACCORDINGLY, mE GABRJEU:.NOITONOVA TRIBALCOUNaL(GfiTC) RIQUESTS 'mAT: 

1. NO ARCHEOLOGY OR EXCAVATION OF ANY 1YPE BE DONE ON mE Sl1E UN1D.. A 
MFEI'ING HAS BEEN HELD TO DEVISE AN APfROPRIATE SAMPUNG STRA'I'SlY. mE 
TRIBE WOULD WANT TO BE INa..uDED IN 1HS PROCESS. 

2. 1liE GfJTC BE INVOLVED AT AIL I.EV&..S AND IN AlL ASPECTS OF 1HS PROJPCI', OF 
THE PROJECT DESIGN. WHICI MIGHT INVOLVE AND IMPACI' ANY OF OUR QJL.'nJR.U. 
RESOURCES, REVIEW AIL PLANS AND DOClJMENTS. BER>RE 1HEY ARE 
FINAUZED, R>R mE PROJECT WHICI MIGHT AFFECI' ANY OF OUR aJLn.JRAL 
RESOURCES; AND 
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• 3. ARCHAEOLOOIST AND NATIVE AMERICAN MONITORS BE SELECTED FOR 1HE 
PROJECT WHOSE WORK IS ACCEPTABLE TO 1liE GfiTC; 

4. CONSULTANTS (MONITORS AND ARCHAEOLOOISTS) ACCFPTABLE TO 1liE GfiTC BE 
ON 1liE SITE WHENEVER 1HFREIS ANY EXCAVATION; 

5. SHOULD ANY NATIVE AMERICAN MATERIALS OR REMAINS BE ON 1liE SITE. 1HE 
TRIBE a..A.IMS n1E1R OWNERSJDP AND WOUlD W ~~TO DETERMINE 1HEIR EVENIUAL 
DISPOSmON. 

Lastly, if today's meeting is being tape recorded, we request a transcript or a copy 
of the audio tape. of today's meeting. Please help us in protection our heritage. 

Sincerely, 

Anthony Morales, Tribal Chair 
GABRIELENO/TONGVA TRIBAL COUNCIL 

Read by Mary Ann Moore, Tribal Officer and Co-Chair 
of the Gabrieleno/Tongva Cultural Resources Committee 
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Topanga Anthropological Consultant. 

California Coastal Commission 

P.O.Box816 
Topanaa, CaUtomJa 90280 

(310) 465·1181 

. Apr116, 1998 

Comments Concerning Archaeological Resources Affected by the 
Hellman Ranch Project (Application .!·97·367) by Chester King -I am a professional archaeologist who specializes In study of tho prehistory of 
California. I am concerned that the Hellman Ranch project wiU result in the destruc
tion of significant archaeological resources. The Hellman Ranch sites are the most 
intact historic native settlement sites in Seal Beach. The sites will be destroyed by 
the planned development. The only remaining sites in Seal Beach will be fragments 
of five sites In Gum Grove park. The most intact sites In Seal Beach will be de
stroyed by the project. Significant information about the history of the region will 
be destroyed by the proposed project. Archaeological salvage is exponslve and 
choica of studies is based more on present economic considerations than on satis· 
fying the needs of future historians and social scientists. Even when wei planned 
data salvage ptograms will not recover important information. 

Section 30244 of the Coastal Act states: *Where development would adversely 
impact archaeological or paleontological resources as identified by the State His· 
torlc Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation measures shall be required." 

The mitigation measures for this project are not reasonable because there is no 
independent monitoring to assure compliance and they fail to acknowledge the 
significance of the archaeological sites that the Commission is empowered to pro· 
teet. The planned development will result in the destruction of all sites Identified 
in the project area. The project does not allow for avoidance through redesign as 
Implied in the discussion of mitigation measures. 

Absence of professional evaluation concerning the archaeological resources In the 
project area results in the Commission making decisions which are not based on 
knowledge. The evaluation of the sites necessary for a Phase 2 study for an Envl· 
ronmental Impact report should be prepared prior to the Commission approving the 
project. If the Commission has more complete knowledge concerning the sites, 
they may make different decisions than they will with available information. 

The conditions place total responsibility for the sites in the hands of the Planning 
Director of the City of Seal Beach and the Executive Director of the Coastal Com
mission. Neither the Seal Beach or the Coastal Commission have staff with expor· 
tlse coneemlng cultural resources. It appears that the Executive Director wHI rely 
on the peer reviewers chosen by the City of Seal Beach Planning Director. In the 
past, the City of Seal Beach Planning Director has relied on the archaeologist hired 

by the 11pplicent to choose peer reviewers. The process results In Hellman Ranch 
controlling the archaeology program. 

The Coastal Commission should develop an independent review process that In· 
volves peer review by experts not chosen by the applicant or interests favorable to 
the development. 

IhLCoastal Commission conditions lnd EIR conditions do not reduce adv.eme.Jm:. 
pacts to archaeological res.QIGU.lP..~fJnslgnlfleance. They are not reason: 
able mitigation measures. 

Sincerely, 
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We, the undersianed, object to the approYal of the Hellman .. 
Project in Seal Beach until all lav•, acts, & ezecutiYe orders 

applyina to archaeoloaical resources on the proposed site are 

obserYed. The follovina need to be applied to this cultural 

resource: Antiquities Act 1906, Historic Sites Act, Ia.· Historic . ' 

. PreserTation Act, Protection of Historical Properties, Ca. His-

torical PreserYation Act, Secretary of Interior's Standard of 

~istorical Preseryation Projects EzectiTe Order 11593, Aa

erican Reliaious Freedom Act, Archaeoloaical Resources Protection 

Act, Act for PreserTation of American Antiquities, Arch. I Blat. 

PreserYation Act. 

lame 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11.c#J11k~ 

Send Petition to Coastal Commission, South Diat. Office 24~~road-

. war Loaa Beach. CA lfi:JI.D3 ,, , 
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We, the uadersiaoed, object to the epproul of rDJ i~.~J w ~ · t.ffl APR 111998 Project in Seal Beach until all lava. acta, I ezecutiYe orders 
_C~L\FORNIA applJlna to archaeoloaical resourcea on the ~ropo~A~~~SSION 

obaer•ed. The follovtna need to be applied to this cultural 

resource: Antiquities Act 1906, Historic Sites Act, Ia. Historic . 
Preser•ation Act, Protection of Biatortcal Properties, Ca. His-

torical PreserYation Act, SecretarJ of Interior'• Standard of 

Historical PreserYatton P.rojacta EzecttYe Order 11593, Aa

ertcao leliaious Freedoa Act, Archaeoloatcal Resources Protection 

Act, Act for PreserYation of Aaerican Anttqattiaa, Arch. I Btat. 

