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Commission Action: 

STAFF REPORT: REVISED FINDINGS 

APPLICATION NO.: 5-97-367 

APPLICANT: Hellman Properties (LLC} AGENT: Dave Bartlett 

PROJECT LOCATION: Northeast of Pacific Coast Highway (State Route 1), Southeast of the 
San Gabriel River, South of Adolfo 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 39.1 acres for a salt 
marsh restoration project and an 18 hole public golf course and reservation of 13.2 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 of test pits for an archaeological testing program; and 1,600,000 cubic yards of 
grading . 

DATE OF COMMISSION ACTION: September 9, 1998 in Eureka. 

COMMISSION ACTION: Approval (including approval of the proposed golf course} with 
conditions. 

COMMISSIONERS ON PREVAILING SIDE: Allen, Brothers, Flemming, Johnson, Miller, 
Chairman Areias · 

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED and SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: See Appendices 

I SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: I 
Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following revised findings in support of the 
Commission's approval with conditions of coastal development permit application 5-97-367 
on September 9, 1998. The adopted special conditions concern: 1) a de~d restriction which 
stipulates the applicant is willing to sell the lowlands property to any agency or non-profit 
association which requests to purchase the land for wetlands restoration and education 
purposes; 2) a revised land division configuration that maintains in single parcel ownership 
and usage the land areas proposed for the golf course and restoration as well as the area 
currently used for mineral production; 3) use restrictions, parking and access requirements 
and final plans for visitor-serving uses on the State Lands Parcel; 4) parking, use, and 
dedication requirements for Gum Grove Park; 5) access requirements including signage, 
parking, and trails; 6) reasonable mitigation measures for impacts to archaeological resources; 
7) incorporation of City water quality and hazards mitigation measures; 8) notification 
regarding required additional coastal development permit for construction of homes; 9) 
demonstration of legal ability to carry out project; 1 0) dedication of wetland restoration area 
and reservation of mineral production area for future potential wetland restoration; 11) 
wetland restoration program including submission of final plans, monitoring and remediation 
plans, and success criteria/performance standards; 12) standards for operating the golf course 
which mitigate impacts to wetland habitat; and 13) timing of construction. 
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COMMISSION RESOLUTION FOR ADOPTING REVISED FINDINGS. FOR APPROVAL 
WITH CONDITIONS OF COP 5·97-367 

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following motion. Comments from the 
public concerning the findings will be limited to discussing the adequacy of the findings to 
support the Commission's action of September 9, 1998. 

Motion 

I move that the Commission adopt the following revised findings in support of the 
Commission's approval with conditions of CDP 5-97-367. 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends a YES vote, and the adoption of the following findings. An affirmative 
vote by a majority of the Commissioners present who voted on the prevailing side is 
needed to pass the motion. (See list on p. 1) 

II. STANDARD CONDITIONS. 

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and developme!'lt 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 of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future 
owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions. 

• 

• 

• 
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS. 

1. RESERVATION OF POTENTIAL FOR LOWLANDS ACQUISITION FOR WETLANDS 
RESTORATION 

2. 

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

(a) the applicant agrees to sell the lowlands area of the property to any public agency 
or non-profit association acceptable to the Executive Director that requests in 
writing to purchase the property; 

. 
(b) the sale shall be at fair market value as established by an appraisal paid for by the 

buyer and prepared by an appraiser mutually acceptable to the buyer and applicant, 
or, if the parties are unable to agree, by an appraiser designated by third party, or if 
the buyer and applicant agree through an arbitration on value; and, 

(c) for uses restricted to wetlands restoration and education purposes, with reversion 
rights to the State Coastal Conservancy. 

The deed restriction shall be recorded over the lowlands area of the property and shall 
run with the land, binding all successors and assigns for the life of the golf course use 
approved in the coastal development permit, and shall be recorded free of prior liens 
and encumbrances 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. 

REVISED VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 15381. 

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. 15381. The revised map shall show only five legal 
lots as generally depicted in Exhibit 1, page 4; 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 proposed Tentative 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 
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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) All 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. Of these 
62 public parking spaces, ten (10) shall be reserved for visitors who are not 
patronizing any of the commercial visitor-serving uses. 

(7) Consistent with Mitigation Measure R-5 of Seal Beach City Council Resolution No. 
4562, the permittee or lessee shall install a bicycle rack near the entrance to the 
proposed pedestrian trail for the saltwater wetland. The bicycle rack shalf; 1) be 
public, 2) be maintained by the permittee, and 3) accommodate a minimum of 
twenty (20) bicycles. · 

The document shalf 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 lease 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 • 

• 
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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 of termination of the lease, and for so long as the 
building and facilities constructed pursuant to permit 5-97-367 exist, 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 3.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 permit. 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 
permitted if approved by the Executive Director. 

(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 permit 
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 of Tentative 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 Boulevard to connect with the 
primarily used part of Gum Grove Park, shall be subject to the following 
requirements: · 
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( 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 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 acces&ible from Seal 
Beach Boulevard shall be provided for on proposed Lot 2 of Tentative 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. 

B. 

Public Access Signage. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the permittee 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 permittee shall 
install the signs in accordance with the signage plans approved by the Executive 
Director. 

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 form 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. 
1 5402 shall be permitted, 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 Park and a separate vehicular entrance from Seal Beach Boulevard to said 
public parking, 4) if fewer than the ten ( 1 0) public parking spaces required by Special 
Condition 4.(G)(2) of this permit can be constructed on proposed Lot 3 of Vesting 
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 

• 

• 

• 
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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. 

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 of Vesting 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: ( 1 } 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. 1 5402 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 permit 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 of ten ( 1 0) parking 
spaces and shall be directly accessible from Seal Beach Boulevard. Where it is oot 
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 permit. 

E. 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 areas generally depicted on 
Exhibit 1 , page 40 of the Revised Findings 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. 

(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. 
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(3) The proposed and required trails shall be described in metes and bounds and shall • 
be a minimum of twenty-five feet (25') wide with the paved portion being a 
minimum of ten (1 0) 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 
acc·essible 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 1 page 40 of the Revised Findings 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. 

6. ARCHAEOLOGY 

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

A. Research Design. The permittee shall undertake the proposed archaeological 
investigation in conformance 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 permit, 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 person/group designated or 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 determines that an 
amendment is not required. 

B. Selection of Archaeologist(s) and Native American Monitor(s). The archaeologist(s) 
selected 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 uGuidelines for 
monitors/consultants of Native 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. · 

• 

• 
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Post-Investigation Mitigation 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, which may include 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 implemented. 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. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures and Summary 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 of the 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 5.C. shall have been met. All 
development shall occur consistent with the final plan required by Special 
Condition 5.C. A written synopsis report summarizing all work performed in 
compliance with Special Conditions 5.A, 5.8, and 5.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 the Executive Director, OHP, 
and the NAHC. 

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 Native 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. Discovery of Cultural Resources I Human Remains During Post-Archaeological 
Testing Construction Activities. 

(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 findings 
to the permittee, the City and the Executive Director. If the archaeological resources 
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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. 

G. 

The archaeologist shalf 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 5.C. shall require a permit amendment unless the 
Executive Director determines that a permit amendment is not required. 

Development activities may resume if the cultural resources are not determined to 
be 'important' as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

(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. 

Incorporation of Archaeology Requirements into Construction Documents. Special 
Condition No. 6 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-1 0 inclusive $S 
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 Environmental Impact 
Report on September 22, 1997 (Exhibit 11 of the Revised Findings Staff Report) are 
hereby incorporated by reference as special conditions of this coastal development 
permit. 

• 

• 



. . 

• 

• 

• 

9 . 

Permit Application No. 5-97-367 
Page 13 of 66 

FUTURE CONSTRUCTION OF HOMES ON THE MESA 

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. 
Construction spoils, materials, and equipment shall not be placed in any wetland areas. 

10. LEGAL INTEREST. 

11. 

PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE 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. 

WETLANDS RESTORATION AREA I CONSERVATION. 

The wetlands restoration area shall consist of a minimum 52.3 acres of wetlands 
comprised of: 1) a minimum thirty-nine point one (39.1) 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 4 of Exhibit 1 of the Revised Findings staff 
report (as revised by the first September 9, 1998 addendum to the September 9, 1998 
staff report)), 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, and 2) 
reservation of a minimum 13.2 acres of mineral production area for future Phase 2 and 
Phase 3 creation of salt marsh wetlands. The wetlands shall be 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-nine point one (39. 1) 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)lupland 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 4 of Exhibit 1 
of the Revised Findings staff report (as amended by the first September 9, 1998 
addendum to the September 9, 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 
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portions of the area, and fence the newly created/revegetated 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 5-97M367 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 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 y~ars, 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 4.5 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 April 15, 2023 (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. 

• 
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• 12. FINAL WETLAND RESTORATION PROGRAM. 

• 

• 

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 of Fish 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
nine point one (39. 1) 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 . 

(2)Revise Figures A 1, A4, and A7 of the Addendum to reflect that the Phase 1 
Salt Marsh Wetland has been expanded, to a minimum 39. 1 acres, in the 
general vicinity of the green for the 1 2th 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 4 of Exhibit 1 of the Revised Findings staff report 
(as revised by the first September 9, 1998 addendum to the September 9, 
1998 staff report) for coastal development permit application 5-97-367. 

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

C. A final overlay map (if a large scale map is produced, a reduced 8 1/2"x11" 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) of the 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 39.1 acres of salt marsh; and 
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(4)The required minimum 39.1 acres 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 
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 Phase 1 initial wetland habitats shall occur concurrent with 
golf course construction. 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 permittee 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 permittee shall modify the restored and 

• 

created wetlands, in consultation with the California Department of Fish and • 
Game and subject 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 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 of Fish and Game), appropriate 
remedial measures. 

The wetlands and transitional habitats shall be monitored for a period of ten 
( 1 0) 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 of ten (10) years of independent 
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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 identify any 
noncompliance with the performance standards. 

If the performance standards are not being met, then the permittee 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 permittee 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 of ten ( 1 0) years . 

(5) Reference Sites 

At least three reference sites shall be selected, in consultation with the 
California Department of Fish 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 

Performance standards shall be either fixed values or defined variables. The 
monitoring of the salt 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, and 2) 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): 
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a. Transition Zones 

The permittee 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 (salicornia 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 (salicornia virginica) shall be no less than twenty centimeters 
(20 em) in average height (refer also to performance standards for birds 
in subsection f). 

d. Mud Flat 

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 sites. The standards for birds are discussed in 
subsection f below. 

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 of fish 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 f 
below. · 

• 

• 

• 
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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 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 of Fish 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 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 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 12.D. above regarding monitoring and 
remediation, the applicant shall be responsible for maintenance of the Phase 1 
(initial construction) of the required minimum 39.1 acre salt marsh for a period of 
ten (1 0) 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 • 
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J. Periodic removal of invasive, non-native plants from the saltwater 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, 
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. 

13. GOLF COURSE OPERATIONS AND GOLFER WETLAND EDUCATION PROGRAM. 

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 for 
those sites impacted by golf course development (ORA-261, -262, -850, and -851 ). 

B. Timing of Golf Course Opening. The golf course shall not be opened for use until the 
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. 12 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 golf ball 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 of the 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: 

• 

• 
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(1) 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) Native plant species shall be used to the maximum extent possible throughout the 
golf course. No invasive exotic species listed by the California Exotic Pest Plan 
Council as unwanted species will be used in the golf course. In addition, the final 
golf course plant palette will be subject to review and approval by the Executive 
Director. 

(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. 

(6) The golfer education program approved by the Executive Director shall be complied 
with and implemented. 

(7) 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. 

(1 O)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. 

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 
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plan approved by the Executive Director and the document entitled 11 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). 

14. RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT-TIMING OF CONSTRUCTION. 

Residential development, ·including subdivision improvements and home construction; shall 
not commence until construction of the Phase 1 initial salt marsh wetlands has commenced. 
The homes shall not be occupied until all the following occur: 1) construction of 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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FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

Detailed Site and Project Description 

The subject site totals approximately 196.6 acres. Of that amount, the applicant owns 
approximately 183.9 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 11 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 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: 

usea" 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 mesa and Gum Grove Park 
is therefore considered to be adjacent to the sea. 

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. 

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. Also proposed 
is construction of a public 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 39.1 acres (including buffer 
area) and reservation of 13.2 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. 

The subdivision of the site into 9 lots 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 of 27.5 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 ( 1 02.5), 
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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 102.5 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 52.3 acres of salt marsh (including buffers) may ultimately be provided as 
proposed. The applicant is proposing to construct 39.1 acres of salt marsh, including upland 
transition 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 of the site. The applicant proposes to set aside a combined total of 13.2 acres of 
existing mineral production area for potential future expansion of the Phase 1 salt marsh. If 
all three phases are completed, the entire salt marsh (including buffers) would be 52.3 acres. 
The proposed 39.1 Phase 1 salt marsh is comprised of at least: 1) 9.5 acres of subtidal basin 
and channels, 2.6 acres of unvegetated mudflat, 2.9 acres of low marsh pickleweed, 8.8 _ 
acres of high marsh pickleweed, and between 2 and 5 acres of transition zone/buffers. 
These figures do not include the additional salt marsh wetland habitat proposed by the 
applicant through the relocation of the mineral production facility tank farm and conversion of 
the previously proposed fresh. water marsh to salt water marsh (these figures will be provided 
in the revised wetland restoration program required by Special Condition 12). The buffer 
areas form an elevated ring around 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 the 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 • 
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course runoff and errant golf balls would serve as a buffer and would be upland areas never 
subjected to tidal influence. 

5. 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. 

6. 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. 

7. 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 I 

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, 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 1x1 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. 

8. Golf Course and Clubhouse 

The applicant is also proposing a 102.5 acre 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. 

9. 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 
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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. 

10. Acquisition of Southern California Edison Property 

Prior to the September 9, 1998, Commission hearing the applicant amended the project 
description to provide for the acquisition of the 8 acre Southern California Edison property 
which bisects the proposed wetland restoration area. Prior to adding this element to the 
project description, the applicant would have been required to buy or lease at least 6 acres of 
this land to accomplish their previously proposed restoration. Therefore, this addition to the 
project description does not change the quantity of previously proposed wetland restoration. 
This addition is simply a clarification that the applicant has a responsibility to acquire or lease 
lands in order to carry out their proposed project. 

11. Mineral Production Area - Deed Restriction/Conservation Easement 

Prior to the September 9, 1998, Commission hearing the appticant amended the project 
description to propose to deed restrict and add a conservation easement over 13.2 acres of 
mineral production area that would allow for future restoration or open space upon cessation 
of mineral production. 

B. Ownership and Existing Legal Parcels 

The applicant has confirmed that there is no existing subdivision of the Hellman Ranch 
property. (Exhibit 1, pages 36-39) This parcel is currently utilized for mineral production, of 
which Hellman Properties owns the entire operating interest. (Exhibit 1, pages 36-39) • 
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 of the 
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. 

The southerly boundary of the Hellman property is fixed by the subdivisions that created the 
existing residential neighborhood of the City of Seal Beach commonly known as Marina Hill. 
Tracts 1 817 and 2590 creating Marina Hill were recorded on December 1 5, 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). 
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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 of the 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 fens. 

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 of the 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 1 and 4) 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 

The Commission found previously in its approval of coastal development permit 5-89-1 08 7 
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 
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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 of wetlands. • 

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 (see Exhibit 7, p. 11) Continued oil production and 
off-road vehicle use on the site currently contributes to the degradation of the wetlands. 

C1} Previous California Department of Fish and Game Review 

ln June 1980, Bob Radovich of the California Department of Fish and Game ("CDFG") 
prepared "An Assessment of Wetland 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 of the 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 of the 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 30411 (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 physics/ property and in which the slterstion has resulted in a reduction of 
biologics/ 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. 
During their analysis CDFG determined that a boating facility was not a fe·asible manner in 
which to achieve on-site wetland restoration. This determination is discussed more fully 
below in the section under "Section 30233(a)(3) and 3041 1 (b) - CDFG Determination". 

(2) Previous Commission Actions 

(A) 1982 Commission Actions 

In 1982, Ponderosa Homes applied for coastal development permit application 5-82-221 for 
the fill of all the existing on-site wetlands and construction of parks and 1,000 homes. Staff 
recommended that the Commission hold a hearing (May 18, 1982) to discuss the proposed • 
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development in light of the wetland and seismic hazards constraints. District log book 
records indicate that the application ended up being withdrawn (Nov. 17, 1 982). 

The California Department of Fish and Game prepared a wetlands determination of the site in 
conjunction with the Ponderosa project in 1 982 (described later in this report). In addition, 
the Coastal Conservancy developed a wetlands enhancement plan for the on-site wetlands. 
The Conservancy plan evaluated several wetland restoration alternatives that 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 also considered to be technically feasible. This marsh would have 
essentially been an extension of the seasonal wetland created when the flood control basin 
fills with 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 have 
required changes to the design of the then-proposed Ponderosa Homes project. 

The Conservancy thus concluded that off-site restoration would provide the best chance for 
creation of a long-term viable and regionally significant wetland in the area. 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. 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). 

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, 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. None of the Conservancy 
project wetland restoration alternatives were undertaken because the Ponderosa Homes 
project was never constructed • 
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. (B) 1989-1990 Commission Actions (MOLA) 

On November 14, 1989, the Commission denied permit 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 waiting period required by the Regulations to rehear a 
project which has already been denied by the Commission. On January 12, 1990, the 
Commission approved coastal development permit 5-89-1087 for construction of 355 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 important ecological function&. 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 
north-south flight corridor extending from Canada to Mexico used by migratory bird species. 
In addition, wetlands also serve as natural filtering mechanisms to help remove pollutants 
from storm runoff before the runoff enters into streams and rivers leading to the ocean. 
Further, wetlands 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 former 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. Sections 30233 and 30231 Analysis 

Section 30233 of the Coastal Act regulates the type of development which may occur in 
wetlands located in the Coastal Zone. 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 environmentslly damaging slternative, and where 
feasible mitigation measures hsve been provided to minimize adverse environments/ 
effects, and shall be limited to the following: 

(1) New or expsnded port, energy, and cosstal-dependent industrial fscilities, 
including commercial fishing fscilities. 
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(2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in existing 
navigational channels, turning 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 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 size 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. 

Section 30231 of the Coastal Act requires wetland biological productivity to be maintained, 
and where feasible restored. 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 proposed project will result in development upon wetlands regulated by Section 30233 of 
the Coastal Act. More specifically, construction of the golf course and wetland restoration 
elements of the proposed project will fill all 27 acres of existing on-site wetlands. Of the 
total 27 acres of wetland fill, 17.9 acres of fill will result from construction of the proposed 
golf course, and 9.1 acres of fill will result from the enhancement of the proposed salt marsh 
wetlands. The applicant is proposing to construct a total of 39.1 acres of restored wetlands 
with reservation of an additional 13.2 acres of land for potential restoration by a willing 
agency or non-profit entity. Thirty-nine point one (39.1) acres are proposed in Phase 1 (at 
the same time as the construction of the proposed golf course) and the remaining 13.2 acres, 
where there is currently active oil production activity, will be available for restoration. 
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Since the proposed project will develop section 30233 regulated wetlands, approval of the • 
proposed wetland fill requires that the following conditions are met: (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. 

{1) Section 30233(a)(7) - Fill for Restoration Purposes 

Section 30233(a)(7) of the Coastal Act allows fill of existing wetlands for wetland restoration 
purposes. Fill for "restoration purposes" is not defined in either the Coastal Act or its 
implementing regulations. The Commission's 1981 Statewide Interpretive Guidelines for 
Wetlands and Other Wet Environmental Sensitive Habitat Areas clarifies the applicability of 
Section 30233 (a) (7) to wetland fill projects as follows: 

Restoration projects which are a permitted development in Section 30233 (a) 
(7) are publicly or privately financed projects in which restoration is the sole 
purpose of the project. 

The Commission's 1994 Procedural Guidance for the Review of Wetland Projects in 
California's Coastal Zone clarifies the meaning of a "restoration project" as follows: 

Restoration projects involve the re-establishment of key wetland 
characteristics in former wetland areas, with the eventual goal of re
establishing a functionally productive and self-sustaining wetland. 

The proposed project includes the fill of 27 acres of degraded wetland habitat. Of this • 
quantity, 9.1 acres of fill will occur in order to carry out a proposed 39.1 acre salt water 
marsh restoration project. Therefore, biological productivity on 9.1 acres of existing 
degraded wetland habitat will be enhanced through the restoration effort. Viewed in isolation, 
this 9. 1 acres of wetland fill is consistent with Section 30233 (a) (7) of the Coastal Act since 
this portion of the proposed project is solely for restoration purposes. 

However, 17.9 acres of fill will displace existing wetland habitat for the construction of the 
proposed golf course. This portion of the proposed project is not for restoration purposes. 
Construction of a golf course will not re-establish key wetland characteristics or result in the 
creation of a functionally productive and self-sustaining wetland on the filled 17.9 acres. 
Instead, mitigation for the proposed golf course fill would occur at a different location. 
Therefore, while some portion of the proposed wetland fill (9.1 acres) may involve a 
restoration component , the entire proposed wetland fill project is not for restoration 
purposes. As a result, the entire project is not consistent or approvable under Section 30233 
(a} (7) of the Coastal Act. 

As a point of clarification, it should be noted, the applicant has contended that the golf 
course is needed to generate the revenue to fund the construction of the proposed wetland 
restoration. The applicant further contended that since the golf course will provide revenue 
for the wetland restoration the golf course is an integral part of the restoration project. As a 
result, the applicant contended that the proposed project is solely for wetland restoration 
purposes. In rejecting this argument, the Commission noted the proposed project is neither 
physically nor financially essential to accomplish defined wetland restoration goals and 
objectives. According to the City-certified FEIR, it is the residential component rather than • 
the golf course which generates the revenue necessary to meet the conservation goals and 
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objectives. Page 7-2 of the FEIR, Volume I, Section 7.0- Project Alternatives, states in 
relevant part: 

The creation and restoration of the wetlands will involve construction and engineering 
costs totaling approximately $3,000,000 [three million dollars] ... 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. [emphasis added] 

In addition, the FEIR noted that the proposed golf course was being proposed in order to 
serve a local need for golfer-oriented recreation. The golf course was not solely envisioned as 
a way to allow the wetland restoration project to go forward. Therefore, the proposed golf 
course was neither financially essential for the wetland restoration, nor was it proposed to 
accommodate a wetland restoration project. 

However, even if the golf course development was necessary to finance this wetland 
restoration proposal, this development would not be consistent with Section 30233(a)(7). To 
allow wetland fill for a purpose not enumerated in Section 30233 because it is deemed 
"financially necessary" to support a smaller restoration component would undermine the 
limitations on use which the Legislature explicitly placed in the section. Under that theory 
any use could be allowed, if only it be found "financially necessary." If the Legislature had 
intended this, it would have so provided. 

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 
wetland for a golf course. The golf course fill 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 . 
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Allowable Uses- Section 30233(a)(3) &: 30411(b)- Fill for Boating Facilities 

Section 30233(a)(3) authorizes the construction of a boating facility within degraded 
wetlands, so long as the California Department of Fish and Game labels the subject wetland 
as degraded, in accordance with Section 30411 of the Coastal Act, and a substantial portion 
of the degraded wetland is restored and maintained as a biological resource. Section 
30233(a)(3) of the Coastal Act, in relevant part, allows wetland fill in accordance with the 
following: 

(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 boating facilities if, in conjunction with such 
boating facilities, B substBntial portion of the degraded wetland is restored and 
maintained as a biologically productive wetland... The size of the wetland areB used 
for boating facilities, including berthing space, turning basins, necessary navigation 
channels, and any necessBry support service facilities, shall not exceed 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. 

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

• 

(b) The Department of Fish 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: 

(I) 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 snd 
mBintained in conjunction with a boating facility or whether there are other feasible 
ways to achieve such vBiues. 

As will be outlined more completely in the following discussion, the Commission finds that 
the proposed golf course fill is approvable pursuant to Sections 30233 (a)(3) and 30411 (b) of 
the Coastal Act because: 1) the proposed project will occur within a degraded wetland as 
determined by CDFG; 2) the feasibility of constructing a boating facility in conjunction with a 
wetlands restoration project at the site was studied by the CDFG; 3) a boating facility at the 
site was determined to be infeasible by the CDFG; 4) the proposed project is a feasible · 
alternative that would result in the restoration of the on-site wetlands' natural values 
including its biological productivity and wildlife habitat features. 

• 
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A) California Department of Fish and Game Determination 

As described previously, at the request of the Commission and pursuant to Section 30411 (b) 
of the Coastal Act, the California Department of Fish 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 outlined their 
conclusions in their final January 13, 1982 report. Among those conclusions the COFG 
concluded that approximately 25 acres of wetland existed on the site at the time and that 
approximately 23 of those acres were "degraded" pursuant to their definition of that term. 

Since a boating facility is an allowable use in a degraded wetland -so long as· substantial 
wetland restoration accompanies the boating facility project- COFG investigated whether a 
boating facility was feasible at the subject site. Their January 1982 report states the 
following on the matter: 

Because of the character and intensity of adjacent development, it seems unlikely that 
a boating facility is a viable option. 

The report specifically analyzes the three factors identified in Section 30411 (b) in the 
determination of whether 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 funds 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. 

The Commission notes that the COFG found that the best alternative for the site was a 
restoration project in which restoration was accomplished through development of adjacent 
property and through a consolidation project involving that wetland area south of the tidal 
channel. 

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. 
Since CDFG concluded that a boating facility is not a viable option, the CDFG's report did not 
elaborate further on this factor. However, the Commission finds there are additional 
obstacles which would preclude the construction of a boating facility on the subject site. 

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 
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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. Reconstruction of the Pacific Coast Highway ("PCH") bridge to accommodate a 
boating facility on the subject site would be unlikely because PCH is the main road into Seal 
Beach as well as a major coastal access road for both commuting and visitor-serving 
purposes. Reconstruction of the bridge would likely result in too much disruption of traffic 
and coastal access to be feasible. 

Further, 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. The Commission notes that these facts are in contrast to the 
Bolsa Chica degraded wetlands area, which is only separated from the ocean by PCH and the 
beach or from Huntington Harbor by Warner Avenue. Although the County of Orange in 
1994 found that a boating facility was infeasible, a boating facility was previously proposed 
at Bolsa Chica in 1986. 

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 values. 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 reviewed by CDFG 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. The CDFG determined the most advantageous wetland 
restoration would occur if the restored wetland were contiguous because, a contiguous 
wetland could more easily be buffered against impacts from development than a fragmented 
wetland and a contiguous wetland would be subject to greater tidal flushing and may use 
runoff from adjacent development more effectively. The CDFG went on to conclude the 
following: · · 

For these reasons, the Department recommends 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. 

The Commission notes that the element of wetland consolidation is present in the proposed 
project. 

• 
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(8) Use of Wetlands Interpretive Guidelines 

The identification of an alternate method of achieving wetlands restoration at the site 
pursuant to Section 30411 (b) (3) of the Coastal Act is significant in a situation as here, in 
which the CDFG has determined that the degraded wetland cannot feasibly be restored in 
conjunction with a boating facility. The Commission's Interpretive Wetland Guidelines 
("guidelines"), adopted in 1981, allow for other feasible ways of restoration if a boating 
facility is not feasible. These guidelines were adopted pursuant to Section 30620 of the 
Coastal Act. 

Section 30620 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 

(a) By January 30, 1977, the commission shall, consistent with this chapter, prepare 
interim procedures for the submission, review, and appeal of coastal development 
permit applications and of claims of exemption. These procedures shall include, but 
. are not limited to, ·the following: 

(3) Interpretive guidelines designed to assist local governments, the commission, and 
persons subject to this chapter in determining how the policies of this division shall 
be applied in the coastal zone prior to the certification of local coastal programs. 
However, the guidelines shall not supersede, enlarge, or diminish the powers or 
authority of the commission or any other public agency. 

The Commission notes that its guidelines are not legally binding (in that they are neither a 
statute nor regulations and therefore do not carry the force of law). However, the guidelines 
do indicate what the Commission thought about the particular issue at the particular time the 
guidelines were adopted. The Commission may use the guidelines for guidance on a 
case-by-case basis, particularly where as here, a Local Coastal Program has not been certified 
by the Commission. 

The Commission's 1981 wetland Guidelines contain a discussion of approvability under 
Section 30233(a)(3) and Section 30411 (b)(3). The Guidelines allow for other feasible ways 
of restoration if a boating facility is not feasible. 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 interpret 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" to achieve restoration include less 
environmentally damaging feasible alternatives which may include uses not specifically 
outlined 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 be achieved in conjunction with a priority use such as a visitor-serving recreation facility 
so long as, at minimum, the project results in no net loss of acreage of wetland habitat. 

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 Commission finds that Section 30411 authorizes fill in this 
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specific case for other less intrusive feasible uses that are not expressly enumerated by 
Section 30233(a). As will be discussed more fully in the following review of alternatives, one • 
reason the Commission finds the proposed golf course use to be a less environmentally 
damaging alternative than a boating facility is because the proposed golf course is visitor 
serving and provides a form of open space. In this case, the meaning of "less intrusive" 
includes a comparison to the housing developments previously proposed for construction on 
wetlands at the site. 

(C) Restoration of Substantial Portion of Degraded Wetland 

Section 3041 1 does not explicitly identify the "other feasible ways" of achieving restoration. 
However, such projects are encouraged if they promote the restoration of degraded areas and 
if boating facilities are not feasible. Section 30233(a)(3) of the Coastal Act also states that 
the diking, filling, or dredging of degraded wetlands (as identified by the California 
Department of Fish and Game) is allowable if, a substantial portion of the degraded wetlands 
is restored and maintained as a biologically productive wetland. Accordingly, at minimum, a 
project involving fill of degraded wetlands must have a restoration program which restores a 
substantial portion of the degraded wetland. The Commission's 1981 wetland guidelines 
state the following: 

Projects permitted under Section 30411 other than boating facilities should result in no 
net Joss of the acreage of wetland habitat located on the site as a minimum. 

The proposed project will fill 9.1 acres of degraded wetland for the purpose of enhancing the 
habitat values of those 9.1 acres. In addition, 17.9 acres will be filled for a golf course which 
will be mitigated through the restoration of 30 acres of wetland (including buffer). Therefore, 
the proposed project not only enhances or restores a substantial portion of degraded wetland • 
at the site, but will result in equivalent enhancement and more than an equivalent (no net 
loss) enhancement and restoration of degraded wetlands which will be maintained as 
biologically productive wetland. Therefore, the Commission finds that consistent with 
Section 30233(a){3), a substantial portion of the degraded wetland will be restored and 
maintained as a biologically productive wetland through an "other feasible" way identified by 
CDFG pursuant to Section 3041 1 (b)(3). 

(3) Feasible Less Environmentally Damaging Project Alternatives 

In addition to determining that the proposed fill is allowable under the Coastal Act, Section 
30233(a) also requires a determination that there is no feasible less environmentally 
damaging alternative to the proposed wetland fill. Coastal Act section 301 08 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. 

The following discussion will identify how the Commission concluded that the proposed 
project is the most feasible one when considering time, economic, social, and technological 
factors. 

• 
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(A) Feasibility of Other Identifiable Alternatives 

Several alternatives were considered in the City of Seal Beach certified final environmental 
impact report {FEIR) which concluded that the preferred alternative was the proposed 
alternative. Generally speaking, alternatives to the proposed project included the reduction of 
the size of the proposed golf course or the deletion of the golf course entirely from the 
proposed project. Under either of these alternatives, potentially larger wetland ·restoration 
could occur. The FEIR for the proposed project did not consider an evaluation of feasibility of 
an alternative that would have fewer homes than the 70 homes proposed, because a housing 
component is needed to fund the construction costs of the wetland restoration (see Exhibit 
11, page 72 i.e. Page 7-2 of the FEIR, Volume 1, Section 7.0 - Project Alternatives) 

( 1 ) No Project Alternative 

The no project alternative would involve no change to existing site conditions. Under this 
alternative, no wetland fill would occur and no houses or visitor-serving facilities would be 
constructed. As discussed previously, the site contains degraded wetlands. The CDFG 
determined that wetland values would not be increased at the site without deliberate wetland 
restoration. If no project were undertaken, no wetland enhancement or restoration would 
occur. Since other alternatives do undertake wetland restoration which would increase the 
habitat values of wetland on-site, the no project alternative is not a less environmentally 
damaging feasible alternative. 

(2) Build-out In Accordance with Existing General Plan Land Use Designation 

This project alternative involves the development of 329 residential units, continued mineral 
extraction, 26 acres of parks, 3.8 acres of commercial uses, and restoration of 41.4 acres of 
wetlands. This project is not considered a less environmentally damaging feasible alternative 
because it would expose structures and residents to seismic hazards. Fault rupture may 
cause damage to structures and could result in the failure of existing oil and gas pipelines 
resulting in the release of toxic substances. In addition, some portions of the site would 
require remediation to decrease residents' exposure to toxic substances present from on
going mineral production activity at the site. Also, water quality would be adversely affected 
by increased stormwater discharges from roadways and other impervious surfaces which 
tend to collect pollutants. Floodwater detention and groundwater infiltration would also be 
decreased through the addition of impervious surfaces. Additional residential units would also 
lead to traffic and air quality impacts as well as increased demand upon public services. 
Finally, archaeological resources would be adversely impacted through the construction of the 
homes. 

(3) Wetlands Mitigation Bank -No Golf Course 

This alternative would eliminate the proposed golf course, restore 86 acres of wetlands, 
construct 240 residential units, allow for continued mineral production, create public parks 
and a commercial area. Without the golf course, buffering services such as flood attenuation 
and storm water filtration are not provided to the wetland habitat. Biological resources in the 
wetland area would be adversely affected by the lack of buffering against the residential 
component. Under this scenario, no wetland restoration would occur by the applicant. 
Instead, all restoration would occur from outside sources in need of mitigation credits. 
Therefore, restoration is reliant upon development projects in other areas. There is no 
guarantee restoration would occur under this alternative . 
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Similar to the previous alternative, there are seismic hazards, toxic hazards, traffic and air 
quality impacts. Therefore, this alternative is not a less environmentally damaging feasible • 
alternative. 

(4) 9-Hole Golf Course with Wetland Restoration 

Forty three {43) acres of wetlands would be restored under this alternative. In addition, 160 
residential units, a 9-hole golf course (instead of an 18-hole, as proposed), would be 
constructed. Also, mineral production would continue and public parks would be created. 
This project is not a less environmentally damaging feasible alternative because impacts from 
the increased number of residential units remain (i.e. stormwater discharges, traffic, air 
pollution, toxic hazards, and seismic hazards). In addition, the sub-regulation length golf 
course would have decreased attraction (compared to an 18-hole course) as a visitor serving 
use. 

(5) 18-Hole Golf Course with Offsite Wetland Mitigation 

Under this alternative 150 residential units would be constructed along with an 18-hole golf 
course and commercial center. Gum Grove park would be dedicated and mineral production 
would continue on 47.5 acres of land. No wetlands would be restored on-site. This proposal 
was rejected due to environmental damage to wetlands, and adverse environmental impacts 
from traffic, air pollution, seismic hazards, and toxic hazards. 

(6) Proposed Project - Least Environmentally Damaging Feasible Alternative · 

The proposed configuration of enhanced and restored wetland, golf course, single-family 
home subdivision, parks and trails was determined to be the most feasible, least 
environmentally damaging alternative. The following discussion identifies the source of this • 
conclusion. 

Overall, a larger wetland restoration project may be feasible from a technical standpoint. The 
applicant explored this possibility in their City-certified FEIR. However, it was concluded that, 
due to financial considerations, a larger number of homes would be required to cover the 
additional cost of a larger wetland restoration project. A larger number of homes would 
increase impacts to wetlands due to increased run-off and a higher intensity use adjacent to 
the wetland. In addition, more infrastructure would be necessary to support the additional 
homes resulting in increased fragmentation of the wetlands. Therefore, any option which 
considered more than the minimum number of homes necessary to financially support the 
project would result in increased environmental impacts. The FEIR determined that 70 homes 
was this minimum quantity. Thus, an alternative with more than 70 homes is not a less 
environmentally damaging feasible alternative. 

Furthermore, the project site is suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreation facilities, a 
priority use under the Coastal Act. Section 30222 of the Coastal Act states: 

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, but not over 
agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. 

Therefore, in addition to creating larger environmental impact, more homes would displace 
visitor-serving commercial uses on lands that are suitable for such uses. 

• 
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In general terms, 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 is not 
feasible to develop the site in a manner 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 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. These lands which have been 
avoided may provide lower intensity uses to buffer the wetlands from higher intensity, less 
compatible uses. Thus, consolidation of the wetlands and placement of compatible, lower 
intensity adjacent uses are integral features to the least environmentally damaging feasible 
alternative. 

The applicant researched possible visitor-serving uses of the site. It was determined in the 
FEIR that there is a high local and regional demand for golf-oriented recreation. The applicant 
concluded that a golf course was a lower intensity use (than the previously proposed large 
single-family home subdivisions) that would be compatible with adjacent environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas and provide a visitor-serving recreational opportunity within the coastal 
zone. 

Variations of golf course size were considered including a 9-hole·golf course and a sub
regulation size 18-hole golf course. In this case, it was determined that, given the site's 
potential for visitor-serving uses, the least environmentally damaging alternative must also 
maximize the visitor-serving potential of the visitor-serving use. Neither a 9-hole golf course, 
nor a sub-regulation size 18-hole golf course were viewed as capable of maximizing the 
visitor-serving potential of the golf course. Therefore, a regulation size 1 8-hole golf course 
capable of hosting quality professional events was determined to maximize the visitor serving 
potential of the site while also minimizing damaging environmental effects. 

While a larger restoration may be technically feasible, financial considerations would require 
an increase in the number of proposed homes. The Commission finds that such an increase 
would not result in a less environmentally damaging feasible alternative because the 
construction of such homes would increase hardscape impacts (i.e. increased run-off, 
construction of infrastructure, etc.) not present in the proposed project. Moreover, an 
increased quantity of homes would result in the displacement of a priority, visitor-serving use. 
In addition, the Commission finds that the no project alternative is not a less environmentally 
damaging feasible alternative because needed wetland restoration would not occur under the 
no project alternative. 

(B) Restoration by the Port of Long Beach 

As an alternative, the Commission did consider whether another agency or non·profit entity 
could perform a larger restoration at the site. Only one group was identified, The Port of 
Long Beach, as an entity that may be willing to perform a larger-than-proposed restoration at 
the subject site. 

The Port of long Beach ( 11Port") 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. However, 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 to a low enough level that the Port would consider this undertaking as 
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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. However, there is no guarantee that these 
conditions could be met in a ureasonable period of time" which is a test of feasibility. At 
some future point in time, if the Port needs mitigation credit badly enough, and mitigation 
sites are in short supply, the Port may reconsider looking at the subject site even with a more 
expensive restoration project. Still, there is no certainty that this will happen. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that a Port mitigation wetland restoration on the subject site 
is not a feasible alternative at this point in time. 