PreserYatton Act. 

Address 

1 !oct AJ.lt~lt»t~rMv&.. .. 
1330 S· ~I(..IJ(!7q- ~ 
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10. 

Send Petition to Coastal Coaaiaaioo, South Dtat. Office 

vaJ Looa Beach, CA '1~3 
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NATIVE AMERICAN SITES 
Ch. 1.75 

16097.18 

agency may cause severe or irreparable damage to a Native American 
sanctified cemetery, place of worship, religious or ceremonial site, or 
sacred shrine located on public property, or may bar appropriate aecess 
thereto by Native Americans, the commission shall conduct an investip· 
tion as to the effect of the proposed action. Where the commission 
fmds, after a public hearing, that the proposed action would result in 
such damage or interference, the commission may recommend mitigation 
measures for consideration by the pubJie agency proposing to take aueh 
action. If the public agency fails to accept the mitigation measures, and 
if the commission finds that the proposed action would do severe and 
irreparable damage to a Native American sanctified cemetery, place of 
worship, religious or ceremonial site, or sacred shrine located on public 
property, the commission may ask the Attorney General to take appropri
ate legal action pursuant to subdivision (g) of Section 5097.94. 
(Added by Stats.1976, c. 1832, p. 6081, I 2.) 

§ 5097.98. Notifieatlon of dlseovery of Nati-ve Ameriean human 
remains, descendants; disposition of human remains 
and associated p11ve rooda 

(a) Whenever the commission receives notification of a discovery of 
Native American human remains from a county coroner pursuant to 
subdivision (c) of Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code, it shall 
immediately notify those persons it believes to be most likely descended 
from the deceased Native American. The descendents may, with the 
permission of the owner of the land, or his or her authorized represent&· 
tive, inspect the site of the discovery of the Native American remains 
and may recommend to the owner or the person responsible for the 
excavation work means for treating or disposing, with appropriate dignj.. 
ty, the human remains and any associated grave goods. The descen
dents shall complete their inspection and make their recommendation 
within 24 hours of their notification by the Native American Heritage 
Commission. The recommendation may include the ·scientific removal 
and nondestructive analysis of h'lm&n remains and items associated with 
Native American burials. 

(b) Whenever the commission is unable to identify a descendent, or the 
descendent identified fails to make a recommendation, or tbe landowner 
or his or her authorized representative rejeets the recommendation of the 
descendent and the mediation provided for in subdivision (k) of Section 
5097.94 fails to provide measures acceptable to the landowner, the 
landowner or his or her authorized representative shall reinter the 
human remains and items associated with Native Ameriean buriaJa with 
appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further 
subsurface disturbance. . 

(e) Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 5097.9, the provisions of 
this section, including those actions taken by the landowner or his or her 
authorized representative to implement this section and any action taken 
to implement an agreement developed pursuant to subdivision (l) of 

849 



I 5097.18 PARKS AND MONUMENTS 
DIY ••. 

SeetioD 5097.94, shaD be exempt from the requirements of the California 
Environmental Qua6ty Act (Division 18 (eommeneina with Section 
11000)). 

(d) Notwithstanding the proviaiona of Section 30244, the proviaiona of 
this section, including those actiona taken by the la.Ddowner or his or her 
authorized representative to implement this seetion. and any aetion taken 
to implement an agreement developed punuant to subdivision (l) of 
Section 5097.94 ahaU be exempt from the requirements of the California 
Coastal Act of 1976 (Division ao (eommencine with Section 80000)). 
(Added by Stata.1982, e. 1492, p. 1'188. I 1.) 

lllsCorlcal ... 

Jl'iDdinp of JqfaJature iD Stata.l-. e. 
1492, p. lim, aee Biltorical Note uder 
11097.N. 

CroiiiW-

BilDWl NmliDa iD a Joeadoa other thaD a dedieated cemiter;y, offeDM of mutiJatioD or 
· removal, aee Health aad SafetJ Code I 70110.1. 

Deld Bodiel .. 5. 
CJ.S. Deld Bodies H «1) et ..... 8 •. 

I 5097.99. Obtalnln&' or po~~e~~iq Natin American artlfaeta or 
human remalna talum from ara•e or eaim on or after 
.JaauU'Jl, 1184; prohibition 

No person shaD obtain or poueu any Native American artifacts or 
human remains which are taken from a Native American crave or cairn 
on or after .January 1, 1984, except u otherwise provided by Jaw or in 
aeeordanee with an agreement reached pursuant to subdivision (l) of 
Section 5097.94 or pursuant to the provisiona of Section 509'1 .98. 
(A.dded by Stata.1982, e. 1492, p. 6'18&, I 6.) 

............. 
Jl'iDdiD,p of .......... iD ....... e. 

182, p. lim, ... Hiat.arieal Note --
11097.M. 
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1732 Harbor Way 
Seal ~ach, CA 90740 

Mr. John Auyong 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 (10th Floor) 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

August 24, 1998 

Dear Mr. Auyong, 

The following document illustrates the importance of the 
archaeological sites that would be destroyed as a result of 
construction on the high ground (referred to loCally as 'the bluff) of· 
the Hellman Ranch property in Seal Beach, Calibnia. 

Please include this letter and the six page document that follows in 
the agenda packet for the Celifomia Coastal Commission hearing 
regarding the Hellman proposal, currently scheduled for September 
9, 1998, in Eureka, California. 

Thank you, 

~~ l::!ah" 
Moira Hahn 

' 
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Evidence of Long Tenn Native American Occupation of the Bluff on 
HeUman Ranch and It's Relationship to the Native American VIllage 
'Puvungna' 

Artheeotogical researchers have collected on the bluff since at least the 1920's1• Little 
documentation exists for artifacts and burials $08YeOged prior fo the 1950'•· when Peter 
Redwine conducted a study of the sites with a crfltN from Long Beach State College. 

Redwine's .investigation of the bluff sites yielded two ancient burials1 and a plethora of 
artifacts (see fable 1)3. 