(C) Potential Future Restoration 

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 Port may be more inclined to pursue 
restoration at the site due to a higher cost tolerance and cost decreases spurned by 
technological advancement. Their need for additional mitigation credits in the future is 
inevitable to the extent they need to fill coastal waters to continue to expand and grow. 

In addition, the Commission acknowledged that the applicant is proposing a project which 
results in the restoration of natural resources and construction of visitor serving facilities with 
only private funds. However, the Commission also acknowledged that the entire lowlands 
area of the Hellman parcel, including areas to be used for construction of the golf course, is • 
potentially restorable wetland given sufficient funding and the presence of an entity willing to 
undertake the project. Therefore the Commission imposed Special Condition number one ( 1 ) 
which stipulates that the applicant agrees to sell the lowlands portion of the property, 
including the golf course, to any public or non-profit entity wishing to perform a wetlands 
restoration project. Therefore, the construction of the golf course does not represent an 
irreversible commitment that precludes future wetland restoration of the entire lowlands 
portion of the property. 

As stated previously, 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 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 • 
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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 1 5381 . Only as conditioned, can the Commission find the proposed project 
consistent with the Coastal Act. 

(4) Adequacy of Wetland Mitigation Measures 

Section 30233(a) requires the provision of feasible mitigation measures to minimize adverse 
environmental effects of an approved project. 

(A) Wetland Mitigation 

(1) Likelihood of Successful Wetland Restoration 

There are several factors to consider in determining whether a site can be successfully 
restored. 

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 fit certain 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 fine 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 
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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. 

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. In this case, an improved hydrological connection can be achieved with 
refurbishment of an existing culvert. 

From a technical standpoint, the proposed wetland configuration will result in an adequate 
restoration. The existing degraded wetlands have a tidal range of about 1 foot and a 
residence time of 4 days. The proposed wetlands are predicted to have a 1.5 foot tidal 
range, and the residence time would be reduced to 1.3 days. The applicant's concept 
wetlands plan indicates that residence times of less than 7 days are considered acceptable. 
As a point of reference, the existing 861sa Chica Ecological Reserve, a wetland managed by 
the California Department of Fish and Game, 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 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 existing Bolsa Chica wetlands .. 

(2) Adequacy of Proposed Wetland Restoration 

The success rate of wetlands restoration is less than 100%. To compensate for the potential 
that a wetlands creation or restoration project is not successful, the Commission has 
traditionally required more than a 1:1 mitigation ratio (i.e. the creation of more than one acre 
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. The 
applicant has proposed construction of 39.1 acres of salt marsh (including buffers) upfront 
under Phase 1 of the proposed project. An additional 13.2 acres of land will become 
available for restoration upon conclusion of oil production activity and is considered part of 
the overall restoration package. Finally, the applicant estimates that the proposed wetland 
enhancement and restoration will result in a 3.6:1 increase in habitat values over presently 
existing conditions. 

The 27 acres of existing on-site wetlands are part of only 150 + acres which remain of the 
former 2400 acre Alamitos Bay wetland complex. Much of the material at Hellman Ranch is 
appropriate for restoration activities, because the soil has retained the salt fine-grained 
characteristics of the parent historic marsh. 

The proposed Phase 1 restoration includes 9.1 acres of wetland enhancement (i.e. 
improvement to the habitat values of existing wetland habitat) and 30 acres of wetland 
restoration (restoration of former wetland habitat not presently exhibiting wetland 
characteristics) including buffers. This mitigation is to compensate for 9.1 acres of wetland 
that will be filled to accomplish the enhancement and 17.9 acres of wetland that will be filled 
for the golf course. This mitigation is consistent with the Commission's 1981 guidelines. 
The Commission's 1 981 guidelines state the following in relevant part: 

If the project involves diking or filling of a wetland, required minimum mitigation 
measures are the following: 

• 
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2) The applicant may, in some cases, be permitted to open equivalent areas to tidal 
action or provide other sources of surface water. This method of mitigation would 
be appropriate if the applicant already owned filled, diked areas which themselves 
were not environmentally sensitive habitat areas but would become so, if such 
areas were opened to tidal action or provided with other sources of surface water. 

The proposed project does involve filling of wetland. In addition, the site includes filled 
wetland which is not presently environmentally sensitive habitat, but will become so through 
the restoration of tidal action to relevant portions of the site. While the 1981 guidelines only 
call for opening an equivalent area to tidal action, the applicant is proposing to open more 
than an equivalent area (including buffers) to tidal action for wetland restoration purposes. In 
addition, the 1981 guidelines state, in relevant part: 

Projects permitted under Section 30411 other than boating facilities should result in no 
net loss of the acreage of wetland habitat located on the site as a minimum. 
However, projects which result in a net increase in wetland habitat areas are greatly 
preferred in light of Coastal Act policies on wetland restoration and Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 29 which calls for an increase in wetlands by 50% over the next 20 years. 
For example, it has been the Commission's experience in reviewing vegetation and 
soils information available for degraded wetlands in Southern California that sometimes 
wetland and upland sites are intermixed on a parcel. Since Section 30411 discusses 
percentage of wetland area as the standard of review for required restoration, the 
Commission will consider restoration plans which consolidate the upland and wetland 
portions on a site in order to restore a wetland area the same size or larger as the total 
number of acres of degraded wetland existing on the site. 

The Commission has approved the proposed fill pursuant to Section 30233(a)(3) and Section 
30411 (b)(3) of the Coastal Act. There is no proposed net loss of wetland habitat. In 
addition, the proposed project will result in a net increase of as much as 12. 1 acres of 
wetland habitat (including buffers) and does involve consolidation of upland and wetland 
portions of the site to restore a wetland area that will be larger (including buffers) than the 
total number of existing degraded wetlands on the site. 

In addition, the proposed wetland restoration will occur adjacent to the proposed wetland 
enhancement. A restoration project is expected to be more successful if it will occur adjacent 
to existing wetland habitat. This position is founded on the notion that the existing wetland 
may provide a base from which organisms may colonize the newly restored habitat. A 
restoration project is also more likely to be successful than a wetland creation (creation of 
wetland habitat in an area not formerly exhibiting wetland characteristics) because residual 
hydrologic conditions, soil conditions, and possible presence of a seed bank harboring 
wetland species will lend to the success of the restoration. As stated previously, some of 
these characteristics are present at Hellman Ranch. Such factors may strongly contribute to 
the success of the restoration program. 

Consistent with Section 30233(a)(3), a substantial portion of the degraded wetland will be 
restored and maintained as a biologically productive wetland through an "other feasible" way 
identified by CDFG pursuant to Section 30411 (b)(3). Therefore, the Commission finds that 
the proposed wetland enhancement and restoration is consistent with Section 30233(a)(3) 
and 30411 (b)(3} because there will be no net loss of wetlands, site conditions are such that 
restoration is likely to succeed, and this restoration will result in an overall improvement to 
the quality of wetland habitat at the site. The Commission also finds that this overall 
package is enhanced by the additional 13.2 acres that will be reserved for wetland restoration 
and open space/conservation. However, in order to ensure the proposed wetland restoration 



Permit Application No. 5-97-367 
Page 46 of 66 

program is carried out, the Commission imposes Special Condition 11 which specifically 
identifies the applicants responsibility to provide the approved quantity of restored wetland • 
habitat. 

In addition, the applicant has proposed the reservation of lands presently used for mineral 
production for potential future restoration or open space (Phase 2 and Phase 3). The 
applicant is offering this reservation as an added component to the overall wetland 
mitigation/restoration program. The Commission finds that reservation for wetland 
restoration or open space is not sufficient, but that the reservation shall be for wetland 
restoration and open space. Accordingly, reservation for wetland restoration is not an option 
but is a requirement. In addition, the applicant has not identified a specific date when these 
reserved lands will become available for wetland restoration purposes. An indefinite, future 
dedication is not consistent with the Coastal Act because it does not assure that the land will 
become available for restoration. Therefore, in order to assure the proposed mitigation 
includes reservation for wetland restoration and to assure that the proposed mitigation 
occurs, the Commission imposes Special Condition 11.B. This condition states that on-site 
mineral production must cease and equipment must be removed by April 15, 2023 and that 
contaminants must be removed from the site and the land made available for wetland 
creation/restoration and conservation/open space. 

(B) Other Mitigation Measures 

The salt marsh would have a proposed berm around it which would prevent potentially 
polluted runoff from the proposed public golf course from entering the salt marsh. The 
proposed berm would serve as the site for transplanted coulter's goldfield plants. The 
proposed berms would also be densely vegetated, which would help serve as a screen which 
minimizes the chances of errant golf balls entering the salt marsh. Further, the proposed golf • 
course would be designed in compliance with a golf course management program prepared 
for the applicant which minimizes the use of pesticides. Due to the design and management 
of the adjacent lower intensity development, the Commission finds that a wetlands buffer, as 
conditioned, provides adequate protection of the wetlands. Since part of the function of the 
proposed berm/buffer area (which is never subject to tidal inundation) is to provide in part 
both a dense vegetation barrier to errant golf balls and provide a transition between wetland 
and non-wetland golf course vegetation, the Commission finds that the management plan for 
the transition zone should include all native species, not just sensitive species, to ensure 
adequate growth of transitional native species. Thus, the Commission imposes Special 
Condition 12.K and 12.0.6.a. 

Both the final environmental impact report ("FEIR .. ) certified by the City of Seal Beach for the 
proposed project and the Concept Wetlands Restoration Plan contain general performance 
standards and success criteria. However, they do not provide standards and criteria specific 
to the different types of habitat zones proposed for the salt marsh. The proposed salt marsh 
is essentially a shallow tidal depression with concentric rings of habitat defined by elevation 
and tidal inundation. The Commission finds that refinements of the proposed standards and 
criteria are necessary. Thus, the Commission imposes Special Condition 12. 

In addition, the Commission finds that, to ensure objectivity, the wetlands monitor must be 
independently selected by the applicant and approved by the Executive Director, per Special 
Condition 12.0.4. To ensure accurate comparisons, references sites must be selected which 
have the same types of habitat and muted tidal regimes as the proposed salt marsh, per 
Special Condition 12.0.5. Per Special Condition 12.6. a through f, the Commission further 
finds that the specific standards and criteria must be achieved within the first five years after • 
completion of construction of the upfront proposed Phase 1 minimum 39.1 acre salt marsh, 
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to increase the chances of the salt marsh becoming fully functional and relatively self
sustaining. The following discussion of various habitat zones are arranged in order of their 
elevation, starting from highest elevation to lowest elevation. 

High salt marsh generally supports a variety of native plant species. The establishment of 
native plant species, as well as diversity of types of native plant species, is important 
because native species provide habitat for sensitive animal species. The proposed high salt 
marsh is intended to provide suitable habitat for the Belding's Savannah Sparrow, a sensitive 
species. Savannah sparrow density tends to be directly correlated with the height and 
percent cover of salt marsh vegetation, particularly pickleweed. 

To ensure a rich variety overall of native plant species, the native vegetation in the proposed 
High Salt Marsh zone shall contain at least as many (both in type and quantity) native species 
as the reference site with the lowest number of species. Further, to ensure adequate growth 
of vegetation, the average plant height for each species shall be at least 75% of each species 
at reference sites, except that pickleweed shall be no less than 20 em in average height. 
Similarly, for Low Salt Marsh (which is typically dominated by pickleweed), the average cover 
of pickleweed should be 80% and an average height of either 75% of pickleweed at 
referenced sites or 20 em, whichever is greater to ensure adequate pickleweed growth. 
Thus, the Commission imposes Special Condition 12.0.6.b and c. 

Mud Flat is generally habitat to a great variety of invertebrates that comprise the infauna. 
However, sampling infauna is expensive and comparisons are difficult because there tends to 
be high temporal and spatial variability. If variability is high, confidence intervals tend to be 
large and the resultant large differences will not be judged statistically significant. However, 
the infauna should still be monitored and documented at the project and reference sites, everi 
though no performance standards are presently feasible. Thus, the Commission imposes 
Special Condition 12.0.6.d. 

For the proposed Mud Flat habitat, avifauna (i.e., birds, etc.) shall be monitored as well. 
Since infauna provide an important food source for many birds and fishes, the presence of 
large number of birds and fishes which feed off the infauna at the salt marsh implies that 
large numbers of infauna have established in the mudflat. The performance standard for 
avifauna shall be that avifauna is similar in number of species and foraging use of habitat at 
the reference sites. Thus, the Commission imposes Special Condition 12.0.6.f. 

The proposed basin and channels provide important habitat for fishes and invertebrates. To 
ensure adequate provision of habitat, there shall be a similar number of species and 
individuals at the proposed salt marsh in similar basin and channel habitat at reference sites. 
Demersal fishes and water column fishes should be evaluated separately to ensure a more 
specific, accurate reading of these types of fishes. Similarly, adult and juvenile fishes should 
also be counted separately. Thus, the Commission imposes Special Condition 12.0.6.e. 

The Commission finds that adequate funding must be provided which ensures that the 
proposed wetlands are created, established, and maintained. To ensure adequate funding, 
the wetlands plan must identify a long-term funding plan. The golf course operator must also 
be responsible for the maintenance of the wetlands, including their replacement if lost or 
impacted due to natural disasters such as flooding in an El Nino event. To ensure adequate 
funding for golf course maintenance, the permit must stipulate that wetland maintenance 
costs must be paid first out of the golf course revenues before all other golf course capital 
and operating costs. Thus, the Commission imposes Special Condition 12.H . 
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In addition, to ensure an effective wetland restoration program, the Commission finds that 
non-native species (except for grasses for fairway, green, and tee turf) shall not be used in 
the golf course. ·Also, to minimize disturbance to sensitive species, no construction activities 
shall occur during the nesting seasons of sensitive species. Proposed wetlands areas must be 
clearly staked as being off-limits to constructions crews to minimize disturbance of the 
wetland areas from construction activities for the golf course. Thus, the Commission 
imposes Special Condition 12.J through M. 

Further, the mitigation measures adopted by the City regarding wetland protection (i.e., 
lighting, pesticide use, wetland design, water quality measures, etc.) must be incorporated by 
reference. The Commission also finds that the golf course must not be lighted. Golf balls 
cannot be retrieved out of the proposed salt marsh since this would harm the functioning of 
the wetland. Golf balls must be retrieved out of the freshwater marsh in an environmentally 
sensitive manner to minimize impacts to the fresttwater marsh. Thus, the Commission 
imposes Special Condition 13. E. 

Since golfers, especially first time users of the golf course, will likely be unfamiliar with the 
proposed wetlands around them, a golfer education program must be required. The program 
must employ as many educational methods as possible, including signage, handing out 
brochures, printing instructions on score cards, and designating wetland areas as out-of
bounds. Thus the Commission imposes Special Conditions 13.C. and D. 

To further ensure that the mitigation measures described herein are adhered to, the 
Commission finds that the conditions must be recorded in a deed restriction which runs with 
the land over the golf course, since the golf course is supposed to fund the maintenance of 
the wetland after it is created , to ensure that the permittee and future golf course 

• 

owners/operators are aware of the wetland obligation. Thus, the Commission imposes • 
Special Condition 13. E. 

d. Use of Section 30007.5 to Balance Conflicting Chapter 3 Policies 

Section 30007.5 of the Coastal Act states: 

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

The text of section 30007.5 directs that in carrying out the provisions of this division (i.e., 
the Coastal Act), 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 this matter that was 
before the Commission, given the existing provisions of Section 30233 of the Coastal Act, 
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." 

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 
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finding is found in Chapter 3, Article 1, section 30200 which is entitled "Policies as 
standards; resolution of policy 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 of 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 of proposed development 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 effect 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 shaH be 
supported by appropriate findings setting forth the basis for the resolution of identified 
policy conflicts. 

(emphasis added.) 

In rejecting Section 30007.5 as a basis for approval, the Commission specifically reject.ed the 
applicant's argument that urged the Commission to balance the prohibitions against the fill of 
wetlands contained in Section 30233 with other Sections of the Coastal Act, including 
Section 30411. In doing so, the Commission specifically rejected the applicant's contention 
that the Commission may balance conflicting sections of the Coastal Act which are not 
contained in Chapter 3. The applicant relies on the phrase "policies of the division" to argue 
that the Commission may balance all sections contained within Division 20; i.e., the Coastal 
Act. 

However, Section 30007.5, which contains the balancing provision, expressly limits 
balancing to the upolicies" of Division 20. Sections 30200, 30512, and 30604 of the 
Coastal Act expressly provide that the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act are the 
standards by which the permissibility of proposed projects are determined. The Coastal Act 
does not contain any policies to assess proposed development other than the policies 
contained in Chapter 3. 

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 
must examine whether the proposed project itself actually falls within the protection of two 
or more sections in Chapter 3 which actually conflict. The Commission must also compare 
the specific wording of the potentially conflicting Chapter 3 sections to determine if the 
extent of discretion left to the Commission is parallel in each. 

During the hearing, the Commission reviewed evidence concerning the need to balance 
competing policies with respect to this permit application. The Commission found 
unanimously that, in this case, there is no conflict between two or more Chapter 3 policies 
that must be resolved pursuant to section 30007.5 of the Coastal Act. 

e. Conclusion (Wetlands) 
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As stated previously, while the restoration component of the proposed project (9.1 acres) 
may be found consistent with Section 30233 (a)(7), the entire project is not consistent with 
this section of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project is 
not approvable based on Section 30233 (a) (7) of the Coastal Act. However, pursuant to 
Section 30233 (a)(3) and 30411 (b) of the Coastal Act, and pursuant to a determination 
made by the California Department of Fish and Game, the Commission finds that the 
proposed project would occur in degraded wetlands, and that a boating facility is not a 
feasible means of achieving restoration. The Commission also finds that the biological 
productivity of the severely degraded wetland will be restored and then maintained consistent 
with Section 30231 of the Coastal Act. Pursuant to Section 30233(a}(3) and Section 30411 
(b) (3) of the Coastal Act, and guidance provided by the Commission's interpretive wetland 
guidelines, the Commission finds that the project is an "other feasible means" of achieving 
the goal of substantial restoration at tt)e subject site. The Commission concludes that 
wetland restoration will be achieved through the construction of a visitor serving, commercial 
recreational 18-hole golf course and other visitor serving uses, as proposed by the applicant 
and conditioned by the Commission. The project, as proposed and conditioned, is found to 
be the most feasible, least environmentally damaging alternative. 

The Commission also acknowledges that without restorative efforts, the site will continue to 
deteriorate and lose value as an environmental resource. The Commission also notes that at 
present no agency or non-profit group has come forward to purchase and restore wetland 
habitat at the site. The Commission finds that the proposed privately funded project will 
result in an overall improvement to the wetland habitat values which currently exist. The 
Commission also finds that the proposed project will provide open space which is less 
intrusive than previously proposed developments within wetlands at the site. Finally, the 
Commission finds that the proposed project represents the most feasible manner in which to 
restore the natural values of existing degraded wetlands on the site. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that in this case the proposed project is consistent with Section 30233 (a) 
(3) and Section 30411 (b)(3), and Section 30231 of the Coastal Act and consistent with the 
guidance provided in the Commission's Interpretive Wetland Guidelines. 

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 six 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 precise extent of cultural resources on-site. To ensure the applicants' 

• 
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measures are implemented, Special Condition 13.A. , S.C., and 6.0. are attached by the • 
Commission. 
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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 finds that the following reasonable mitigation measures shall be required. 
First, to minimize impacts to cultural resources Special Condition SA requires that the 
archaeological testing program must be done in accordance with the approved research 
design. Second, Special Condition SA also requires that the State Office of Historic 
Preservation ("OHP"), 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 this research design. 

Further, Special Condition 6.8. requires that selection of the archaeologist must be in 
accordance with accepted guidelines endorsed by the OHP. Also, because of the likelihood of 
Native American remains being found, Special Condition 6.E. requires that 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 that impacts to cultural resources are minimized, no development (besides the 
archaeological testing program) shall take place until the archaeological testing has been 
completed and mitigation measures that minimize impacts to cultural resources have been 
implemented. However, since the locations of many of the 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 appropriate mitigation measures are 
developed for resources discovered during the course of post-investigation construction 
activities. These requirements are contained in subsections C, D and F of Special Condition 
6. 

In addition, the Commission finds that all mitigation measures must comply with the 
requirements of the State Office of Historic Preservation and the Native American Heritage 
Commission. Therefore, Special Condition 6.F. requires that 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 Special Condition 
6.F. requires 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. 
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. 

Finally, to ensure that contractors and workers are notified of their obligations related to 
archeological conditions at the site, Special Condition 6.G. requires that the content of the 
special condition be incorporated into all documents that will be used by contractors and 
workers for construction related activity, including bids • 
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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 3021 0 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 
feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational opportunities are 
preferred. 

a. Proposed 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. The 
Commission finds that prior to issuance of the coastal development permit 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. Therefore, the Commission 
imposes Special Condition 4. Further, to provide maximum public access and recreation 
opportunities, the Commission finds that the dedication documents must ensure that: 1) new 
and upgraded trails will meet Americans with Disabilities Act requirements and provide access 
to physically challenged persons, 2) the existing number of parking spaces shall be 
maintained, 3) signage informing the general public of the park's public nature shall be 
maintained, 4} changes in park hours which adversely affect public access shall be limited to 
demonstrated public safety concerns and shall require an amendment to this permit, and 5) 
an area fronting on Seal Beach Boulevard, as proposed, shall be reserved for a public trail and 
ten public parking spaces which are directly accessible from Seal Beach Boulevard. 

b. Trails 

Section 30212.5 of the Coastal Act states: 

Wherever appropriate and feasible, 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 J 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 facilitie,s or • 
providing substitute means of serving the development with public transportation, (5) 



• 

• 

• 

Permit Application No. 5-97-367 
Page 53 of 66 

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. 

(1) Trails Linking Gum Grove Park to Seal Beach Boulevard- Public Parking 

The applicant is proposing Tentative Tract Map No. 15402 which would subdivide proposed 
Lot 2 of Tentative 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 there are at least three people occupying each of these 70 proposed homes, the 
proposed development will result in an increased burden of at least 21 0 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. ea.stward 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 ~de of Seal Beach Boulevard, thus encouraging non-automobile trips to the park. Also, 
a park entrance right on Seal Beach Boulevard, a well-traveled 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 of land within the area proposed for dedication by the applicant shall be 
reserved for a public access trail and public parking lot directly accessible 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 mile in either direction 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 are 
similar in number to the 1 0 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 
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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. Thus, the Commission 
also attaches Special Condition 5. 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 of 
9'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, Special Condition No. 5 also requires signage to inform the public of the 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 b~ilt 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 ove~ 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 finds that 
gates which preclude pedestrian and bicycle access cannot be approved consistent with the 
access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 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. 

(2) Proposed Trails around Salt Marsh 

• 

The applicant is proposing trails around the proposed salt marsh. One trail would extend from 
the proposed interpretive area along the north side of the marsh and end in a viewing point. 
The other trail would be similar except it would be on the south side of the marsh~ The 
Commission finds that the applicant must execute and record a deed restriction over the 
proposed trail area to ensure public access is indeed provided and maintained in perpetuity. 
Therefore, the Commission attaches Special Condition 5.E. To assure maximum public 
access, the Commission finds that the deed restriction shall require: 1) that trail use shall be 
limited to public access, trail maintenance, and construction and maintenance of utilities and 
oil and gas pipelines provided any such use is carried out in a manner which minimizes 
impacts upon trail use for public access; 2) that trails shall meet the requirements of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act; 3) that trailways shall be a minimum of 25 feet wide with 
paved portions being a minimum 10 feet wide; 4) that trails shall not be lighted to minimize 
impacts upon wetlands; 5) that trails shall not be gated and shall be open from dawn to dusk; 
6) the provision of benches at the viewing node to allow trail users to rest; 7} that trail users • 
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shall be protected from errant golf balls by erecting see-through protective structures on the 
trails, as necessary. 

c. Golf Course 

The golf course and contemplated clubhouse are proposed to be public. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that a deed restriction must be recorded which requires signage to inform 
the public of the public access opportunities at the golf clubhouse, as well as ensure that the 
golf course is not changed to a members only club, to ensure that the public and future golf 
course owners are aware of the public access requirements. Thus, the Commission attaches 
Special Condition 13. 

In addition, to ensure adequate parking at the golf course, Special Condition 1 3 requires that 
the golf course must provide a minimum of eight parking spaces per hole, as well as one 
space per each golf course employee, consistent with the Commission's regularly used 
parking standards for golf courses. 

d. 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, up to 10,000 square feet of visitor-serving uses are proposed. 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 Commission's regularly used standard for commercial 
uses in Seal Beach (e.g., one space for every 225 square feet of gross floor area for retail 
uses, and one space for every 50 square feet of public service area for restaurants). 

The conceptual plan indicates approximately sixty-two on-site parking spaces. To ensure that 
the site provides adequate parking to serve both the future visitor-serving uses as well as 
users of the proposed public trails, the Commission finds that at least sixty-two parking 
spaces must be provided on-site to minimize adverse coastal access impacts resulting from 
the lack of adequate on-site parking. Therefore, the Commission attaches Special Condition 
3. In addition, to ensure that the public has access to the trails proposed which begin at the 
State Lands parcel, Special Condition 3 requires that a minimum of ten parking spaces must 
be reserved for the exclusive use of trail users (i.e., these spaces cannot be used by patrons 
of the visitor-serving commercial uses on-site) • 
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e. Conclusion (Public Access and Recreation) 

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

4. Visitor Serving Uses 

a. State Lands Parcel 

Section 30222 of the Coastal Act states: 

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 indu!;trial, or general commercial development, but not over 
agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. 

Section 30213 of the Coastal Act also encourages the provision of lower-cost visitor-serving 
uses. Section 30213 of the Coastal Act states: 

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, 
where feasible, providt~d. Developments providing public recreational opportunities are 
preferred. 

The commission shall not: f1 J require that overnight room rentals be fixed at an 
amount certain for any privately owned and operated hotel, motel, or other similar 

• 

visitor-serving facility located on either public or private lands; or (2) establish or • 
approve any method for the identification of low or moderate income persons for the 
purpose of determining eligibility for overnight room rentals in any such facilities. 

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. 
Therefore, the Commission attaches Special Condition 3. 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). 

Finally, 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 EIR mitigation measure 
adopted by the City for a bike rack shall also be a Commission requirement. Therefore, 
Special Condition 3 requires a bike rack that would accommodate a minimum of twenty 
bicycles and that the bike rack shall be clearly signed as being available to the general public. • 
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• b. Golf Course 

• 

• 

The 18-hole golf course, as proposed and conditioned, provides a visitor serving recreational 
opportunity for coastal zone users. Per Special Condition 13, the proposed golf course will 
be open to the public with no membership requirement. Signs visible to the general public 
will announce the presence of the golf course and that the golf course is open to the general 
public. In addition, the golf course will be approximately 6,000 yards in length, and is 
intended to be a regulation length golf course. It is anticipated that the facility will be able to 
attract professional level golf tournaments. 

c. Conclusion (Visitor-Serving Uses) 

Therefore, as conditioned, the Commission finds that the proposed project is consistent with 
the visitor-serving policies of the Coastal Act. 

5. Hazards 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 

New development shall: 

(/) Minimize 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, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding 
area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter natura/landforms along bluffs and cliffs. 

a. Seismic I Geologic Hazards 

The Seal Beach splay of the Newport-Inglewood fault (a major earthquake fault in Southern 
California) transects the site in a northwesterly direction. The Alquist-Priolo Act requires 
development for human habitation to be setback 50 feet from the a fault zone. The fault 
across the subject site is 20 feet wide. Therefore, structures for human habitation cannot be 
built within a 1 20 foot wide strip of land running over the fault (20 feet for the fault plus 50 
feet on either side of the fault). 

No homes or other structures for human habitation are proposed on the fault. Only the golf 
course and wetlands are proposed. However, to further minimize hazards from seismic 
activity, the Commission finds that the City's geological hazards mitigation measures must be 
incorporated by reference as conditions of approval. Thus, the Commission attaches Special 
Condition 8. These measures include requirements such as proper recompaction of fill 
material and construction of buildings in accordance with the latest seismic standards. 

b. Flood Hazards 

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. Thus, the Commission attaches Special 
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Condition 8. These measures include conformance to floodplain elevation standards and 
compliance with requirements for the adjacent flood control basin. 

c. Conclusion (Hazards) 

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. Therefore, 
the Commission attaches Special Condition 7. Thus, as conditioned, the Commission finds 
that the proposed development would be consistent with Section 30231 of the Coastal Act. 

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. 

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 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, 
park uses, wetlands, and public access trails. The proposed development is less dense and 
intense than previous development proposals for the subject site. Further, the subject site is 
completely surrounded by urban development. Infrastructure to serve the proposed • 
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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 

The applicant has proposed further subdivision of the mesa for 70 single family residential 
lots. However, plans for development of the lots, including the footprint, height, and design 
of the homes, grading and landscaping, were not submitted. Therefore, 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. Therefore, the Commission 
attaches Special Condition 9. 

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 permitted development 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. 

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) of the 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 of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEOA prohibits a proposed development 
from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available 
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which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may have • 
on the environment. 

While the proposed alternative would result in significant adverse wetland impacts by filling of 
all existing wetlands on-site, it would also mitigate these impacts by creating new wetlands 
of higher value than the values of the existing wetlands. Feasible alternatives which do not 
involve fill of the existing on-site wetlands do not substantially lessen significant adverse 
effects on the existing wetlands because they would not result in any increase in the value of 
the on-site wetlands compared to the proposed project. 

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. Because the existing wetlands on-site are scattered and fragmented, however, such 
development would impede the ability to restore the wetlands by eliminating contiguous areas 
which would be needed to connect the existing wetlands in an effort to restore them. 

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. However, unless all the lowlands are 
also restricted to habitat creation uses, there is no guarantee that the lowlands would be used 
to create new wetlands. 

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 
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: Substantive File Documents 

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMITS AND COMMISSION ACTIONS 

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

B. 5-82-221 (Ponderosa Homes); withdrawn 11117/82 

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

D. 5-89-1 087 (MOLA Development Corporation); approved 1/12/90 

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

2. WETLAND DOCUMENTS 

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

B. 

c. 

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), prepared by the California Department of Fish and Game, 
January 13, 1982 . 

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 LLC by 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 Report 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 
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An Environmental Approach to Golf Course Development & Management 
prepared for Hellman Properties LLC by Siena College-Audubon International 
Institute dated December 1996 

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 B: local Approvals 

1)- City of Seal Beach City Council Resolution 4570 approving Tentative Tract Map No. 
1 5381 (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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PHONE: (562) 431-6022. FAX: (562) 493-3130 CALiFOVt. •; 

· COASTAL ... ·'/, 

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: 

CO/V1iv·· .- ,, .. . 
"'-I owl; .... ·•• .. ~ 

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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Ms. Teresa Henry 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
August 6, 1998 
P¥2 

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 system, 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 Hellman Ranch Project 

As we discussed, at an expense of approximately 1/2 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 

acre~ 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 

II 



Ms. Teresa Henry 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
August 6, 1998 
Page3 

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 1989 letters) 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, 

9LN;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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COASTAL COMMISSION 

OUILINE Of LEGAL ISSVES RE lffli I .MAN MNCH 
D. Dwight Worden. Esq. 

8/15198 

The f'oDowina is a summary outline of the key legal issues relating to Commission action 
on the Hellman Ranch project. 

1. APPROVAL AS A RESTORATION UNDE1l SECTION l02llCaXD 

This section aDows fill in wetlands for "restoration purposes". Findings by the 
Commission that the Hellman project qualitiu are supported by: 

A. The Commission's 1982 and 1990 actions approving fill in conjunction 
with restoration on the Hellman property. · 

B. The staff April 7, 1998 report rec:onunending approval of the project as a 
meaningful restoration under this section. 

C. Legal Counsel's advice to the Commission at the hearings that if the 
Commission makes the findings this is a \liable approval theory. 

D. "Restoration" is not defined by the Act. The determination is a question of 
fact left to the discretion of the Commission. 

E. The resource agencies and the biologists recommended that the scattered 
Hellman degraded and severely dearaded wetlands be consolidated and restored in one viable area 
near the tidal inlet. To accomplish this objective ~ires excavation and filling, and therefore can 
be found to be for restorative purposes. 

2. APPR.QV AL UNDER 30233 Mm J04ll AS AN "OTHER FEASmLE" WAY 
RATHER. THAN A BOAmiG FACU.,JTY TO ACHIEVE RESTORATION GQALS 

These sections, read together, allow approval of the Hellman project as a better, feasible 
way to achieve restoration goals than through construction of a boating facility. A Commission 
approval finding on this theory is supported by: 

A Section 30411 imposes a 75/25 restoration ratio only for projects that 
include a boating facility. The 7S/2S language occurs only in subsection (b X2) of Section 30411 

• •• '• .... '• ... :! 



aad ia Section 30233(aX3) both of which expressly referenc:e, and are therefore limited to, 
boating fac:ilities. 

B. The Commission can approve the Hellman project under a separate 
IUbaecdon. 30411(b )(3). which docs POt impose a 75/25 ratio on "other feasible ways" to achieve 
wetlands values. 

C. Legal Couosel is oa record u to the viability, subject to appropriate 
findings, oftbis theory for apprOVII. 

D. A review ofthe lfllislative history of Sections 30233 and 30411 reveals 
nothina to indicate an inteDt to impose the 75125 requirement OD projects other thaD. boatiog 
ficitities. 

E. Boating &cilities are dlrty, noisy and otherwise harmfUl to wetland values. 
It iJ JoiPcal to impose a 7SJlS limitation on boating tacllities, to allow boating related m::reational 
goals to be achieved while limiting the adverse impacts ofboatina facilities to 25%. This rational 
does DOt apply to the Hellman project that does not have the harmful impacts of a boating 
facility. 

F. The Commission's prior approvals illl982 and 1990, and the staff' 
recorDmeodatioo for apprOVII dated April 7 1998, did not raise the 75/25 issue. 

G. The Commission Wetland Guidelines reflect the Commission's adopted 
interpretation of Sections 30233 IDd 30411 and conclude that the 'JS/25 ratio does not apply to 
"other feasible ways" to adrleve wetland values; instead the standard is "no net loss"with projects 
encouraged to produce a net increase. 

H. The Guidelines are important: 

Pub&c resources Code Section 30620(b); The Ouidelincaare "'t/uiped to a.ssUt local 
. gotle17IIIIDits. the commission, and per1011s subject to the provisions of tills chapter In 
determining how the policiu of this divilion shtl/1 be llpplied in the COtUt4l :one prior to 
cutijication ofiOCtJI coaslal program. •• 

"{t}IM plthline.s an thl jontrultJtlon of a general policy intended to govern future policy 
llllmthd to govern future pmnit dllc:ilions. .. " Pacific Le.pl Poulldatioo v CaUfomil Cpytll 
Commission. 33 Cal 3d lSI. 161 . 

1 The Commission bas reJied on IDd appliccl the Guidelines to mauy other 
projects. ioctuding instances where fill wu allowed in wetlands. See. e.a.. Los Cerritos 
CoiiiCI'VIIlcy Project. CP-3·81. 

1. The adoption ofthe guidetines was the result ora series of public bearings 
and atensive input. They are still timely and important. They were republished by the 
Commission as recently as 1994 in the Commission's 1994 "Procedural Guidance for the lleview 
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ofWcdand Projects in Calif'omia's Coastal Zone. • 

K. The Courts will consider and rely on the adopted Guidelines in interpreting 
provisions of the Act giving "great weight" to the Guidelines as the administrative interpretation 
of the Act of those charged with implementation and enforcement of the Act. Sec, e.g. DeYouna 
v city of San Dieso (1983) 147 C.A 3d 11 [construction by those charged with administering a 
statute entitled to great weight; administrative interpretation over course of years by agency 
implementing statute will not be set aside unless clearly erroneous]; Hom v. Swoap (198) [Failure 
to modify administrative prac:tice/ interpretation of statute over long period is strong indicator that 
practice/ interpretation is consistent with legislation] 

L. The Guidelines allow approval of the Hellman project state. See, guidelines 
pages 53-56. 

3. THE HELLMAN PROJECT CAN QUALIFY AS THE LEAST DAMAGING 
FEASmLE ALIERNATIYE. 

The Commission must find that a wctJand projea involving fill is mitigated and is the least 
damaging feasible alternative. A Commission finding in this regard as to the Hellman project 
would be legally sound and supported by: 

A. The coastal Act definition of"feasibility": " ... capable of being accomplished in a 
successful manner in a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
social and technological/actors." Section 30108. 

B . 
feasibility. 

The applicant's feasibility analysis addressing (!)technical feasibility (2) economic 

C. The feasibility analysis contained in the project ElR. 
. 

D. The laclc of substantial evidence that a larger project is in fact feasible. 

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

F. The commission's 1982 and 1990 actions and the April 7. 1998 staff report. 

4. DIE PROJECT MAY BE APPROVED THROUGH BALANCING UNDER SECTION 
300Q1.S 

Section 30007.S of the act expressly allows the Commission to balance what it perceives 
to be conflicting policies of the Act. 

A Section 30007.5 was inserted into the Act by the legislature to allow for project 
approval in the face of conflicting policiC$ . 

. . ~: ' : .... ~.. . . ..,: . . . 
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B. While the planning staff does not want the Commission 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 
c:ircumstances. ' 

C. To the extent the Commission determines that the policies of the Kt eocouraaina 
wetJaad restoradon conflict with policies discouraging fill. Section 30007.5 anows approval. 

'" 
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Introduction 

Hellman Ranch Reserve • CDP No. S-97-367 
Use of Section 30007 .S as a Method of Approval CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

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 has the discretion to use when circumstances dictate. 

Other methods of approval are also valid as discusse4 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 Conflicts 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 carrying 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." 

THE 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~ 

feasible ways to achieve restoration of the wetland natural values. including biological 

productivity. and wildlife values. if a boating facility is not feasible. With the Hellman 

property the CDFG has 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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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 

findings by this Commission and other resou:rces agencies and the Statewide Interpretive 

Guidelines aid in this process. 

COASTAL ACT POUCY 

• 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, resou:rce 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 resou:rce 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, • 

II 
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• which currently are utilized by only a small numbe~ 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 endangerd 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 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 
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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 determination 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# 1-82. 

''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 

alternative." -California Coastal Commission Findings, Coastal 

Conservancy Project#l-82, Hellman Wetlands. 

"[Developing around] and avoiding or leaving tl!e 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 {CDP 5-97-367). 

STATE WIDE INTERPBETIYE 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" 

THE 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 . 
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Honorable Chairman Areias and Members& 

We aerva as the City Attorney for the City of Seal 
~each. Enclosed is a letter, dated JUne 3, 1998, tb.t we 
submitted to the Commission prior to the laat hearing on thia 
matter. we respectfully request that you consider this letter 
aud the June 3 letter in connection with your deliberation. 

All you know, tbia matter was continued: to await 
completion of the Port of Long Beaeh Feasibility Study; to allow 
further analysia of Section 30411 and •the 7St-25t iaauewV; and 
to allow the owner to consider modifying the projeet. 