In adcfltion to collecting on the bluff, Redwine mat a pot hunter who had bean collecting on 
the sites for years and permitted Redwine to examine •ateatite 'lUCking tubes'. a bii"NI 
shaped pipe of volcanic atone that must have once had al'88d or bone at.n, MVel'lll 
Charmatones, a cogged atone, a discoidal, and some polnts.s. . . 

Redwine noted that the discoid81, painted pebble, and charmstona incised piece co1lected 
by his own crew 'suggest religious and recreational activitiel of the Indian residenta of the 

-- hilltop &itea.3. He noted that the 'c:harmstone is assumed to have been a saaed or religious 
object'. 

Pacific Coast Archaeological Society (PCAS) registered Redwine's Hallman Ranch 
(Landing Hill) aites with the state in 1989. 

The next documented reference to ancient burials on the bluff was published in 1880 In a 
report prepared for the adjacent Naval Weapons Station by aR:haeologista .,.,. Coltr8U 
and Theodore Cooley4

• The report statea·that 'In 1973 several aboriginalluials were 
encountered during a grading operation on one of the Landing HlllitM'. The site c:Jela'bld 
Is one of the ones Redwine examined, on the HeDman Ranch. 

In 1880, Archaeological A8soclate8 (AA) conducted a aurvay of the bluff a1tea for the City of 
Seal Beach1

. Additional burials were reported by Police Chief 811 steams to have been 
dlscover8d during the construction of Regency Su.t. in 1878. 

AA described additional artffacts collected thn ckling inveltigations by PCAS. Souttwn 
Celifomia Archaeological Society (SCAS), and archaeologiet Clay Singer in the 10508 and 
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60s. The artifacts include a steatite bead, an effigy, 2 obsidian points, a pelican stone, and 
a medicine tube. 

The AA report states that 'sites In the northeastern portion of the landing Hill QOmplex have 
yielded skeletal material as well as artifact types normally found with prehistoric burials. 
This indicates that burials may be found in the adjacent Bites on the property'. 

In 1981, Scientific Resource Surveys, Incorporated (SRS) investigated tha bluff ait88 in 
preparation for a development proposal'. An intact 'rectangular miRingatone with a pecked 
and shaped bottom', a chopper, a bone awl fragment, and a miUingstone fragment were 
recovered. SRS' Principal Investigator Roger Desautels noted that the bluff sites •may have 
been utilized by people from the major viUage &Ita of Puvungna'. located to the north. 

In 1990, LSA conducted field research on the bluff sites. 103 standard (1 square meter) · 
units were excavated, yielding human skeletal remains' and 'approximately 950 bags' of 
other cultural material, including shell beads, obsidian points, groundstone tools, and bone, 
possibly human. LSA delivered the 950 bags to the developer, who threw them away'. LSA 
reported on it's research at a June 11, 1990 City Council meeting, stating that it had 
discovered ·not many features, such as hearths and house ftoofs'. The Final EIR states that 
hearths were reported to have been found during LSA's Investigation. No ftnal report was 
prepared by LSA, but it did generate a Research Design in which the author~ Beth Padon 

· states 'How the Landing Hill sites relate to Puwngna ia an important question for future 
investigation'. 

In 1996, ERA Archaeology conducted research on the bluff sites. lt'a walkover survey of the 
bluffs yielded chert, quartz, and jasper flakes, an intact discoidal atone, a possible 
millingstone and a millingstone fragment, and an incised fishing weight atone. 

ERA commissioned aerial infrared photography of the sites, computer enhancement of 
which revealed several circular and elliptical anomalies from 15-50' in diameter on the bluff. 
No historic explanation has been presented to account for tha8e figures, ·which .. believed 
by many local archaeologists and Native Americana to represent the foundations of dome 
shaped hOU888 and 'vanquech', or temples. Such structures were described by earty 

·anthropological researchers and eyewitnesses Geronimo Boacana and John Harrington'. 

---------·------
' A:rchaeologic:aJ Teat Keport oa The JfeiJmln Property l.ocltclcl Ja tho aty ots.J a.:b, Cdfonia (Tract 
1 1302), by kogcr Dc:saute1a. August. t98t(oallc at the Plannina Dcpanmalt. City arw Bead:!) 
'Coroner' a report. July 9. 1990; induded m tbe Hd1man Jllocb Spcciic Pin P'mal Baviroamentallarped 
keport. Volume v. Aupst 1997 (oa file It the PJanniDa Derpertma1t. City ClfSell BeMh) 
'Correspondente ftom Beth Plldoa ofLSA to Kirk B'WUI ofMola Developmalt, Juae 11. IMO; July 17, 
1990~ Febnwy 19, 1991; Ma..tes &om the Jmary 17, 1996 Sell Be8cb ~ AdYilory 
Committee~ (all documents oa filo It tbe P'lanllq Deplrtmeal. City of Sill B.b) 
' Hellman Randl Spocific Plan Jliul Enviroamentallmped R.cport, Volume v. Auauat 1997 (oa file It die 
Plannins Depertmcnt. city of Seal Belch) 



Many local experts beliave that the altes are related to Puwngna VIllage, a part of which ia 
known to exist on what is now the Long Beach campus of C&llfomla State University. within 
2 miles of the bluff aitas. A few quotations follow: • • 

·a believe that the archaeologicat lites on the (Hellman) project lite ara part of 
Puvungna. the aboriginal village cantered lesa than two miles nay. Puwngna 
was the heart of our ancettora• religiOn, Chlnlgchinich, and lallatad on the 
National Register. • 
-Unian Valenzuela Robles, Juaneno Tribal Elder and _,., Ukely Deaoandanf, 
designated by the California Native American HarHaQe Commi88ion; frOm a 
December 15, 1996 letter to the City of Seal Beech regarding the •Notice of 
Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Hellman Ranch 
Specific Plan' 

-rile Hellman Ranch Property is but a faw minutes walk from the arohaeologically 
and ethnohiatorically documented remains of the vDiage of Puwngna. the 
creation canter for Southern California Indians, and birthplace of ChungtchnJeh, 
the lawgiver and god. The burials and archaeological rwnainl on the :Hellman 
Ranch are quite likely part of the Puvungna village complex. • 

-Dr. Eugene Ruyle. Profe88or of Anthropology at California State Univwalty 
Long Beach (CSULB); from a December 30, 1996 18ttet to the City of seal 
Beach regarding the 'Notice of Pl8p8f&tion of a Draft Emrironrnentallmpact 
Report for the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan' 