The l'easibility Study has now been completed, and the 
Po~ has determined that a Port-Hellman restoration project ia 
not. feeu11.ible. The Port determined that •the cost per credit far 
exceeds the guidelines for a feasible project..• Moreover, the 
owner has offered additional modifications to tbe project which 
will increase the acreage. of the restored wetlau48. 

Nonetheless. -. have been iftformed that staff may still 
be 8tubbcrnly clinging to its belatedly formed opinion that the 
project •cannot be legally approved. • Aa pointed out in the 
attached latter, your Chief Counsel has already opined that the 

J,/ Oft July 28, 1998, the OWller submitted inforu.tion and 
las•l analysis to Teresa Henry co~erning thia issue. We trust 
such information has been forwarded to the Commission Members. ln 
the interest of brevity, wa will not repaat that analysis here. 

... 

fD) ~~~~~~ ~ 
lJ1) AUG 1 9 .1998 L::..:-; 

CALIFORNIA 
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Commission clearly has the discretion to approve this project, an 
opinion with which we concur. 

~lease recall that staff had o~iginally recommended 
approval of the project, as proposed. After th* initial hearing, 
staff changed it~ recommendation, and ia now recommending that 
the golf courae be deleted~ If the golf course is not approved, 
we fear that the owner will abandon the proj *ce, leaving the 
property vacant and eliminating any re•toration of the severely 
degraded wetlands. 

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 unde~eloped except for oil production equipment. 
The historical wetlands on the property are degraded and severely 
degraded almost to the point of non-existence. The major 
challenge with this site has always been to find an eoono~ieally 
productive use that restores and preserves wetlands on-site and 
that is not overly dense or intensive. The project--significant 
open apace, 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 devel~ent 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. Compared to past approyed 
proposals for 1,000 homes, and then 329 homec, the latter having 
also been approved by the Coastal Commission, the current project 
is a tremendous opportunity for all those members of the public 
who use and enjoy our beautiful coastal resources. 

In summary, the City of Seal Beach respectfully urges 
the Commission to approve the project to ensure that this 
incredible opportunity to restore coastal wetlands and enhance 
coastal recreation opportunieiec thzough limited density 
residential development will not be lost. 

Very truly yours, 

~q;,~ 
Quinn M. Barrow 
City Attorney 
city of Seal Be~ch 

cc: John Auyeung (By facsimile so that thir;~ letter and the June 
3 letter are included in the agenda packet) 
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Hellman Ranch Wetlands 
GENERAL Source • Site Hellman Ranch 

Map Los Alamitos USGS 7 S quadrangle 

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

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

California Coastal Commission, (310) 
59()..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 Historic 5, 6 
Acreage Gabriel River that was 2,400 acres in 1894. 

~Ownership I Owner Acres Source 
183.9 10 Private 

I I Southern California Edison 7.9 10 

3.4 10 State Lands Commission • 
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 s, 7 
of the property; wetland areas are 
substantially free of structures. 

A eucalyptustf!ove along the southern 
boundary of e property serves as a 
neighborhood park. 
The site was used for farming and ranching 

~ ~t~ ~g~ until the 193o•s when oil drilling began. 
The San Gabriel River was channelized 1961 
- 1962, the Haynes Intake channel was built AUG 191998 L- ',;' 

through a corner of the marsh in 1962; 
Historic Use hydraulic dredge material from channel 

construction was deposited in the wetlands 
(nearly all historic wetlands were filled by 
1969). The area was fenced in the late 8o·s 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSIOI' 

s, 9, 11 • 
to prevent off-road vehicle riding and other 

bttp://ceres.ca.gov/wetlaads/geo_lafo/so_callbellmaa.btml 2Jf Page 1 of I 
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unPermitted recreational uses • -. 
Uses of the adjacent and surrounding areas 
are primarily urban; a power plant water 
intake channel and the San Gabriel River 
channel lie to the west, a bluff topped by 

Adjacent Use residential development creates the southern 5, 2 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 farming gradually giving 

Adjacent way to urbanization; oil extraction began in 6, 11 Historic Use the 1930s. Channelization of the San Gabriel 
River and construction of the intake channel 
completed in the early 1960's. 

!HYDROLOGY I !Source! 
A drainage channel (man-made), which is 
constricted by sediment deposits, several 

8, 11 Tidal Influence onsite culverts and a partially-functioning 
flapgate, provides severely muted tidal 
inflow. 

Watershed 5,420 + acres 7 Area 

Tributaries and Tributary Flow Source Flow • N/A (Formerly, the San Gabriel River) NIA 

Dams m 
!Other Sources j Stormwater runoff 7 

WATER I Source QUALITY 

Surface hydrocarbons in and adjacent to the 
- area may affect the quality of runoff reaching 

the site. The lowest reach of the San Gabriel 
General River is included in the 1995 draft list of 7, 4 

impaired water bodies; standards for 
ammonia, fish tissue, water toxicity, I ead, 
coliform bacteria, and algae were exceeded. 

1995, San Gabriel River- Proflles over ebb 
and flood tides in June and Sep. 1995 just 

Dissolved downstream of the Haynes intake channel; 

Oxygen (DO) concentrations throughout the water column 12 
were between 4 and 5 mg/1. Temperatures 
throughout the water column ranged 22-30 
c. 

• Tidal channel brackish, salinity comparable 
to that of the San Gabriel River 

Water Salinity (concentration not specified). 1980- salinity 5, 3 
of ponded water within the wetlands ranged 
from <0.5 to 40 ppm. 

http://ceres.ca.gov/wetlands/geo_info/so_eal/hellman.html Page 2 of 8 
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Sediment KNot specified I I 
Soil Source 

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>Enteromorpha<i>, and a 

small amount of sea lettuce in 
the channel. 
1996 - Picldeweed, samphire, 
saltgrass, alkali weed, 
fivehook bassia, annual 

Salt Marsh (very grasses, russian thistle* and 

little tidal 14.9 cheeseweed* dominate 11 
influence) species moving from lower to 

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 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 - mosq.uitofish observed. 1980 -
<i>Tilapia<J>* and sailfm molly* were most 

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

Benthic 1995 - California hom snail observed. 1 Invertebrates 

lp.;;ct 1995 - Various dragonfly species observed. 1 • 1987-1996 - 5 seperate surveys found 
~videnc:e o~ 8 mammal speci~s, i~clu~~$ 

http:l/eeres.ea.gov/wetlaads/geo_lafo/so_cal/hellmaa.html Pqe3of8 
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• 

aao~me:suc dog*, coyote, red fox* in 1996. A 
Wfidlife 1995 swvey for the Pacific pocket mouse 

nrolllna none. 1987, 1996 swveys found a 
of 3 reptile species and l amphibian 

to 
1996 includes a reconfiguration the 

w"'llQU'"~ (filling in some areas, restoration 
creation in others) that would result in an 

nn'\1,,.,.A increase of 3 acres. A permanent tidal 
nco:nnecu·c •n would also be created and urban 

would be rerouted to avoid the salt 
The amendment also includes a 90% 

llrec1uc1tion in allowable housing units. 

..... ,..,,.,, ........ of focused biological surveys to 
Jlde:ter:mirle the status of the Calfomia least 

the belding's Savannah sparrow, the 
""" ··~--··-· California gnatcatcher and other 
ase:nsn1ve species on the Hellman Ranch. 
UKe:oorts results of a one-day survey in 

199S to update and verify 
Oinfomtati()n provided in a ·1989 biological 
ua.:~•,"'~.::~·'""''n of the site. None of the target 
IISDCCII~S were found. The previous biological 
""'

11
''""""''"" and a printout of a Natural Diversity 

search are attached. 

http:llc:eres.c:a.gov/wetlands/geo_info/so_cal/hellman.html z-7 
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10 
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11 
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2 ~ depkting 1989 delineation of wetland 
habitat types overlaid on geographic features 
derived from a 1995 aeri~hoto. Figure 
prepared as part of the 1 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 Califomia Department of Fish and Game. 
7pp. . 

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 ~ovides an assessment 
of the site's biologic 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 waterbod:ies, and meet a 
requirement of section 303( d) of the federal 
Oean Water Act. 

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

5 

Prepared to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts posed by an 
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. • Califomia Department of Fish and Game and 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1976. The 

bttp://ceres.ca.lov/wetlaads/leo_iafo/so_cal/bellmaa.btml Pap5ofl 
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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 0 

California's coastal wetlands. 

Michael Brandman Associates. 1987. Draft 
subsequentenvironmentalimpact~rt 
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 existing documentation. 
HEC - 1 model was used 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 restoratio\} plan for 25.6 acres of 
wetlands to be carried 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. 

I 9 I Bartlett, Dave. Dave Bartlett Associates. 
. Personal communication. June 24, 1996. 
Dave Bartlett Associates. 1996. Hellman 
Ranch specific plan, Seal Beach, California. 
- 100 pp. 

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 typess 
~rding _to bc)th Ca ~partme!lt of ~sh and 

http://ceres.ca.gov/wetlaods/geo_iofo/so_cal/hellmao.html ~1' Page 6 of 8 
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Game and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
definitions, and reviews previous wetland 
dctenninations 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. Fmal 
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, descnbes 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 9uality monitoring 
offshore of So. Califorma Edison 
Company's (SCE) and Los Angeles 
Department ofWat« and Power (LADWP) 
generating stations, to determine 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. 

lattp:l/eeres.ea.aov/wetlaads/aeo_lafo/so_ealllaellmaa.html 10 
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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 work 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. Anny 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. 

Webmaster. wetlands@resources.ca.aov 

-

This file w_;t modified on.· Wednesday, January 21. 1998. 
ocument URL: http://ceres.ca.gov/wetlandslgeo_jnfolso_caVhellman.html 
opyright C 1996 California Resources Agency. All rights reserved. 

http://ceres.ca.gov/wetlands/geo_info/so_cal/bellman.btml 1' 
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May 11,1998 

Mr. John T. Auyong 

HELLMAN PROPERTIES LLC 
POST OFFICE BOX 2398 

n 1 SEAL BEACH BOULEVARD 
SEAL BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90740 

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

1ru ~~~u~~~ 
UTI MAY 141998 

. Staff Analyst 
CAliFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMlSS\ON 
.CAUFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
200 Oceangate • lOth 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 Apri130 and May 4letter regarding the 
above referenced project. 

A. AprU 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 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. 
• APN 095-010-25 is owned by Southern California Edison. 
• The grant deed, presumably, is on file at the Oiange or Los Angeles County 

Recorder's office. 

2. Pesticides 

• The information regarding pesticides is attached. Of the II 0 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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Mr. John T. Auyong . 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
May 11,1998 
Page2 

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. This area will 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 S.6 
acres are included within the transition zone/buffer. 

4. Matrix Reprdina Chanses to Commission Conditions 

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

B. May 4th Letter 

1. April 7 Commission Meetina On-Screen Presentation 

• A hard copy of the April 7, 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 Flushina 

• The increase 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 Functions and 
Values Analysis, provided by project biologists. 

3. Arcbaeoloc 

• There has been significant Native American involvement with this {'I'Oject. The 
Research Design included Native American input and Native Amencans were on 
the City's Archaeological Committee, which voted to approved the Reseatch 
Design. Continued outreach will be in compliance with the City's 
Archaeological 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· approved CDP S-89-1087 which included a 
hotel adjacent to the proposed restoration area, with no provision for buffer . 

• Attached is a conceptual site plan for the State property. ·The plan provides for a 
SO-foot buffer between the parking lot, the 10,000 square foot visitor-serving 

~ 
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Mr. John T. Auyong 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
May 11, 1998 
Page3 · 

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~· 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 Regtonal W£r 
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. 

(JfL~ 
Dave Bartlett 

Attachments: 1. Ownership documentation 

Copies: 

2. Pesticide information 
3. Addendum to Concept Wetlands Restoration Plan for the Hellman Ranch. 3/2S/98 
4. Mattix reaardina chanaes to staff conditions 
5. State Lands Commission Conceptual Site Plan 
6. Hard copy of April?, 1998 on-screen presentation 

(computer disks to come under separate cover) 

Jerry Tone, Hellman Properties, w/o attachments 

,., 
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STATE OF CAUFORNIA ·THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coast Aria Office • 
200 Oc:eangate,.10th Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 
(5e2) 580-5071 

Via racaimile and. u.s. Mail 

Dave Bartlett 
6082 Jad.e Circle 
Bu..ntington Beach, CA 92647 

April 30, 1998 

PETE WILSON, Governor 

Coastal d.evalopment permit application 5-97-367 (Bellman Ranch); 
Add.itional information needed. 

. 
Dear Dave: 

I apologize but I still have not listened. to the tapes of the April Coastal 
Commission hearing regarding the above referenced permit application. 
However,. I d.id want to follow up on our previous phone conversations regard.ing 
the land ownership and. pesticides issues. I also wanted to touch base with 
you regar~ing the wetland. buffer/transition zone issue. 

1. Hellman Land Ownership. 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 site. Please do not include the lots proposed under 
Vesting Tentative Tract Mapa 15381 and 15402, as these locally approved 
subdivisions have not yet received a coastal development permit from the 
Coastal Commission. Also note that although there are several aaaeaaor'a 
parcels, including several assessor's parcels for mineral rights, associated 
with the subject site for tax purposes, the number of aaaeaaor'a parcels does 
not establish the number of legal lots. Also, given that mineral leases are 
exempted from the provisions of the Subdivision Map Act, the existence of such 
leases also does not establish the number of legal lots. Finally, 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 
site. 

As for the assessor's parcels, we note that Assessor's Parcel 980-36-605 
ind.icates that Shell Oil company also has an interest in this aaaesaor•a 
parcel along with Bellman Properties. Please explain the exact nature of the 
Shell Oil Company's interest in this parcel.· Also, you ind.icated. verbally 
that there are no leases for the existing mineral production--that the Bellman 
family through Bellman Properties operates the mineral production itself. 
Please confirm this in writing. 

Also, please indicate in writing who owns the following land parcels which 
appear to be a part of the subject site, according to the aaaeaaor•a mapa: 

l)-tJ1.-?J,7 
043-l&Q-31, 043-160-54, and. 095-ol0-25 .fJ1 **h ," k/F'M 

. ,..1'jf' 
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Dave Bartlett 
5-97-367 Information 
April 30, 19981 Page 2 

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

Finally, please ensure that we have all the aaaeaaor•a parcels owned by the 
Bellman family. We have tax billa for the following• 

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

Mineral Biqbt•· 980-36-505, 980-36-515, 980-36-530, 980-3&-531, 
980-36-532, 980-36-533, 980-36-534, 980-36-535, and 980-36-605. 

Please submit any tax billa for aaaeaaor•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. ' ·Peaticidet. ·Although Coattal Commission ttaff recommended that the .. 
golf courte management plan prepared by Audubon International be implemented 
in itt entirety including petticide ute, some Commiationert had tpecific 
concern• with the use of petticidet on the golf courte. Therefore, pleate 
tubmit a brief written document which tummarizet the petticide practice• 
proposed, including a litt of proposed petticidet to be uted. 

3. Transition Zones. Please have Tony Bomkamp submit a written revi~ed 
total for the proposed berms/transition zonet. My recollection from one ~f 
our meetings wat that part of the wetland-tide of thete bermt ·would be .._ •· 

···.periodically inundated. Therefore, plea•• tubmit the exact area of the berm• 
which would not be periodically inundated and thut would be permanent uplandt, 
bated on the mott recent 28.1 acre talt marth_propotal • 

• • • • 
Alto,· I recall teeing at the hearing that you provided Chuck with ~ matrix 
that retponded to our addendum change• to the tpecial condition•, tuch at the 
revited tuccett criteria. I don't have a copy of thit matrix. Pleate tubmit 
a copy o~ thit matrix at Chuck has not yet had a chance to provide me with a 
copy. At for a meeting next Tuesday, May 5, 1998, let me check with Steve and 
Terata and I'll get back to you. 

Pleate do not hesitate to contact me with any questions you may have regarding 
thete matters. 

Sincerely, 

e~~ 
. Staff Analyst 

9766Pajta 

• 

• 

• 
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10. 

Clay of SM/,..,. 
Public IINrlllf AppR~flon P•t:t., 

Proposed Use of Property: Land uses include: Low density residen6 single family 
residential units; restored wetlands and public trails; 18 hole pu · access golf course; 
community park; on production and facilities; flood contro ·. ublic land use (for details, 
please refer to the Hellman Ranch Specifjc ~b· Ca!if9.1lliL c:>ctob« 1996). . 

Request For: Amendments to the City of S each General Plan and Amendments to the 
Hellman Ranch Specific Plan. 

Describe the Proposed Improve nts: See attached Heitman Rancb Specific PJan. Seal 
Beacb. California. October 1 

Describe how and if t proposed improvements are appropriate for the character of 
the surrounding n • borbood: The project reflects the community character of Seal 
Beach by limitin e amount of residential units, preserving the majority of the property as 
open space creating public accessibility to the property. 

Descri how and if the approval or this request would be detrimental in any way to 
oth property in the vicinity: The proposed improvements will not be detrimental in any 

y to surrounding properties. However, the improvements will enhance adjacent property 
values and the property will become both and an ecological and community asset. 

• [;· ~rorOwners~ 
Staff is to auach here a photocopy of a picture J.D. and a photocopy of the Grant Deed provided by lbe applicalll 

-or-

• 

siped and notarized "Owner's Affldavil• form to be completed and auacbed to applic:adoa 

12. Legal Description (or attach description from TIUe or Grant Deed): ntle Report 
attached. 

By: .4mt -:tu14nlr 
(Sipture of Applicant) (Sipature ofPropeny Owner) 

£, ~£1Z>~ A..,'¥ lkl/l'r- {l,tlt!I"'SI" 
(Print Name) (Print Name) 

(Dale) 

ByQ f(.,~ 
(Sipture of Applicant) 

oc( I 

(Print Name) 

. T\\Otii•J¥i 1\: c, ~ 
•• , .. 2 ,_QL., 
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CITY OF SEAL BEACH 
PROPERTY OWNER'S AFFIDAVIT 

STATE OF. CALIFORNIA 
CITY OF SEAL BEACH 
COUNTY OF ORANGE . 

) 
) 
) 

We, HeUman Properties LLC, swear that we are the owner of the property at 711 Sail 
.., Beach Boulevard. Seal Beach. CA 90740. more commonty referred to as the Hellman 

Baneb. 

We ·are fammar with the rules of the City of Seal Beach for preparing and flUng a Pubnc 
Hearing AppBcation. 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 Hellman Banoh Speciflg Plan: IentaUve 
Tract Maps: Development Agreement and an other associated entitlements reguiCid or 
reguested for the project. 

p,~ !J,/u,/d...J.t1t-..Jyz~ ~ tiJ-sJ-fl 
I 

(Print Ham•) (Signature) (DMa) 

'i• ~ ... ;bf -1!'1&? h PJ?t&-..,.tfv c.- . ~run .v. q "fA 1.1 
(Talephon•l (Address· please print) ' 

. (Print NaiM) (Data) 

'1r -:.-.,. IW -.i"( I t 
(Telephon•) 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO BEFORE liE. 
THIS_DAYOF 1 ... 

Notary Public 

• 

• 

• 



..iALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT ...... 
Stateof ~~ · 
Countyof ~ J~L~ .,- c.. 

On /D /sl/'10 before. me,Jtne.7>. f41oairi'{:!;. ~blk. 
I DATI .... TITLI OifCFF.c:e. ·I.CI~ • 001. NOTARY 

personally appearectAnnce tluler=An.Jvs.m ttc:c£:"""' d>. }knm,an,...,-
. ~~ 

~rsonaJiy known to me • OR • 0 proved to me on the basfs of satisfactory evidence 
to be the person(s) whose name(s) .fer'are 
subscribed to the within instrument and ac
knowledged to me that ~elef!te/they executed 
the same in t..ie/her/their authorized 
capacity(ies), and that by hie}heflltheir 
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. 
' 

~ - ~ A...J.ku 111-C'"--~ 
~AY ::=-.... 

------------------•OPTIONAL------------------• 
Though the data below is not required by law, It may prove valuable to persons relying on the document and could prevent 
fraudulent reattachment of this form. 

CAPACITY CLAIMED BY SIGNER 

D INDMDUAL 
0 CORPORATE OFFICER 

0 PARTNER(S) 0UMITEO 
0 GENERAL 

0 AnoRNEY·IN-FACT 
0 TRUSTEE(S) 
0 GUARDIAN/CONSERVATOR 
~THEA: £n"':'iJJV..!!a 

DESCRIPTION OF ATTACHED DOCUMENT 
(!;"-"~ ~6 ~ 'BeAD, , 

thc.JI'It!I"S : 

NUMBER OF PAGES 

DATE OF DOCUMENT 

SIGNER(S) OTHER THAN NAMED ABOVE 

5 '17 -3/,7 

Otlt3 NATIONAL NOTARY ASSOCIATION •1236 Aentnwl Ave .. P.O. 8C1x 71 .. • Canoga Pa1tc. CA t130f.71M 

31 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA· THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coast Area Office 

.5-~1-~(,1 f'lhibi+@ 
•

0 Oceangate, .10th Floor 
ng Beach, CA 90802-4302 
62) 590.5071 

• 

• 

Exhibit 2 
5-97-367 (Bellman) 

' , 

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 O: 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 <in 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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HELLMAN PROPERTIES LLCU\.1 JUN 5 1998 

POST OFFICE BOX 2398 CAUFORNlA 
711 SEAL BEACH BOULEVARD C.OASTAl COMMISSION 

SEAL BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90740 
(562) 431-6022 FAX: (562) 493-3130 

Jl:me 4,1998 

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 

\ ~ 



Mr. Rusty Areias, Chairman 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL .COMMISSION 
June4, 1998 
Pagel ' 

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 (~ough 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 OLief 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 OLief 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 skllls of counsel, both the Commission's 

' 
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Mr. Rusty Areias, Chairman 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
June 4,1998 
Page3 

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. 

J ~-
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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 28% 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 ~.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." 
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.· I 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. I 
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Mr. Rusty Areias, Chairman 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
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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 77% 
• 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 City 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: Mahix of Requested Changes to Special Conditions of 
Approval. Outlines in a matrix format the requested changes to the 



Mr. Rusty Areias, Chairman 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
June4, 1998 
Page6 

Staff special conditions as proposed at the April meeting. The current 
Staff Report inc:ludes 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 Approve 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 Areias, this is an opportunity for your Coastal 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 10th meeting. 

Sincerely, 

HELLMAN PROPERTIES, LLC 

Jerry Tone 

Attachments 

Copies: All Coastal Commission Members 
Coastal Commission Staff 
City of Seal Beach City Council 
City of Seal Beach Planning Commission 
State Senator Ross Johnson 
Supervisor Jim SUva 
Qem Shute, Esq. 
Dwight Worden, Esq. 
Susan Hori, Esq. 
Steve Kaufman, Esq. 
Warren Hellman 

1 

Ql{,~ 
Dave Bartlett 



I 
~I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

AHachment A: Summary of Legal Framework for Approval 
A summary of the methods by which the Commission can 

app_rove the project. 
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1. Summary of Legal Framework for Approval 

A. Coastal Act Section 30233 (a) 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 real life, and certainly in Fish & Game terms, this 
[Hellman Ranch] 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 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 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 (a) 3 

The project can also be approved under Section 30233 {a) 3. This is the section 
that provides for approval of a bo~ting facility in a degraded wetland 
identified by the Department of Fish &: 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 &: 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 ~ boating facility is not feasible, Section 30233 

-1- 1 



allows the Commission to consider 110ther 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: 

"Those guidelines which are alluded to in tht 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 js a less environmentally 
damaging alternative and if it is, among other things, a 
visitor serving commercial recreational use as is tht 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 
achieved ... " 

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 Batiqy.itos case is the controlling precedent in which the Sierra 
Cub contended that destructive dredging of the existing wetlands was illegal 
under Section 30233. The appellate court ruled against the Sierra Oub. 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: 
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"The meaning of a statute may not be determined from a single 
word or sentence; the words must be construed in context, and 
provisions relating to the same subject matter are to be 
harmonized to the extent possible. [citation] Literal construction 
should not prevail 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 facility was infeasible. In fact,. clearly, a boatini 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 110ther feasible 
way to achieve restoration" under Section 30233, the CDFG must make a 
finding under Section 30411 that a boating 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 30007.5 

The project can also be approved under this section of the Coastal Act per the 
discussion }?y 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, what you need to do is identify conflicts 

,, 



bettDeen Chaptn S policies and thtn 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: 

2. 

"To the extent this policy [in support of restoration] conflicts with the 
restriction on dredging set forth in section S02SS, 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 the 
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. 

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 ~ust be 
judged ~n 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. 

' I 
•• 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

•• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

For example, The Batiquitos restoration disturbed between 331-338 acres of 
valuable. functionina. wetlands ending up with about the same acreage of I 
restored wetlands, approximately a 1:1 ratio of wetlands adversely impacted 
and wetlands restored, or as stated In the Batiquitos findings: • ... undu th• .. 
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Coastal Act definition [of wetland] ... the total acreage of wetland within the 
study area limits will not bt decreased." 

Mitigation· ·ratios for the Hellman project can be measured 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 
resp~ 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." 

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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FRCH lloa::RDEN WlU.lA1S RIO+tOND 

PBQPQSED 
COASTAL COMMISSION llNPINGS 

FOR HELLMAN RANCH RESERVE PROu&;[ 
4PPLICATION 5-91=Hl . 

L J,NTRODUCl'ION . 

An identified key issue reprcJina 1he HeDman Ranch project is whether or DOt the project 
complies generaJly with tbe provisions. of the Coastal Ad .govonUn& wetlands aad wetlaadl 
restoratiou, aud in particular. whether the project complies with Section 30233 or the Act. '1'be 
Commission. its·~ the applicam. and the public speDt co.osiderable time discussing and ana]:y22ng 
this issue before this fmding by the Commimon that approval of a condi1icmed HeDman RaDcb 
Reserve Project is consistent with the Coastal Act in general and with Section 30233 in particular. 

The Commission's determination or consistency takes iDto acccunt (1) the site specific aspects 
and coDBtraiats ofthe Hellmaa property &Dd its propos«! wetlands restoratioa. (2) the Commiui.on's 
determination that. as approved, the project is the least environmentally damaging feasible a1temative 
within the meamn.a of the Coastal Ac:t. (3) the reported Court precedents on wetlancf restoration 
projects. (4) lbc Commission'S adopted Interpretive Guidelines fOf nMewing Wetland projects II and 
(S) the Commission's own prior administrative precedenu. The Commission is also aware of 

. Governor Wilson•s Executive Ofdcr W-59-93 that dedired that aD agencies of the State are to 
co.iduct their activities in a.ccorda.oce with three comprehensive objective~: 

(I) to ensure· no overall net losa and a long-term net gain in the quantity, quality. ad 
permanence of wetland aerease and values in California in a manner that fosters creativity. 
stewa.rdship. and respect for private property; . . 

(2) to 'reduce procedural compt~ in the administration of State and Federal wetlaad 
couervation proarams; IDd . 

(3) to eDCOW'Ige partnerships to make restoratioa, laDdowner iDcentive programs, ad 
cooperative planning efforta the primary focus of wetlands CODJeMtion. 

The Commission's ultimate detennination·is that the project IS approved, rind subject to tbe 
special cc:mditions. is consistent with the Coastal Act. tbe Cllifomia WetlaDds Conservatioa Policy, 
is 1he environmentally least damaging !easiblt! alternative, tad win result in by filr the best. teasible, · 
wetland aDd overall projoc:t for tbe lite. 
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CBAPI'IR 3 COAST~ ACT lOLJCX MALUJS 

Secdon 30233 of the CoutaJ Ad reads. in part, u tbllowa: 

§JOlJJ. 

(.Z) Maintlllntng ~%~sting, or rutorfn6 prwiously dret1ge4 depths In uUtbtg 
navigatJcnal c1tamslJ. 'lllml1lg·ba.ttns. ,.,_z bmlling and mooring areas, and 6oai 
launcldng,..,. 

t!J JiJ wt1Dnd tll'l4l ~~ lnll'ance clti:rnnBlsfor,.,., or qxmtJed boatlngfat:IUtlu,· 
enl In a dqradetlwdond, ideniiJi«l Z, the DqarttMnt of Fish an4 GatM pur$1111111 
to subdivision (b) of&dion JfUII,fCII' boatlngfacilltlu If, In «Hlftmction with 8IIDit 
boating .ft:ICilitla. a1111Jslantlal port1011 (!/the degraded wetlond ts 1'Uiond lllld 
l1lllinlallts4 • a IJiologicQ/Iy producthll wetland. The sla of the wetland tnll ,.d 
p 1ioall"'tf«:ilitiu. tncluding 'berlhing ~. IMming .Msin.s, nec.$SQT)I navigai/DII 
t:haiNI.r, and GfO' 1J1C11Jt11Y lllpp(Jrt.-vice focilltiu iho1111t11 ezcud 2$ ~nl of 
t1w degratMdwtltlwl. 

(4) In open COQSJQ/water.r_ otltlu> tltanwtlt.n.fs. Including strea~~~S, &lbiiiiW, and 
~ new or npandlullJoallngfocilitJu tllld 1M placemmt of strw:lllral ]Riillgs for 
jM1illc ret:tWaiJDntl1 pim that J1'f'f1VIr/8 pulJlic GDCU.r an4 recreational t:1pp011111JitJu. 

(J) 1ilt:kiDrttil pu!llc arvb JIIII1IOSU, 111c1uding. 11111 1IDt llmitMl to, ltu1ying ctlilu . 
fllllJJ~J;M tJt: tnpction ofpimand~ qf cdlli1f6lnltike and 01/Jfallllnu. 

(6) Mbtmll tiZIIYII:tlon. lnclutiJng ltllldfor 1'Ukll1ng 6ecrclw.r. IIS:4]Jf In 
~~ ..... 
(I) b81DI'tlllDn J1I!II"Pf#& 
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FFilCM t WORCEN WIU.IA"'S RICHMCND S1S 75& Sl- 1?2.2 ,. • 84/31 

(B) Nature ~. aquacultln, or slmllllr 1'es0111'c:e-4epent/4nt tiCtivitia. 
H 

The HeUman property' contains reomaat,. severeJy depded and degraded wetlands scattend 
throughout the tow!aDda. Iu 1982. the Hellman wetlands were dassified by tbe Calif'omi.a Department 
of'F'llh and Game \(DFG") as •degradecr and "severely dearad~ wetlands. [ See. Determination 
of the Status ofWetlaDds within the City ot Seal Beach, etc. January 13. 1982: 23 acres were 
detcnniDed to be "severely degraded" and 2 acres were determined to be •degraded'" .] In Jisht of the 
CDFG deten:ninatio~ the provisions of Section 30411 oftbe Coastal Act are also appncable to the 
HeDman Ranch project. 

Section 30411 of the Coastal Act r~ iD part. as foDowl: 

§!fUll. 

Ill ... 
(b) The Department of Fish and Game, In C071.S111talion with the commission and the 
Department of Boating and Waterways, may study degraded wetlands and identify those 
which can most feasibly be re.rtOI'td in conjunction with devt/opmmt of a l>oatingfocilit.Y 
as provided In l7JxJivision (a) of Section 30233. Any SIICh .rtudy shall include consideration 
of all of the foli(!Wfng: 

(1) Whether the wetland. i.r .ro .wwre{y d4graded and its nahil'tll ~uu 110 

substantially impaired that tt i.r not cqpa'ble of recovering and maintaining a ltigh 
level ofbtological producttvi'IJ' without major restoration IJCtivltiu. 

(2) Whether a substantial porllon of the degradedwtland, Inn in no event Ius than 
75 percent, etm be re.rtored and maintained as fl highly prodMctitle wetland in 
conjunction wJtiJ a ~ngfacilities proj«:t. 

(3) Whether restoration of the wt~.r niBural wrlv~ tnchldtng 111 biological 
productivity and wildlife habitat /eaturu. can mo.rt fttiSibly be achJ.et,ted and 
1IIIZintained in CCII}unakln With tl1JoatingfocllJty or whether then an other foa.ri'ble 
ways to acltiewJ Stich wzluu. 

••• 
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(a) 

AlmcJamemai CoasaJ Al:t. c:omidcnticm reprdiiJI the HcDmaa 1taDch project is the c:um11t 
deJnded aDd severely desracJecl CODditioD of the wetlaDcls on the He1lmaD 1tmcb property. AI. Ht 

_ bth abo-ve. the Coastal Act contains special provisioal that I!IDCO\U'IP the restoration of desracJecl 
aad ICVII'ely deJraded 'Mdlmdl. 

The 1997 updated wetlack detiDeatJoo completed by Coutatl.esourats M.aaagemeat aad 
the ChJmberl Group coD6.rmed the 1982 CDPG Study and tbuDd only 2 ICl'el of tho cuaeat total of 
2.7 acres are subject to tidal influence at this time at BeDmu. Jtanch. The CDFG, the Califonda 
Coastal CoaJervangy. the US Fllh md Wildlife Service rusFW"), the appliaaat's expen1, the 
Commission ltd; llld the project's c:ettiJied ElR, aD coDCUrdmthe existia& scattered, degraded md 
severely desraded wetlands on site need to be CODIOlidated IDd relocated iDto ODe restoratioD project. 
mel have limited c:ummt vi1ue UKI DO prospect ofmuningfblJoDa-term value absent restoratioa. Ill 
the~ opiDioD of these 'Wildlite professionals, Ill enviroameDtaDy superior altemadve would 
temper avoidance with eouolidatioa. Consistent with the po&y eoeompwed in SoctioD 30411 to 
idealitY aD feasible means of acbieYiDs wetlaDda ratorition, the tradeoff of makiDS developmeat area 
~o for restoration ia returD for allowing development on small isolated wetlands with minimal 
value and restoration potential led to the development of the CUI'1'ellt project. 

BistoricalJy. the Hcllmaa wetlands were part of the Alamitos Bay wetli.Dds system at the 
mouth of the San Gabrioll.iver. Over the Jut 100 yean these origiDal wed&Dda have been Dfllliy 

• totally loat such that all that remains today OD tbe HeUma laDch Jteserve arc 2.S acres of' severely 
dopded wetlands (llbli flats) IDd 2. ac::res of dogaded wetlands. all Jeattered tbrouahout the 
property, of 'Which 18 acres are. impacted by 0 for tbe aolt coune. DeJraded wetlands scatte:re4 
ICI'OSS the lowland portiOD of the Hellman property a:la"bit biolo&ic pmducti.Wy typica11y oa1y after 
wiater raiDS create.po.aded water aDd saturate the saliDe toils. 

The historic wetlands on the HeUman property were 1olt to fD1 for oil procluctioa IDd oth« 
ldivitiel datina tom tbe 1920's. The San Oabriell.Uver wu re-routed IDd channeBad ia 1930-34. 
IDCl CIDIIs aDd lewles were cohltiUcted OD lite to CODtrol water. Ia 1961..63 the CODitrUCtioa oftbe 
adjace:Dt LADWP HayDes Power Plant coolin& cJwmel eat of the San Oabrieltuver tood eoDtro1 
c:bannel reiUltecl in the ~ ofJarae quantitiea of' Ill Oil tho subject property clestro)iDa I'DIICh 
of the ._,ainq woducll Oft lite. Further depdaticm resulted l'om tho 4epositioa ofbydrauk 
dredp spoU on lite. from channel maiatenance, IDCl &om City of Sell Beach pariDitted Bon the 
property &om 1960-75, u 'Mill as &om Commiuicxa approved 0 iD 1~75. OJ!' road w1lic1e 
ICtMty has oc:airred 0111ite over the )'em. &Dd tile cmJy tidal coaaecticm is throup aa o&:.lite culvert 
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to tbc SaD Gabriel River. with a tJap pte that is nearly iDoperab1e. The eDd result has been the near 
total loss ofthe·HellmaD wetJaads. 

(b) Prior Coastal Commission Actioot re; Heitman R.aaa 

In 1982, Ponderosa HOIQCS proposed devetopmeat oftbe Hellman property with 1,000 homes 
and parka emirely within the existing on-ike wetlands. (CDP 5-82-221) In coqjunction with thil 
project, CDFG prepared ita 1982 Wetlands Determination. and proposed restoration of the wetlands 
011 site by consolidation of2S acres of wetlands into a more compact aru.. CDFG ~eter.mined that . 
the best way to restore the degaded and severely degraded HeDman Wetlands was throush 
c:onso1idation, relocation and restoration. The CDFG proposed CODJOiidatecl restoration area of2S 
acres is iJJustrated in the Commissions 1982 Sta1f:leport u Exlubit 4. 

The Coastal CODSel'VIJlcy also evaluated several wetlaDd restoration alternatives that would · 
allow the Ponderosa project to be developed. Ultimately, the Conservancy conc;luded that off-site 
restoration would provide the best chance for creation ot a tons term and regionally siguificant 
wetland in the area. and proposed three different otrsite alteraatives to the Coastal Commission u 
Coastal Conservancy Project #1-82. The Commission approved tho Conserva.ney project in concept. 
but conditioned the Coasetva:ney to explore on-site restoration further. At the time in approving the 
·project the Commission foUDd that tho CDFG's Alternative "appears to be the optimum 
restoratioD/enhaneement alternative", but allowed the Coastal Conservancy to proceed forward with 
planning seven~ altcmaDveS that were "approximately equivalent to the altemative msgested by the 
Fish lr. Game."" Coastal Commission Statrlleport for Coastal Con.se.svancy Project 11-82. The 
Ponderosa Project was never undertaken and neither wu the Conservancy Project. However, the 
scientific study and effort invested by the Conservancy to ~plcte its analysis has established a 
baseJiDe ofinformation that~ valid today. 

MOLA Development later secured an option for the HeDman Property and on Jam.wy 12, 
1990, the Commission approved a modified MOLA project (CDP 5-89-1087). which iacluded 329 
residential units, 22 non-re.sidentiallots, constn.tctioo of m arterial highway through the wetlands, 
adjacent residential and hotel uses that woufd drain directly into the wetlaads,. ud a 41.4 acre 
dedication area which included wetlands lll1DOI'Od in part by rip rap counted as part of the restoration. 
The MOLA project did not receive aU of its approvala from .the City of Seal Beach IDd wu DeVer 
built. . . 

(c) Dl Henuiao Rapsh Reserve Pmis 
'Ibe HelJman llanc:h Reserve Project as conditioned and approVed is IUbstantially aimi1ar to . 

the 1982 Yuh ~ Game AJtemative aa proposed by the Coastal CoDiel'Yancy and approved by the 
Commission in concept. but provides a Jargcr wetland restoratioa than 1he 2S acre restoration 
proposed by CDFG. restores 1ida1 influence to the wetlands. eliminates the adjaeeat uteria1 highway~ 
ad eJiminates the SCE power &De easement thouah the wetlancls. · 

s 

l4 



. 
fiiiiiCtt I wtRDiiN WI LLJr:118 RJ CH1CIND 1 ....... 