•The ethnic importance (of the Hellman Ranch arohaeologiclllilel) il 
emphaaized due to the likely II8IOCiation of these lites with the ab1ohistorfc 
village of Pwungna. portion• of which have long since been entered on the 
National Register of Historic PlacM ... thia preliminary document lhould recognize 
this clearty-in order to alert planners to the need for Cll8ful field te8ting by 
reputable archaeologists ... early in the planning proceaa.• 

..Or. Keith Dixon, Professional Archaeologl8t, Profe88or em.tb.B at Calil'omla 
State University Long Beach (CSULB) and Member(~ the Second 
District) of the Orange County Historic Commilslon; from a Deoernber 23, 1M 
letter to the City of Seal Belch ragarding the 'Notice of Preparation of a Dnlft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan' 

.,_ ~ (Juaneno) Indiana plaolld h birth of~ and, g111181ationl 
later. of Tcanitcnic (Chinigchinich) at the vllage of Pwu. locative Puw'IW, a 
placenama of obscure etymology .•. located ,IL8t Inside the l..ol Angele8-0range 
County fine, and only two milaa inland from Seal Beach•. 
·Seat Beach 1s about two milea aoulhwaat or Los Alamltolranch houee 
(Puvungna) and is the nearest point on the 00111111w•. 
-John Hanington, ~ quote taken from :cttiJigcbijctl. A RlyiHd 
and Annotated Veraion of Alfred Robinlon'a Tl'lf'WIItion of Fattw (Jamnlmo 

·-------·-····-····· ·-·----~-
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In addition, many scholars believe that the sites on the Hellman Ranch 
bluff represent the remains of a village, rather than a tempocary camping 
site. Hera are quotations that support that opinion: 

--rile Indians had the same custom as regarding the changing from place to 
place. In winter they resided in one place, and in summer in another. This wa 
general arnong them, excepting In the case of those ttlbN located on the_. 
coast who seldom moved because their maintenance was derived frOm the -; 
and they were unlike the others who subsisted entirety upon the fruits and seeds 
of the fields. • 
-Father Geronimo Boscana, 1822; quote taken from 'Chinigohiljich. A Reyiaed 

1nd Annotated Version of Alfred Robinaon's Jmi)JiatlOD of Father Geronimo 
aoscana's account. Annotated by John P. Harrington: Malki Museum Pf'818 
1978, originally published in 1933, p.85 

•Given what evidence has already been coUected about the HeHman property, the 
(NOP of the )Draft EIR ignores what is known or strongly 8uspected by some 
Indians, archaeologists and cultural anthropologists. Including myself ... portions of 
the alta were not only used as mortuary areas, but also used as habitation and 
ceremonial areas, and there is a high probability that the site atlll contains human 
remains.• 
•tnfra-red photos taken under Or. Stickel's direction have revealed both circle and 
elliptical features on the property. The size Met juxtaposition of these faatu181 fita 
the description of chiefs' houses and sacrad encloaurea, Vanquech, as dascrlbed 
in Father Geronimo Boscana's Chlnlgchlnlch and annotationa by John P. 
Harrington. If these features are In fact Vanquech, or their temporal 
predecessors. the development/ destruction of the aitas would have a highly 
significant impact on cultural resource value& and on sacred and religious uaes of 
the aile.· 
- Diana Wilson, Ph.D., Professional Anthropologist, American Indian Studies 

Center, UCLA from a December 23, 1996 fetter to the City of Seal Beach 
regarding the 'Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for 
the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan' 

·an reading previous documentation of the Hellman Ranch lites, it appears that 
the investigators from ArchaeologicaJ Associates, LSA, and SRS believed that 
the settlement on the property was a campground. I want you to underBtand that 
judging by the artifact assemblies and the history of burials found there, I believe 
that theory is wrong. You do not find large numbers of burials and heavy artifacts 
Ike metates and manoa In seasonal campaitea.· 
-Lillian Robles Valenzuela, Juaneno Tribal Elder and 'Moat Likely Descendanf, 

designated by the California Native American Heritage Commission; from a 

December 15, 19961etter to the City of Seal Beach regarding the 'Notice of 
Preparation of a Draft Envkonmentallmpact Report far the Hellman Ranch 
Specific Plan' 

Attttitinnal hluff llita& tYvmnunua with Hallman RAI"'t::h ffrvmarlv Mrt t'l it\ diradlv 



December 15, 19961etter to the City of Seal Beach raganlng the 'Notice of 
Preparation of a Draft EnvirOnmantallmpact Report for lhe Hellman Ranch 
Speciftc Plan' · 

Additional bluff sitea contiguous with Hellman Ranch (formerly part of it) dlrecl:ly 
across the street at the Naval Weapons Station that have ~ aimifar artlfacta 
indicative of religious uses, long distance trade patterns and maritime aJitura 
have recently been recommended for nomination to the National Register of 
Historic Placee. 

For these reasons, and due to the discovery of many ancient burtelt .,_., I 
beliew that the bluff a1tes are important repos.ltoliel for Native Amaican8 and for 
our own and succeading generationS, and should be ~. 

This document does not attempt to cite all of the evidence supporting the bluff's 
past as a Native American habitation lite, but present~ the cue from aourcea the 
reader would most easily be able to gain acaa~ to. 

H. • I II 
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TABLE 1- Bluff Artifacts from Redwine Investigation 

20 whole and fragmentary milingslones 
105 whole and fragmentary handstonea 
33 whole and fragmentary rnortar1 
6 points 
3blades 
1 painted pebble 
1 grooved axe 
1 discoidal 
1 sandstone bowl 
8 chalk pebble& 
23 hammerstones 
4 polishing stones 
2 flat mealing slabs 

2 welting atones 
1 head of a 'wei made conical pestle' 
4 other pestle fragments 
6pestles 
2acrapers 
1 steatite bowl 
1 siltstone tablet fragment. Incised (crou hatching) 
1 drilled charrnstone 
1 fossilized bone (worked?) 
2 rubbing stones 
.a unidentified worked stone fragmenls 
70 worked chips ·(mostty chert and quat1zdd) 
1 possible hearth feature 
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california coastal commission 
Att. John T. Auyong 
200 oceangate *10th Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Re: Hellman Ranch Reserve 

V\174 
Stephen Reg Clewley 
945 Catalina Ave • 

5eal B~cWl!G~ ~!a~ ~ 
CALIFORNI" 

COASTAL COMMISeiON 

Coastal Development Permit No. 5-97-367 

Dear Mr. Auyong: 
There are conflicting claims being bandied about in the media 

relating to mitigation which need to be sorted out before the 
commission hears this matter in September. As explained in the 
July 23, 1998 letter to Keith Till from the p·ort of Long Beach, 
F.W.s.and N.M.F.S. felt obligated to take a conservative view of 
habitat quality. and stated that the mitigation ratio would be no· 
more than 80% of the ratio used for the recent restoration by 
Port of Los Angeles at Batiquitos Lagoon. Since that ratio was 
1.14:1, the Hellman ratio would be 0.9:1, which would give t~ Port 
no more than 45 credits. The Press-Telegram on July 31,1998 cites 
the position taken oy Dave;Bartlett that changes in the design of 
tlb.e de.reloper' s golf course proposal puts the ratio at two· r.eSt:or.ed 
acres.for every developed acre. Where the F.W.S and N.M.F~S 
cannot envisage a restoration ratio of better than 0.9:1 neither 
I submit can Mt. Bartlett expect to do any better. Hence again 
the developer is exposed as inflating the mitigation offered in his 
proposal by at least 10% • 
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Letters Editor 
Press Telegram 
604 Pine Ave. 

~J ~~~~~~ 
LHl AUG 3 1998 

• Long Beach, CA 90844 
July 29, 1998 
Seal Beach, CA 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSIOI'... 

• 

• 

It is good that the Press· Telegram raises the issue of the restoration of the weUands on the Hellman Estate in Seal B~h. 
Unf'ortunately. your headline, •wetlands restomtion too costly", docs not match the substance of the story. 

You claim that there is • ... widespread suppon. .. " among residents. Among those I have talked to. all bave stated a 
preference for a restored wetlands, if it were possible, rather than the Golf Course and Housing Tra<.1. Even the golfers 
amona us. The substanc:e of your article is the facts: 
• ... the port stood to eam ... '" about $30 million in restoration credits. 8lld " ... to make the project feasible, we need to reduce 
the costs and increase the credits. .. That could be possible, KDatz said. if the landowner agrees to on-site disposal. or if the 
landowner dedic:ates the land. instead Of sell~g it." 

There are many local residents, perhaps even the landowners, who feel some gratitude for our provenance on this land. 
Many would be willing to donate our effon to wodc: on the remediation project. The ball. your article suggests. is in the 
Hellman's court. 

How about it, "'andowner". are you grateful for the fruits of the land, and williDg to give something back, or not? 

Port credits, resident c:onttibutions, State and Federal money spent on restoring this land to a beautiful wetlands 
environment, the way it was before we messed it up, would be money well spcm-unlike mucb of the other money 
government throws away, year after year. This restoration funding would provide local residents and future genemions 
with an invaluable resource-a view of the old California, right at hand. School children could c:ome to the Nature Center 
for tours, to help sa\'e animals, to experience the wildcmess. The Culture and Player Center will explain the histOJ.y of 
the Los Cerritos Wetlands. the Native Americans who cared for the land, and the hislory of Mexican involvement with the 
land . 

There are sites on the property .wbic::h are sacred to the few ~maining descendants of the Native Americans, the first 
inhabitants of the land. There wilt be a demonstration and petition at the meeting of the Coastal Commission in 
Huntington Beach in August, requesting that those excluded from the decision process get a cbancc to be beard. The 
permit for the Hellman development is currently scheduled for hearing in September. in Eureka, wbicb makes it 
impossible for many of limited resources to air their views. 

Please see our web page http://www.EVl.ORO for more details. 

cc: 

Sincerely,· 

~-~ Save the Wetlands (P.O. Box 2911. Seal Beach) 

Seal Beach Journal 

1020 Mar Vista 
Seal Beach, CA 90740·5842 
562-430..2495 

California Coastal CommiSiioa, pblse distribute to the Commissioners 
. '. Attn: Mr. Jolm AUJOD8 

-fJlOO (hoaapte .. lOihfl. ... 
Long Beadl. CA 90802-4416 ·, · 

MaiHng list wetlands@evl.org 
Mailing list listserv@regen.org 
"LUCILLE BROCK"lbrock@audubon.org (NatioDal Audubon Society), other selected mailing lists 
Orange County Register 
Los Angeles Times 

.. 



FRIENDS OF THE SEAL BEACH NATIONAL WILDUFE REFUGE 
P.O.BOX815 

SEAL BEACH, CA 90740-0815 

July 22, 1998 

JohnAuyong 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate tofh Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

'Dear Mr. Auyong; 

CO . CAUFO J" ''A 
~STAL CO,.,i/VIISSION 

PHONE: (562) 43G-8415 
FAX: (562) 413-8315 

E-maB: bmolli'Oe@earthli.Dk..aet 

The Friends of the Seal Beach National W'tldlife Refbge is opposed to the approval of Coastal Permit 
Application #5-97-367 because wetland acreage is inadequate and tidal Bow inadequately addressed. 
We ask the Commission to deny the request until the wetland acreage is increased, degraded acreage 
restored and there is 75% success in restoration of mitigation. at 4:1. 

Some of our sustainable alternate proposals (instead of a golf course and fairway homes) include: 

1. 196 acre wetlands mitigation bank: 
2. wildlife preserve destination with Native American museum and conference center; 
3. tidal-energy electricity generating station; 
4. environmental education center; 
5. waste water treatment constructed wetlands; 
6. composting organic, produce &rm.; 
7. recycling collection center; 
8. pump oil in a sustainable manner while raising money for a genuine restoration; 
9. wait for time and supply vs demand to increase fi.uther the value of the asset. 

Thank you for your attention. 

Bruce Monroe, Co-Chair, Board ofDirectors 
Friends of the Seal Beach National W'tldlife llefbge 

• 

• 

• 
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CALIFORNIA • 

J.lesponseto, editorial dated July 14,1998. "Seal Beach,a wetland woes". COASTAL COMMISSION 

I oace overheard Peter DouJ)aa, Executive Director of the California Coastal Commission. say, 
"The coast is never saved, it is always in the proceas of beiDa saved". 

A cue in point; The article that appeared in the Press .. T eJearam on July 14, " Seal Beach's 
wetland woes". 