. 
The Hellman 1taDch Racrve Project proposes to create a !JDCtioDiDJ wet:1asMt aysteaa by 

consoHdatma the wetlaad1 oa lite aad c:readna a .21.7 acre saltwater marsh habitat area. AD 
aclditioDil 6.8 acres of'&eshwater marsh wiD be pro¥ided ill CODjuncdoa with the aolf'c:ourae.llld. 
amture potential fbr 16.2 .ICAII ofldditioDil wtdllld restoration, md/or oper1 space Is assured u let 
out in the dedication. for a totallmmodlate restoratioa of35.5 acres mel a dedication area·of51.7 
ICIII. If a 28% credit is Jive tbr ddaJ cahancemeat. u. wu aka ill til Commi&sioa•s approval of 
the Baa. Dieguito wetlaudl project [HI lab. footDoto 10]. tbe total cumm reatoratioa 11! 
approrimately 42 acres aad the total ultimate HeDmau dodicadon is approximately 51 acres. Tbus, 
by providiDa a higber quality habitat OVf!l a Jaraer aaeap, this project solves the tedmical. diiBc::ulties 
outstanding fi'om the previously approved Dept. of FISh & Game altematives, ctid DOt illclude 
pun:hue aad .removal oftbe SCB transmiuion Jines. did not iDclKte RIDOVI1 ot~ adjaceDt hipway, 
act wu on1.y rc.: 2S ICI'el. 

I'D the ICMrdy deJraded aa4 cJearaded areas that are left after coasolidatioa of the wetJaDda. 
tbe HeDman l.tanch Racrve Projec:t propoaa to buDd an environmoataUy sensitive golf' course. with 
ltate of the art m.anagemeat practices to comrol pesticides, fertilizen, dniaage and nmott hall 
ft!trieva1, laJman act:Mties. and aU other aspects of course operation to ensure compatibility with tbe 
ad"JOlains ~ .. llecognizina that lOme use otthe depded tad severely de8fldocl wetltDds left 
bebiad is necessary, the Commission f.inds ~ this caretUIJy clesian«f ancJ strictly coatroDecl aolf 
coune, as speciaJly cooditioued, wiD be less iatrusive than resideatial. commenial, or other types of 
potential uses involving typical urbail clevaopment aocl is leu intrusive than a boatina &ci1ity within 
the meaning ofsectiou30233 and 30411 ofthe Act. LikewiJe. the project u approved is less 
iatrusive and more beoe6cia1 to wet1ands thaD wu the MOLA resklentia1 projec:t prmoutly approved 
by the Commillion for' this lite (5-19-1 087). ID.cl the course itself wiD provide habitat &Dd foraae 
IIUI compli.meDtm;yto tbe restored wetlm:la while providing ui importaDt secoadlfY bufFer of2500 
feet between the restorec! wetland• aad proposect residential dcve1opmc:at. 

USTORATIQN OF J)JGBADEJ) AND SEYQELY PEGMUD WETLANDS IS 
A COASTAL ACT GOAL 

Sectkm 30233(a)(3) 1et1 forth a pr0cea iii the cue of ctearadec! wet1aDds identi&ed by CDFG 
that permits mFG to study depded 'MtJaDds IDCf ideotifY those which caa 11101t tiasibly be flltOrecl 
ia conjunction with the cS.velopmeat or a boaq &cmty. or wbetbcr there are other feasible WIJI 
to achieve the restoration oftbe wctland.'s utural values. By ia.ducfin& Sectioa30411 ill the Colsta1 
Act, the LegisJature provided the Commission with the meaaa to eDC0U1'1181andowDen IDd public. 
qenciea to develop reatorati01l projects Ia leVerely clepl4ecl wetlaadl. 'l1le Cammiuioa hu a1IO 
fbund that projects other tbaD boati.o.l fBciJitiea CUI. be COD.Iiderect UDder Section 3041 t illMYeNiy 
~ed wetluda in need of~or ratondioa it they are Jell dun•&illl thm 'bolfin& t"aciJitiel 
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(a) De Commissioo) cmldelig.es for Wetland Pn:Uecta 
. . . 

lA 1981 the Commissioa adopted its •statewide Interpretive Guidelines fbrWet!uds ancl 
Otha" Wet &viroomeot.a1 Sensitive Habitat Areas• (WJ.uta:pn::tiY Guidefines•jl. More recently, thele 
IDterpretive Guidelines were iDduded u an ap~ to the Coastal Commission•• 1994 "Procedural 
Guidance for the Review of Wetland Project~ in California's Coastal Zone.• In Section VDLD. ot 
the Interpretive Guidelines, tbe Commission pve fiuther auicfance on the prcMsion in Section 
30411(b)(3) that other feasible. waya to achieve restoratioll values can be considered. The 
Commission interpreted and applied these provisions for the first time in its approval of the Lot 
Cerritos Conservancy Project, CP-3-81, findiDg tbat because the wetlands in question~nstitutecl, 
accotdiDg to the CDFG, a •severely degraded wetlud system', consolidation and restoration of that 
system in coqju.nction with the zaidential development proposal wu an aDowable use under Section 
30233(3) and 30411(b)(3). . -

These adopted Guidefmes remain as the Commission's only formaUy adopted Guidelines on 
tbe issues addressecf. While not determinative by themselves, the OuideliDes are instructive and the 
Commission has reviewed and considered them with respect to ~ action on the Hellman Ranch 
Reserve Project. Tbe Conunission notes that these publisbecl Guidelines represent the Commissioa' s 
official administrative interpretation of the provisions of the As:t governing wetlands restomioaa, 
partic:ularlywith respect to the meaning of'Sections30233 and 30411, aDd as such have been relied 
upon by the public; by developers. and other interested parties, and will be giveo considerable weipt 
by tbe Courts. Wherever possible the Commission wiD act c:onsistentJy with its pubUsbed Guideliaes. 

11Je Commission notes that it has cited to these pidelines in other projects u 8fOUDds tor 
Commission action. and that the courts have reco~ tbe importance of the pideliacs ill this 
retpeet. k§. u,. Pacific: Legal Foundation y California Couta.l Commissioa. 33 Cal 3d 1$8, 168 
{1982) in whiclt the Commission defended its Guidelines and the Supreme Court stated: "{1}1w 
guidelines are ~ fonnulation of a genua/ policy Intended to JOt!em ./ullin policy intmdetl to 
gcwemfoture permit decisions..."; Beach Cology JI v Coastal Commiuiog (1984) 1Sl Cal App. 3d 
1107, and City of San Diego v California Cclstal COmmissiog, 119 Cal App. 3d 228 in which the 
Court upheld the Commission'S deniaJ of a permit in n:liaooe OD the guidelines. The CommissiOD11 
record of action in approviag the coastal conservancy's Los Cerritos Wetlands R.estoralioll Plan 

2 'Dlmc pidcliDes were adopted by tbe ~ pthUIIJt to Public:~ Code Scctiaa. 30620(b) ID4 are 
•do,oipdtoas:aUtkal~ tbe ~ adpetfiODIUJ.jecttotbepoviaioos ottbiJ cbapecrin~ 
_. 'lbe policies otthis divisi<D iball be lppliecl iD tbe ooastt1 zoae pOor It) Cltti&catiou ortoc.J COISCIIl propama.. 

' 11:w: Commission~ publiaW Pmccdn1 q,M*nqr 1r Eya'JwdjnJ WetJm;J Mitjptim PJqJecg m 
Cllitrnit'sCn-..teJ7rq; (1995)1Ddprsgtg1QgjdmyrfirtJw;Rcyj,;wofWcdmiPmjecrliDcaJjtqnia•sr-qeet•17mc 
0 Hot). 'Ihesc ~ 'ftilc tp:lDIDI"Id b.r the Commi'lion IDd ooasi<Serecl infannari~ Juntc DOt beallldt::pcw:l by tile • 
eo.t.l Ca!lmillioa 
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which fOUowec! the. ~ hl a apprcMD.s a wetlands restoration ~ iDduded a houlina 
compoaeut. rather than a boatina tidlity. u the vebicle for fimdina tbe restoAtioa. 

or particular relevance. with respect to .. cSeanclecr lftd "severely degra4ecl" wetlancls 
deaipated by CDFG, such u the Hellmaa w~ the Ouldeliaes 1t.1te: · 

~ inc1ll4lng Section J(UJ 1 br the Coarltil A.d. ,. uglslatuN provided,. CDnnnillitJII 
and. Deptlltmenl [qfFUh and Gamf]with tl milaM to maJUr(l6e1ondc1wnen tznd puNic 
.-nclu to dewlqp 7Uitl1'allon JII'O.Jtlt:l$ wlrldt t:DII lHt lmplemmt«<-wlth public '1' pt1w1te 
jilnds. RMtonltloll JII'O.J«:ll 'll1lder this CAWoac:hmq)' tnc:lvdt VMS thtlt IllY not pennitt64 In 
S.t:tion 30233 tf the proJ-t:t m~eu 1111 of the· otlwr NfUii'GIIDdS qf S«:tton 30133 tlll4 

· SfUJJ. • 

'7hl Commission a dOStJiy emmmed the NltztiOII.fhtp ofthtJ two~ tiJ'}JI'OtiChn 
tiJ rulf1lt'tllio1l ThtJ CDIJSitil Act a:pressly tli#lnp#Shu d4grad«l /Tom ~grtll!#ld 
wtlantb. 1M~ o/tM distinction Is reltltMJto thtJfla:iblllty In considelltion of 
pemtltltidvsa. :t'lllls. SM:tlon .J01.J.J tzllt1tn thtJ CDmllll&llon to CDIUid4r...., ~ 
pt11111itt«l1UU tn till wtbldrwlthout the 7lltlnlltrl"'1 ~., ofthtJ DepartiiUirnt of FUit 
tmd Gamlt. Section 3013! GJ»'e.s4' fiiiDws on1,y DM tldditi011t1l111tJ, a 'boat/ngf«lllty. bt 
w•tkmds which t1rtJ DqJartntmt a t1etmtdntJd 1ft degratM.d tlnd In nad of mqJar -
rutoralim In making tNs delmlllnatlon. fM dtp ,_,, ~ considllr till jetuible ......,.,. 
IIIMr tha7i a 'boating focllity to tJCCCmplish rutortllion of tagratltld wtlandl. .Dr 
Cpmml.s.tion ftttM:Rrrt.t t1w 1MIIhclacilitiu r:Semp in $cctl9fl S(}1U(q)(ll to include tbc 
"other foWl« wqys" qf rHI«qtfqn which the ~ 1flll# COlJ.Fft/61' ,, &t:tion 
3(UII(b)(JJ • ., GuideliDa It page S3 (Empllalis added). 

Bavina ideatified apuded permitted uses and expanded tlexibDi.ty wbert. faced wldl 
restoratioD ofCDFG delipatecl de&rlded wetlaads, the Ouldelinea thea. ao oa to state: 

. . . 
•section JfUJJ dou 1101 qilic:itly ldentfly t1rtJ ot1w t,)p.r of restortllion projects. 
HDWever, such~ 1ft ~ tf t1lq ~ tltt TUIOratloll qf dlgradtld 
wtlondr t:tl'ld 1/'boat/ng.fot:llitiu"" 11Dt/«MMIile.• Guklea.lt 53. 

•Proj«t:tt pmnltltld flldrt> &t:tlon .JfUJJ ot1wr tJ1an bDatl"'faclltties shoflldruult Ill., 
net loa of 1M ~ qf'WtJtland habitat 'localfut 011 the lllte t11 a mlnimtBII.. BtiWtlfJIIIr, 
projects whlt:IJ I'UIIlt ill 111111t incret~~tJ tn wtltmd haiJitat tii'Btlltn gNtllly pr1fonw4... • 
Jd.PaaeS5. · 

• ... tlw C01III'IIlslltlfl will~ wtland 1'UitJI'filltJf p'/Qns wlddl t:t1I'I.'ID1Jda tile llp1llnd 
tllldwt/tmd portions 011 G sl* Ill fll'der 10 1WIOI'B tl wt1tznd II/WI tht _, sb:tJ M la1pr 
111 the lotiJ11'1111111JB of t1JCI'e$ qf dfgradtldwtiDnd on t1te * '1d.,1t 56 (Emphasis added). 
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(b) The Pro,posecl ltestoration of the HeJimaD Wtthmds Is Consistent with the 
Commission's Guidelines. 

The Commission throuJb its Interpretive Guideli1les hu thus ime!preted the refereoces to 
a1tematives in Section 30411 to allow consideration af'uaea other thaa boating Dcllitiea, but aay IUCh 
project must first meet two tests. FJl'lt, the project must be proposed tor a wetland that is severely 
degraded JUHl in aced of major restoratioa.. Secorid, the project proposed must be the Jeut 
environmenu.Dy damaaina feasible aJtematiYe. u requfrecl by Section30233(a). 

With respect to the first test that the wetiiiDds are IOYereJy dCJI'Ided. the Commission fiDds 
that the HeDman wetlands are •degraded"' u to 2 aaes and "severely degraded" u to 23 acres as 
determined by CDFG, now 2S acres of severely degraded wetlands u set fbrth in the updated 
wetJancls delineation prepared in 1997 by the Coastal Resource Group' and the Chambers Group • 
within the meaning of' subsection 30233 and 30411. ~ Determination, etc. JUt&]. The Wetla.Dds 
are also in need or mtJor restoration,. as f'ound by tbe Commisaioa when it approved the Coastal 
Conservancy project #1-12. 

. . 

Wltb respect to whetber ri:storation otthe severely degraded wetlands at the HeDman 1.Wdl 
can be most feasibly achieved through construction of a boating Cacility, the Commi.ssionlnda that 
although a boating ficitity is authorized in these degraded and ~CYUcly degraded wetlands by sections 
30233 and 30411, the evidcoce is uncontroverted tbat a boating facility is neither feasible DOt: 
desirable It this site for,-· all of the ronowins ~: 

(1} CDFG has determined a boatina &ciJity is neither desirable nor Ceasi'ble [as, 
Determination of the Status ofWet:lands within the City of Seal Beach. etc. 1anuary 13. 1982]; 

(2) The project site ia one mile from the ocean and is DOt &Ccessaole to bam; 

(3) Ccmstructicm of a boating fisciJhy oa site 'WOUld require massive gadiag aud dredpg that 
would have fBr worse impacti to wetlands and environmental values than the proposed project IDd 
would aot result in the least environmentany damaging wetlands project4; · 

( 4) There J.a no p1aD. nor ia 1here JUl ideotified need, tor a boating f'aci&ty in this loc:a!ion; 

(S) There is DO identified eatity. psblic or private. wDJina to owulopente an Oil-lite boatiD; 
&ci1ity; 

(6} The applicant hu llO interest m an o!Hite boatiDa &dBty; 

4 ~ qpsted a referCiUOI to prm:n. fiDdiDp 1hlt sbie a boatiDJ&cilhynquires 11'.11.10hmarc Jr*liasllld fDl 
1ba aoU' or hon•ns Need 1o fmd appropriate qao&e. 
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('7) The cost of COJIItrUCdq IUdla taciJitrwou1d be~ 

(8) ne local. state ... f'ederal qendes with juritdicdon over such project~ are UDlibty to 
permit such • &ciJity at tbiJ lite; llld 

(9) A boatina facility is DOt CODSisteat with the ka1 Seal Beach OeDeral Plan or zoaiaa. 

The Commission linda that the Hellmm Rlnch 1t.eHrw Ploject, u coDditicmally apptOWICl. 
il c:aasisteat 'With the lmaprelive ~eliDes iD that the CDPG lu desipatecl the Bellman wetland• 
u "desraded" aDd "severely desraded." a boatins 6dBty is aot te.uible. -' the approved proJect 

· wiD, thrOup eonso1idatioa of wetlands. result iD a Det iDcreUe of wetlancl ac:reep OD litellld a 
IUbstantial iDcrcasc in wetlm:1 quality, flmction. IDCl w1ue. Moreover. in addition to its restara1ioa 
component, the project will abo provide new 'Yisitor ~~~'¥ina commercial recreational facilities -
desiped to inereaae public rcc:rutiona1 opportuuities. Tbe Commission.IDds that tbe Hellman lliDch 
lt.eserve Project is one of the rare projects that faDs within tbe DII'I'OW coafiDes of these ptO\'isiou 
of' the Act and Guidelines and a1istiu the first proDJ of the two-step tat meationed above. 

CONSJDEMDON OF THE. LEAST 1100R()NMp!TAT,JiY DAMAGING 
FEASIBLE ALTEBNA'I1Yift 

1be S«'4D.d teat that a PJOposed project must lltilfJ ill order to come within tbe allowable 
damatives that c::oulcl be c::oosidered UDder Sedion 30411 is that it must he the 'least eavironmeata1ly 
dama&in& feasible alternative. Subsection 302.33(a) caDI for the Commission to allow fiDiDs IDd 
cfredsiog ofwetlaDds • iD accordu<:e with other appUcable provisiODS of' this Division 'W1wrl t1t1n 
is'IIOfsasrole Ius mVirOf11nel'lla11)ldtatuptg altem:lliwl ... ", IDCl Sublecticm30411(b)(3) caDs oa the 
Commiuion to coDJider • •• :wltefhu there are other /ftui1*1M)'8 ID adriiW lliCh [welklntb} 
'llliw£_" 'M2eo deaf"'& with CDFG desipated udqrade4" and. "'eva ely dqp'adecf" wetlands where 
a boatina facWty is 110t feua'ble. 

FeaMDility, therdxc, is au important COIIIickntion UDder Section 30411. Altboup Coata1 
At:t po1icy would direct that wct1aDds be protected. reprcDess oftbe teuibUity otprotectioa. «ita 
effect OD perceived property valuca. Ill deeH"I with ratoratioa. there are a DI.UDber of' cli&reat 
ltesibility tea that ID1llt be applied to assess whether 1D aJterniiM is feuible. Fll'lt, restoration iD 
pnera1 is encouraaed by SldioD 30231. but mbject to 1 feaaibmty test Secoad. aay modilcation 
to 1 wedDd must. UDder Section 30233 be the least eDYiroamentdy damasiDs fi'!•"ble altemative. 
11ird, where. severely dearaded wetimf has been detenaiaed to be in Deed otmldor ~ dae 
lelectioD or alternativos under Seccion 304ll(b)(3) iDvo1Yel questioDa orteaa"bility. These ta~ta ... 
be appJied to the propolll for the HeDman Ranch Relerve. 
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(a) n.t "No Prqject" AJtcmatjve, 

The Commission has c:oDSidered whether the "no prOj.-aJtemative is tbe environmentaDy 
least cfama&ing feasible altematiYe. The edstiaa conditions of the HeUman llanch wetlands have been 
exteasivdy studied aDd doc:umentecl. AJj noted above, there bi.ve been a m.unber ot separate actiona 
which bave ~in and amund the HeUman Ranch property that have had the effect of destroyias 
mudl oftbe wetlandl on ~ IDd sipi.ticaDtly impairing the viability of the mnainin,g wetlaDdl OD 

the property. CDFG's fin<fmgs regarding the degraded quality oftbe wetlands are supported IDd 
c:oufkmed by subsequent atudies and aaeft.cy findings. . These degraded and severely d~Sf~decl 
wetland• will c:onthw.e t() deteriQnle: 

Thus, tbe "no project" .altemative is DOt the environmenta]Jy least damaging feasible 
alternative as required by the Coastal Aet, and restoration of BOJ.De 10tt is requirecl to meet the . 

· mandates of the Ac;t.' . 

(b) Latser Wetlands Restoration Project, 

The Commission bas consideced the possibility, aDd feasibility, of requiring a larger restorati011 
project. In the Apri17. 1998 Stati'Report. stafF recommended a spocial condition to increase the lize 
of the wetlands restoration area to 36 aaes.(Spec:ial Condition 1) In the abstract, a larger restoration 
would be desirable; but the Act requires the Cornrniuion to consider aDd approve only that wbidl is 
"feasible.• "Feasible.,. is defined by the Att as: 

. " ... capable of being accomplished in a succ.essfu/111Q111Je1' in a reasonable period 
of time, taking into tJCCount economic:. mvii'OI'UfiiiiJIQ/. :IOCial and tecJrnological 
focton." Section 30108. 