Aa a member of the Sierra Club Cou&al Protection Committee. I helped orpnize a bus trip to tbe 
Coastal Commission hearina in Santa Batbarl, to oppose the Hellman project. We were oblipd 
to respond because of the potential of establilhins an extremely bad precedent. The problem is 
that the mitiption ratios on the wetlands fill is really bad. In the end it may be Jess than 1: 1. Both 

- the Army CoJps ofEngineers and the U.S.F"ash & Waldlife SeMoe requested a 5:1 ratio. 

This project ooukl disrupt our entire coastal wetlands protection ICbeme, especially Bolla Cbica, 
Whieh is next door. Wby Jhouk:l the clevelopen at Bolsa Chica be required to mitigate more than 
1:1 if Hellman doeln't have to. This decision is being watched with areat interest by other wetland 
clevelopen. 

The Preu- Telepam lions with the City Council of Seal Beach is misleadifta the public by buyina • 
into the developerJ qumeot without considerifts the coasequeACeS this project could bave on the 
entire California cout. 

ne public is milled fUnber by rerenms to the- Audubon OolfCoune'". There is no such thiDa .. 
an Audubon Golf Course, u fir u the "National Audubon Society", is ooncemed. This poiDt is 
made dar in the CUITCIIII iuue ofc• Audubon'', which states, • Auoubon International it not 
af&liated with the National Audubon Society ". Yet the UI1IUIJ)eCiiDa public wiD make that 
connection. 

It is for reasons like dine that tbe CaJif'onia 0011t is always in the process of beiDa aved 

Rudy Vaetmeier 
Sierra Cub. Coastal Protection Committee 
6622 MicheiiOD St. 
Lakewood, Ca. 90713 
(562) 866 1971 

ccCalifornia Coastal Commission, please distribute to the Commissioners . 

• 
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Melissa Mathews 

14002 Palawan Way, Apl312 
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292 

310-821-3496 
DeiReyMel@Aol.com 

JohnAuyong 

200 Ocean gate 1 ott~ Floor 

Long Beach, CA 95814 00 ~J~L~~~ ill\ 
CAUPOI\NtA I 

COASTAl C.OMMl!!\ON Re: Hellman Ranch Proposal 

I would like to request that the upcoming Coastal Commission hearing be held in Seal Beach or a closer 
location in Orange County. 

This is a very important issue and a Golf Course and other development in this ecology challenged area. is 
unacceptable. 

Please let me know the time and place of the hearing and how you intend to proceed. 

Thank you in advance for your assistance . 

,MBA 

CC: Commission Staff 

.. 
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Attn: John Auyong 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802·5084 

Deborah Aber 
1778 Kenwood Place 
Costa Mesa, CA 92627 

June24, 1WJ ~ ~ ~ ~W ~ ~ 
lrO JUN 2 6 1998 ill) 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

Subject: California Coastal Commission Hearing on Hellman Proposal 

D~ Mr. Auyong: 

The final vote on the Hellman Ranch proposal is scheduled to be held in Humboldt County. It 
makes more sense to discuss this issue in Seal Beach or someplace near the affected area . 

The Sierra Club Angeles Chapter Coastal Protection Committee is working on a plan that will 
restore almost all of the wetlands without building a golf course. I favor this alternative, which 
will carry out the mission of the California Coastal Commission by protecting the natural beauty 
of the California coast for all Californians. 

I look forward to seeing this plan presented at the next Coastal Commission hearing. If the 
meeting is held in Humboldt County, participating will be difficult for concerned local citizens. 
Please move this important meeting to Seal Beach, or anyplace closer to the area affected. 

Please notifY me of the time and place you select for the hearing. 

Sincerely, 

{)~ a1._ 
Deborah Aber 



---- . 

Mr. John Auyong 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor, Ste. 1000 
Long Beach, CA 9080~ 

Dear Mr. Auyong: 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

This letter is to let you know that I fully support the 
Coastal Commission Staff's decision to reject the proposed 
golf course. I oppose the Hellman Ranch Project and hope to 
see restored and healthy wetlands. 

• 

• 

• 
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fr()m: J .A. Roberts/ J .J. Greenwood 
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Comments: 
We SUPPORT your staff's rejection o£ a proposal to replace a Seal 
Beach wetlands with a golf course. Please do the right thing and give 
your support to it also. We have so few wetlands left, it would be 
unconscionable to destroy any more. We want restored, healthy 
wetlands. We OPPOSE the Hellman Ranch Project and the golf course 
that they propose to build. 
Sincerely, 
Jennifer A. Roberts Frances J. F. Roberts 
Jeffry J. Greenwood Joel C. Roberts 
Ria H. G. Roberts 
Tessa J. G. Roberts 
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California Coastal Commission · 
200 Ocean gate 1Oth Aoor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Dear Mr. Auyong: 

28204 Village 28 
Camarillo, CA 93012-7619 
June 11 1998 

This a is a belated comment on the Hellman Ranch proposal to build a golf 
course on the Seal Beach wetlands. 

Given how few still remain, this proposal is clearly unconscionable. I had 
started to say obscene and will say so anyway!! 

As the proposal was tabled yesterday, this is one further opinion in support 
of your Staff's rejection of replacing the Seal Beach wetlands with a golf course! 

' . 



-

Friends of Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge 
POBox815 
Seal Beach, CA 90740..0815 

5 June, 1998 

- John Auyong 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach 90802-4416 

Dear Mr. Auyong, 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COh\MISSlON 

• 

The Friends of Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge is going on record in opposition to a request • 
from Hellman (Seal Beach) for a pennit to construct a golf course and 72 houses on the Hellman 
property. At issue is the plan for the wetlands which, in our view does not sufficiently address 
restoration and expansion of existing wetlands. 

Sincerely, 

Friends of Seal Beach National W"Jldlife Refuge. 

• 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: john Auyong 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Dear Mr. Auyong; 

~ ~~ ~ !,~8~ IDJ 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

We strongly support the Coastal Commission stafrs decision to reject 
the proposed golf course on the Seal Beach wetlands. As residents of 
Seal Beach, we also wish to see the wetlands fully restored and 
strongly oppose the Helman Ranch development project. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

~~+£4c~~ 
Eugene and Alex Garcia 
1704 landing Ave. 
Seal Beach, CA 90740 

Wt (1 
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. Application 5;.97-367 

june 5, 1998 

Dear Commissioners, 

· CALIFORNIA · · . 
COASTAL COMMlSSI'?N· 

California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street 

San Francisco, CA 94105 

The Sierra Club is opposed to the proposed golf course in Seal Beach . 
The one to one wetland restoration would set a precedent for 
developers through out California. With over 90 per cent of California 
wetlands destroyed and with restoration oftentimes being less than 
25% successful, we recommend at least a two to one and preferably, 
a four to one restoration. 

Sincerely, 

Marcia Hanscom 
California Wetlands Chair 

. · CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL CO/'.AMJSSION 

• 
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COASTAL C<-.mMISSION CAUFORN\A 
COASTAL COt.fMISSION Rusty Arelas, Chair 

ca.Ilfomla Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, ca 94105-2219 

Dear Mr. Arelas, 

This is to let you know that I strongly favor the presetvatlon of what 
little wetlands remain along the Southern California coast In that 
regard, I oppose the development of a golf course as part of the 
Hellman Ranch proposal, which would result in the destruction of 
wetlands. 

The Coastal Commission has an opportunity here to protect the larger 
interest of the people of ca.Ilfomla by not allowing the golf course • 
development to proceed. I hope you will rule accordingly. 

Sincerely, 

133166\. Stu.t:t, ~ !B«u:A, ea 90266-4616 
!1./ww.: (310) S45-3S3I - ,. 

• 
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____ __,...\ 

Dear Coastal Commission, 

Too many of our wetlands In the bay area have been destroyed already. If we 
let the developers down by the San Gabriel River cover some more wetlands to make 
a golf course we will only be destroying the bay more. Even though they are willing to 
restore a puny amount of historic wetlands, it would still hurt the bay more than help it. 
Please reject the filling or further degradation of wetlands at Hellman Ranch. 

Sincerely, 

c;--~; LL 



June 17, 1998 

John T. Auyong 
Coastal Program Analyst 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coast Area Office 

Re: HELLMAN RANCH - OPPOSITION' 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

I have enclosed an updated paper on our opposition to the 
subject application, based on data taken from the -June 1998 
hearing in santa Barbara. It is my understanding that you 
have been instructed to work out the legal requirements with 
the applicant, within the Coastal Act, to allow the 
construction of the proposed 18-hole golf course on severely 
degraded wetlands. The sense of the commissioners seemed to 
be that this project should be allowed to set an example of 
the community supporting the developer "partnership". I 
believe there are too many innuendoes to find for the 
applicant, Hellman Properties. ~ 

_First, this is not a "wetlands restoration" application. 
The applicant sends the message loud and clear that it is a 
"golf course" application, and he pictures the golf course 
as envisioned on his video screen, nQt the "restored 
wetlands." 

Second, the developer concedes that his application contains 
severely degraded wetlands, which he proposes to back fill 
to construct the golf course. Because there is no other 
case law on construction of a golf course on restorable 
wetlands, this application, denied or approved, will set a 
precedent. 

Third, the City residents do not overwhelmingly support this 
application. The supporters are clearly those who own 
exclusive residences on the "Hill" area adjacent to the 
Hellman property, and may see their property values increase 
if this application is approved. A thousand signatures may 
represent 20% of the residents of the "Hill" area, but less 
than 4% of the residents of the whole of Seal Beach. This 
is not a local issue as it has been cast. It is a wetlands 
restoration issue, which addresses all of California. 

~ 
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Fourth, a ~ wetlands restoration brings back the native 
habitat and plant life that existed before the Hellman 
interest severely degraded the wetlands we see today. The 
application needs to contain the native contents as found by 
an independent university biologist, and then verified by 
the same institution after the restoration is completed. 
There is no such documentation now in the application. 

The applicant is creating an illusion that wildlife and 
waterfowl will return to the 28 acres they propose to 
restore. The wildlife ~ight well be stray cats, the 
waterfowl might be mosquitoes, and the plant life weeds. Do 
these results meet the spirit of wetlands restoration? The 
isolation of this restorable 28 acres is yet another issue. 
Can the native habitat be expected to find this "oasis" in 
the patchwork of a golf course, Haines cooling canal, a 
proposed shopping center, and producing wells and oilfield 
roads? The proposed project destroys the marginal 
connection with the Seal Beach Weapons Station wetlands, 
and, furthermore, is not part of a master plan to bring back 
the recoverable wetlands outside the present Hellman 
application. As is on record, the City of Seal Beach has 
not yet filed a "Land Usage Plan" nor a "Local Coastal Plan" 
with your agency. The City Council continues to approve 
projects "one developer at a time", and diligently avoids 
setting precedents that might undermine their power. 

The Coastal Act is supported by the majority of people in 
California, as well as future generations of our population, 
and the future habitat and plant life of wetlands that can 
be restored. I repeat, this is not a local issue. Given 
the resources, the Sierra Club could find a million 
supporters to save these wetlands for our future, and oppose 
filling them in to construct a golf course for the benefit 
of a thousand exclusive residents and City officials. 

I urge you to stick to the facts, and the constraints of the 
Coastal Act. Ratios, buffer zones, real wetland restoration 
enforceable with cumulative fines and penalties for failure 
to restore and sustain the original habitat and plant iife, 
based on independent university experts. Only then can the 
Commissioners vote to comply with the Coastal Act . 

Walt Miller 
Member of Sierra Club '98 



Chairman and Fellow Commissioners 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION HEARING 
September 1998 Eureka 

HELLMAN RANCH APPLICATION - OPPOSXTXON 

June 17, 1998 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

At the June 1998 hearing it became clear that the majority 
of Commissioners were duly impressed by the support from the 
residents of Seal Beach and its civic leaders and City 
staff. 

Let me put that into perspective. The people who have an 
economic interest in this project being approved are those 
you see. The 1,000 to 1,500 signatures gathered are mostly 
residents of the ~Hill" area adjacent to the Hellman Ranch 
property. The population of this area is in excess of 5,000 
people. Market value of property in this area ranges from 
$300,000 to over $1 million, with the more expensive 
property being closest to the Hellman Ranch. The remaining 

( 

• 

population of 24,000 who live in Seal Beach either support • 
wetlands development, and not a golf course, or have not 
been solicited. 

It might also be safe to say of the 1,000 to 1,500, a good 
portion of those might be from Leisure World retirement 
community, which in itself has a population of over 7,000. 
The entire population of Seal Beach exceed 29,000. The 
claim that the community at large supports this application 
borders on the absurd. 

The people who came to Santa Barbara and were acknowledged 
in support of this application by the Commission, were those 
home owners who stand to gain from an increase in their · 
property values, were those City staff who were paid by the 
City at large to be present and given expenses, were the 
promoters who have or will receive fees and expenses, and 
were those residents of Leisure World that were promised a 
bus ride, free lunch, and ~their own". 18 hole golf course by 
George Brown, City Councilman representing Leisure World. 

I believe the so-called •Partnership" between the City and 
the developer to restore the wetlands, supported by a 
unified community, is focused on one thing, and one thing 
only •. that's economic gain .•• not wetland restoration! • 
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This golf course and so-called •restoration" is not a local 
interest as it has been cast, but a statewide interest. It 
will set a precedent to destroy future wetlands as well as 
the ones in Seal Beach. 

We ask that the •public support" demonstrated by the 
proponents and the City of Seal Beach, and the casting of 
this application as a •local partnership" be removed from 
the deliberation process. It is as false as the 1,000 
Ponderosa home application, as false as the Audobon 
International Society (made up of golf course owners) 
masquerading as the Audobon Society (bird watchers) . 

On the other side of the coin, the opponents that showed up 
had no economic interest whatsoever, paid their own 
expenses, and lost a day out of their work schedule, because 
they believe the remaining restorable wetlands should be 
restored for the original habitat, plants, and general 
population that may enjoy it in the years to come . 

Just imagine if the opponents had the funds and resources to 
bring in all the wildlife and waterfowl, all the citizens 
that might enjoy the restored wetlands for the next 100 
years and put them on the left aisle, with instructions to 
waive their arms, wings, feet, antennae, heads, when the 
testimony was in favor of restoration; and put the 100 or so 
individuals who have an economic interest in this 
development on the other side of the aisle with the same 
instructions, would this hearing have been continued?? 

Moving from the presentation to the consequences of an 
approval to fill the degraded wetlands and construct a golf 
course, let's examine what we might expect. 

The 28 acres that is to be so-called •restored" will have 
tidal flushing coming through a 4' diameter underground 
culvert pipe some fifty (50) feet long, with screens _and 
trash diverters at either end. Tidal change, we are told, 
is about 1.5' maximum twice a day. How many fish and 
waterfowl do you imagine will make the salt water journey 
from the San Gabriel River to the proposed salt water marsh 
by going through the trash, screens, diverters and culvert? 
I must admit, if any do, they will be extremely hardy, or 
dead on arrival. And this assumes some humans will be 
constantly invading the wetlands to clean the debris from 



the screens and diverters. Would an 8' diameter pipe or two • 
pipes work better? Think about it. After several months 
there would be no difference. 

It would seem that the only chance to get any success is to 
open a channel at low water line from the San Gabriel River 
to the Haines Steam Plant cooling channel, and then open a 
channel from it into the wetlands. The tidal fall in the 
San Gabriel River salt water adjacent to this site 3 to 4 
feet. I can only guess that the plugged conduit now 
interfacing the Hellman·Ranch is not at low water line. The 
open channel apparently has not be addressed because it is 
"too expensive" and would bring "too much" wate~ into the 
wetlands. The Talbot project on Coast Highway in Huntington 
Beach, demonstrates how wetlands are restorable in only a 
four year span by introducing substantial tidal flow. 

The last issue is the definition of "restored wetlands" and 
how it is enforced. The developers have stated they will 
clear the 4' culvert and "restore 28 acres" of degraded 
wetlands in exchange for filling in 18 acres of wetlands to • 
build their proposed golf course. 

First, restoration of wetlands means creating wetlands that 
will support and nurture the original habitat and plant life 
of the wetlands found there before the property was severely 
degraded by its owners over the last 100 years. The fact 
that back yard birds, insects, flowers and stray cats might 
be found there after the so-called "restoration", is nat 
wetlands restoration. The original habitat and plant life 
identified by independent university authorities will be the 
only measure that will qualify and quantify this wetland 
restoration, and that may take from four to twenty years. 

Second, the well done rendering the developer has chosen to 
show the Commissioners is not the restored wetlands, but the 
golf course with fresh water marshes. Does that send a 
message as to what this project really is? There was 
adequate testimony in the June hearing that indicated 
original wetland habitat and plant life would not return, 
and if they did, not survive, in the fresh water marshes 
(water traps) of the proposed golf course. 

The location of the so-called "restored wetlands" is rather 
amusing. It is bordered by the Haines cooling channel which 

~" 
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runs through the Texaco lease, by a proposed commercial 
shopping center, the proposed golf course, and land to the 
north that remains in oil production. The area of this 
~restoration" would support a housing tract of about 140 
homes built in a rectangular area. So how do you suppose 
the habitat and plant life are going to return and thrive in 
this locale after the golf course is constructed, and the 
culvert is reopened to the severely degraded wetlands? Will 
paid ecologists be required to bring in species and plants, 
and spend ~x" number of years nurturing and training them to 

. live in this new environment, or will all this habitat be 
expected to come down the "culvert"? Are habitat going to 
return on their own accord without an "open highway" as 
there is in the Talbot restoration in Huntington Beach? 
This whole concept seems ludicrous. 

The talk about providing 100 foot buffers rather than the 
proposed 35 foot buffers seems well founded for a "real 
wetlands restoration", but it seems to me it now only tends 
to divert attention from the total expected collapse of the 
developer's proposed 28 acre so-called "wetland 
restoration." 

Just what if the Hellman "success" formula does not work? 
Will the golf course be closed down and turned back to "real 
restoration"? Probably not, but it should be. Wil~ the 
developers be forced to pay the cost of opening up adjacent 
severely degraded wetlands to the San Gabriel River with an 
open channel, and hauling away materials dumped and 
compacted if the original habitat does not return? Probably 
not, but it should be. Will there be daily penalties 
assessed until compliance is made? Probably not, but there 
should be. 

Nothing was said about the promise to convert certain 
producing oil well area to wetland restoration once they are 
taken out of production. These areas are not connected in 
any way to the proposed "restored area", so we now have 
another isolated patchwork, piece meal, restoration proposed 
that will not work for the same reasons the original will 
not work. No need to beat a dead horse, but that may be the 
only animal that has a chance to make it on the promoters' 

• proposal. 

The Commission has no choice but to follow the staff report. 

Walt Miller Sierra Club '98 "'J, 1 