· In this case the Commission finds that a larger project ia DOt -teasible" for all of the tollovtina 
re&IODI: 

(1) Tidal Connection Limit.o&ions. '!'be project site is approximately one mile iiom 
the oceaD. and subject to tidal action OD1y by an ~tidal culvert connecting approximately 2 acres 
of degraded oasite wet1aDds to the San Gabriel River which ultimately connects to the ocean. Tbis 

' •A. 'Do project·.~ woal4.a be las mm•••atally damaJinl...cootinum:lc ottbe dep'IIISecl1INIIIm! 
W1Da is DOt a prefemd al~ .. Calil:nia CouCal C'Mmrissioa Staff;. Prcpo!locl Fiodicp fat the JWJzaca ltiD:lb 
Rt:.w: Prqjcd (SII7·361. pap 36) Apdl7, 1998; "'thhlib III of1be otha.'wctllnds iD Orqc Cauaty, m:1 pahapl m III 
of Scothem Calif<lrilia. tbe "Do 1C:tim • ll.tcnlltiYe bC'C clocs DOt kaw a wctli:Dd.that 'has •lhstaatial ~ evca without 
reaoratioa... Coestal CnmmisMa FiDdinp fbr Couta1 CooecrviDoy Prq;ect tl-12 Mq 1&-21, 1982. paac 1~ -rhc 
OmniMion1bnt'cn concbacb w ia tbispncw.r'MtJc¥3. uutaininr the.-. qgo ism \ltldcsirablo p'amina apeioa. 
ID4 that n:storatico lbou1<1 be ~ puru:d. Jad=ed. UDde:r IIICtiaD 30233 (a). the ltaiDI quo is-b--~) 
liMn (lnwrttDy darM&ins a1tt:mltM.. eo.tl1 ('«nmisP:a rmdillp CD. Couta1 CaascrvaDcy P:roject 11-82. Api120-23, 
1982, pqe 13. . 

11 



fllll:l'l 1 WCIIUli!N WlU..I RoS Rl0111:1ND , .... _ ... 

coanectioa can pasa only a limited amouat of'water. 'l1ds dclll conectioo b DOt on the applicaata 
property JXJr is it aubject to the control of the appBceat. Tberefbre, IllY rebuilcliDJ oftbis COJUleCtbl 
il beyond the control otthe applicaat ad is DOt MfeuibJe" u put of'the curreat project. 

. 
. A.. reiult. the lqest Wble wedauds project tblt Clll «feuibly" be achieved is 1iinital to 1llat 

a which CID be aupported by tbiJ tidal CODDeCtiOD, ad tba Commissioa bk that at 28.7 1C111 of 
proposed restorecl salt marsh babftat. this maximum .. size cdterioa is achieved. BYIIl if 
otherwia feadble. which does DOt appear to be the cue, llarther expaDSioa of'the size otthe 111t 
water wetland~ by the current appBcauts would oaly result in dimiaisbed wetlands tbnr;dortlna. 
cBminilhed bio-dM:nit;y, mel dimiailbocl values CS. Mo&t an4 Nidao1 Letter lttlcbecl to 
appJam•a dmittal dated Apri12, 1991). 11ae Cammiyjm IDds that repladaa ad eDiatgiaa the 1x1t 
culvert iJ aelthec ID appropriate bunlea OD, DOl' within the CODtlo1 o( tbe CWTeDt applicanta 

. . 
I..ila:Mse, the Commissioa :Ibis that it il not feu'ble for these appJicaats to be burdened willa 

a. coaditioa requiriDs pursuit of a new. SOCODd tidalaccesa. Such a. second accesa would requi.N tho 
permissioa of adjacAeallaDdowaen ad would reguire a lengthy ltady, desip. eaviroam.eabl review, 
ad pennittina process. Even if permi.aioa 1DC1 permits coald be obtained. wbicb il It belt a. 
apeculltive proposition, it appean 1hlt liahiBty riab would be imposed oa these applicanti With · 
respect to potebtiat impacts a seccmd tidal acceu could have oa the ldjac:e.at SCE Haynes f'adlity. 
The risks, delaya, and UD.Cel'tlilltaiDitel ot mch a project make It ia appropriate and iDfeuible u a 
requirement of the current project and permit. ' 

llocoruauc:tiol ofthe tidal coanection. iftbere it to be fbrthet salt water wetlaDds a:paasiOG. 
'WiD be an issue to be addressed iDcideDt to implemeatatioa of a project oa. tbe 16.2 acm reeerwcl 
hfi.Jture restoration. The current appliCIDtl will have accomplishecl the~ f0111Dle cumat 
RStoratioa byratorinJ28.7acres ofsaJt marsh. 6.8 acres oftesbwater marsh aod byraerviJiatJae 
ldditioDaJ 16.2 acres for a poteatial tbture IIIli or hshwater IDirlh wetlands project. 

ltestorina a fimctional1y producdve mel self sustaining wettaDCI is tbe 1011 of an restorlliaa 
projects. The Commiuioa. 8ada, coasilteDt with the Procedura1 Ouidaace for Wetlaad Mitip1ioa 
Pmjects, that tbe .. quality" otthe wedands &I well as their size Ia acroaae is fmportaat. IDd C'ODCbla 
tbat the project u conditionally approvecl meeta the Coutll Act. Adc:litioDIIDy, tba pre1111t 
dedication of ID additioDal 16.2 ICI'es tor wetlaDcl or opea space purposes protects ·the cutn11t 
llltOrltioD fi'cm the tbrat ~~ iDr.ompatible urbiD developmeat. with its atteDdut runoff' lid 
ot1ler lclvene impac:ts. by e.muriDa that the&o JdD4s ofldel are DOt allowed Oil the property. 

(2) IJmitl4 Ani For '8rtppdjcn 1'he JWmm property iJ limited in cmnlllile 
with only 21 aCres of severely desnded· ad clesraded wetland• in acattmd JocatioDs Oil lite. or 
which Ollly about 2 acns are tidally latlueaced. With tbe proposed hmnediate restoratioa of21. 7 
111n1 of lilt marsh. crcatiD8 6.1 ICZCI ofDIIJW fteah Viator man&. ID4 16.2 1cre1 merved for t.uur. 
wedaDcll creadoa. tbe project U CXJDCiilioDed ptMdea tba belt O'Yera1l10luti011 ma1ci"' muimum -
oli.VIilableac::reaae- · 
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(3) Xoeonfi~m.a the Wetlands not Fea.st"ble. Optiom for expanctina 
tbe size of thew~ restoration were explored and fouad not to be feasible u they (I) would, u 
Doted, exceed the capacey of the oa'·site tidal connectioa. (2) would result in lou of public access. 
contlary to Coastal Act policles pro~ting and encouragina access. • (3) would require signjfiCIDt 
ahorteaing of the soJf course playiDJ area, reocJerins the golf course itself iaf'eaaible, and thereby 
reoclerins the overall project economicalJy inf'eass"ble La. Jetter ft'om American Golf dated AprD 2. 
1998),7 ad (4) would be iDconsistem witb the certified EIR. &Del its ana1ysia ofaltemativet ud 
feasibility whicb conc1uded that the proposed projec:t is tho least C!DViromDentaJ. damagina, and best. 
feasible a1temative. 

Other options f'or idtensifYina revenue producma development on site to provide economic 
aapport for a potentially Jaraer wetlaads restoration, UDder scenarios wh«e the golf course is 
shorteDed or eliminat~ were considered in the EDland by the Commission aDd were fOUDd to be 
either h!fea•'ble,. u having significaatlyworse overall enviroameatal impac:ts. or both. None of these -
options would lead to a Jess environmeotatly damaains or otherwise "better" alternative, IDd 
therefore. DOne of these options can be found to be the least environmenta.Uy damaging feuible 
altemative .u compared to the proposed project u required by the Act. I...ikewise, the option of a 
project that avoids the wetlands altogether would not be the 1cut environmentJilly damaging 
alternative as such an avoidance alternative• would not result iD any restoration as caJied tor by the 
Act. ' 

( 4) EconOmjc Feasibility. Specifically with respect to solf course feui'bility, tbe · 
Commission notes that the Ocean Tnils course. which this Commission approved at another location, 
WU bunt OD 100 aa"eS, but was significantly ditferent. The Ocean Trails course WU located on bluffs 
over the ocan and win charge approximately SlSO in green fees. COunos m tbe area or the Heflman 
Ranch Reserve Project, in contrast, aJmllt1y cbarge in the range ofS2S.00-8S.OO per round for a tun 
Jensth 18 hole cow:se, and in the range otS13 per round for albon course. 

The Hellman course will not be on a bluff and will need to .retum approximately SSO per 
round to make the course viable to cover construction and onaoma costs. Thia ~ly canaot be 
achieved if the length is sborteGed. The UDCOD1toverted evidence in the record' is that a shorter 
HeDman CX'JIIltle is DOt ecooomicalJy ftast"'bJe. is not recoauueaded by the experts, will DOt aapport tbe 
cosu or course aad wetlands construction, operatioa.. and maintenaace_ will not be undertaken or 

' ~asioD old. wefliiDda wcu14 require lou tla popoecd pubUc ICCCII poiDt u lbowD cm1bc projocl plllw. 

, Aa DOted m (be 1eacr cllledApriJ 2. 1998 SamAn:aicc F1t it is DOt fllai.bJe 10 lluilcla viable 18 hole soJf ccane 
at lea dum the popaalllO IICrellt d. Hdlm.1m RIDcb.RCMl!M PtojocL 

1 • A '1M) ptojoct• a1tematiYe would DOt be 1c.u en~ dlm.IJiDI,..CCIIIiD'I:uloce of' the~ wcdllid 
'9I1Des is DOt • prd'cmd ~· Cltifomia COIStl1 Ccmmistion St4 Propoeed Fi~Wo&J fer the Hellman:RaDah 
~ ~(S.97·367,paae36)Apri17,1M 
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operated-by a respoata"ble operator. ad will not be --Ia the.market ia which it lDLIIt compete. 
I& Letter ftom Am.edcaD Golf' dated May 22. -1991. 

Ecxmomic &eslblJity ia.llwa,ys difBcuJt lbr the Commitsioa to measure. U the apeci1ica of tile 
f!CO!'r".miCJ ot a project are uaiquely 1llltbiD. the lc:Dowledp of the 'applb.nt aad property owner IDd 
nat the Commissioa. ID4 tor UDderstandable reasons of privacy the detaiJJ ot the ecoaomica or 
proposect cteveiopmema are rarely placed in the public record. Ill thil cue. however. the appBcat 
hu made a compeUiDa ahowiDa that. overall. tbe project U proposed wiD provide the m......, 
wetlands and public ~fits thlt are ecor&Omically fttaalble.'IDd tbat demands for luther wetledl or 
other pubic ber.le&ts will CIIWJe tbe project to be abaodoDel$11 Weaslble~- upluacls to be developed. 
IDd tbewetlaads left~ to Mnfinne to de,srade. AJ DOted. mdla rauJt i1 acbowledgecl 

. to be undesirable u this is DOt the least ~al1y cllmlaiDg altemative becluse a wetlands 

restoratioa is Deeded ud encouraae4 under tile Act. 
. . 

The eviderace lhawr that the 1Wman &mi1y has ow.oed the subject propeny liaoe till. Tbe 
IPJ)1icaDts have documeatecl that they are iD the uaique posidoa. oth&viDa nomiDal or vay low Jaa4 
cost~. aod have made a compeDiDs case to the Coramisaioa that it il only these low lad costa that 
11lowtbe c:urreot pn:iect to acbitNe ecoaomic feutDDity. Jltbe property were sold at itt cummt. "u 
is" 6ir market value, a new O'W.Del' would not be able to ecoaomically Uld feasibly implcmeat the 
curreat project aad at tho same time cover Its land purcbuo cOsta.' 

AcconfiDaly, the Commission fiDc:la that deaumd £or 1brtber wetlm:1a eah&Dcemonts or other 
public bene1its will reader this project economica.Uy iaf'euible. IDd tbat it k iD the public iDterelt to 
IICUl'e tbe wetlands re&Corltion ancl other pubUc beoe&ts proposed by the current ownen, u allle 
of' the property for deve1oplDIIlt purpoaes would invariable lad to a 1ia belieticial project &om the 
wtdaDds aad public iDterat pea spectiye. AddkioaaDy. llle of the property by the HeDmans may lead 
to hgmeotation ofOWDI!nbip, by aeparatiJaa the Hcl1ma, SCB. City. IDd state Lads parcel~ whidl 
bve been joined together iD the project as approved, jeoparclizina the JikeJihood of a JoDa tmD 
rutoratiOD, public -access. opco space, park dedicatioa, uc1 comp.rehenaive pJ•nnina fbr the eatire 
property. 

• Ia Act. iD t9861be lWJm•• optiaaecldle djectpop«lf to MOtA~ :N.OLA obtaiM4Ipp£U'IIt 
hlldle~of'Sc.l Bo.ch acl&omflia C....,.,Pwionfbra..S t...,~32f111dts~ 6ocur.r.tJII"CCo;r170 
uaila. n. NOLA.~ wu tbaDdoDe4 u a.relllh ola oc:IDiellliclul rdlre.a&lalaillitipliaarc1818d m Ci1J .,..,.,._ 
Tlao ICICpO ottbc MotA pnjca. ---·is IGieeCM otwlllt could be cxpocted ittbt Jfd1nwns apiD 'MdlCCialidlr 
lllliD&drc popsty. ADd die ccafe~J~io!-.euotma aJqcrpcojlctoou14 be expecflllto~ ialladotlbeiiiRIII 
~1'«11. pn:dc aippiOIId. 
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restotatioa. (&:& 1.,1.. Ba1iquitoJ [Port otL.A, ~ of Carlsbad,. CDFG], Bola& Cbica. [1oim Port 
ofLona Beach and Port of'L.A].) With respect to the Hellman R.anch Reserve Project there is ao 
pub& eatity fimding proposed. uor is there a public cmtity co~ to take responsibility for tbe 
completed project, for risk usumptioa. or for ongoms monitoring and maintenA1lC6. Rather. tile 
private BeUmaa applicants will bear aD Of these burdens aacl obliptioal. 

Unc:ler these ~ the scope otburdeu imposed throuah conditiODa of project 
approval must be~ crafted. recQgDiz:iDs that what is ~le" for pub& entities is not always 
•feasible" for a private pcnoos. The Commission finds that. as approved. the fimdina. constructi~ 
monitoring and maiDleu.nce, risk. and long term respoDSloDities placed on the private Hellman 
applicuts are the maximum feaaible without jeopar-. tile ability of these private partiel to 
suceessfUDy complete the project. 

Tbe restored wetlands on the HeDman property will be a great benefit to the aeoeral pubBc, 
but will be provided entirely at private expense and risk. What C811/easibly be expected itom a public 
entity to secure public benefits in a case such u Batiquitos or Bola Cbica. ditl'era fioJ_D what c:an 
ftasibly be provided at aole private expense and risk. 

The ConmUssion finds that these "'real 'WOtkr' consideratiou of feasibility catmot be ignored 
and tbat the project as conditioned is the least environmentally damae)ng,/easib/e a1temative within 
the meaning ofthe Coastal Act. 

In concluaioa, the Commission finds that there is DO .,_,tter" feas1"ble alternative &om a 
wetlarW restoration aDd Coastl1 Ad. perspective includins an avoidance "Do project• alternative, a 
larger restoration area or reduced development a1tc:nwiYe. 

S. M111GADQN RADOS 
. 

lbe restoration aoal fi'equently expressed is to increase the diversity of the existing wetlaDd 
systems. This overall·diversity ora system, aad in particular the svailability offh:sb water manb, QU1 

play a major role in the vitality of the wetlands. (This c:an be seen especially It Newport Bay, where 
the Clapper Rail is Dllcb more succcsslhl than at ADabeim Bay. IDd where the preseace of fresh water 
marsh and high 'marsh are believed to be major &ctora in thia success It Newport Bay.) The 
Commission must accordingly dctcmnine if the quantity and ·quality of tbe proposed Hellm.m 
mitigation wDI adequately compeDsate tor the wetland area lost tbroup consoHdation. reston.tioa. 
IDd ooastruc:doo oftbe golf coune and if the biological diversity of the existing depd.ed S}'ltem will 
be iDcreuerJ. 

The ~ssioo has considered the subject of ratios for the HdJmal1 Ranch Reserve Project• a 
w.tJands restotatioo. The Commissioa. acbowledps that aeitber tbe Act. the R.eau1ations. DOl' the 
Ouidelina. impose any speciiie ratio. other than a requirement fbr no uet loss as reflected in the 
~to *maintain or enhance the fimctiOIIII capacity of the wctJI!lds•. Libwise, Mithertbe 
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Ad_ the tteSutatiom, ilorthe Ouicle1i.Dea impose atl.'! minimum size criteriOD for a wetJaacl restoratioD. 
ICbowtedsiD& that each project DIUit bejudpl oa its own~ IDCI medts 

. Appropriate wetJd replaeement ratios may ,..., ID a pll1ic:ular cue dependina oa tbe 
acreaae. tbncdons.. ucl values of the wetJa:ocl lost to clevelopmeat ad the type of midptioa 
proposecl lD order 10 maintain flmetioDil capacity IDd wediDd acreaae, • mltiption pia lboul4 
iDclude a wetlaad ~tiptiOD ratio m excess of one to~- I'D~ iffbactiOaal capacity II 
llllilltained, both the adverse Impacts ancl the proposed. mitiptioa mu.1t be evaluatecl. The by 
Vlriah1es are the acreap IDd ilmcdoDs loat durin& the devet<?Jment. an4 the poteatial that tbe project 

. may oaly be parda1ly IUCCIUfi.J1. (Restorldoa of a fcxmlr wetJaad. ia by DO meau toolproo( but may 
have a reasooahle chaD.~ of re-estabUshina fimdamentaJ wedaD4 dlaraeteristica sudt u the proper 
eleYUi011 or hydroJo&y. Itestoratioa etrorts have -..ccessfblly eahaoced or restored habitat tor the 
clapper rail and the BcJdiaa•s •VIIIInah sparrow. western IDO\\'J plover IDd leut tema.) 

Tbe Commissioa•• administrative decisions 011 other wetlands projects reveal tbat • raDp of 
ratios hal beeli approved. with each case receivina its OWD review act cleterminatioD. aftd that 
IDmetimes DO mitiptioa is requited. 1:11 fact bctweaa 1973 ancl1916, the Commission CODSicSeNd 71 
pe:rmita out of a total of 106 permit• which included some form ofSII iDa wetted. However. oa1y 
49 oftbe total106 permits, or oa1y about ba1f' of the permitJ mcJuded mitigation. NotwlthstaDdiaa 
the Jack ofmitiption, 91 ofthe permits wen approved by the Commillioa. 

. More receady, u stated ia a Commission staff report oa the topic [Commi.ssioa Ita!' report 
Oil applic:ation 6-94-86, approved by the Commission in late 1994]: ""1be quadoa of estabJiahiDa u 
appropriate mitigation ratio is a diflic:uJt oae.• 

The Batiquitos restOI1dioll distwbed between 331-33IIICI* of n1uablc. fimctiogjg&. 
wet1aDda eadiDg up with about the same acreap of restored wetlands. apprc»dmately a 1:1 l'l1io of 
'Wet1aads adversely impacAed and wet1lnds restored. or u ltatecl ia the Ba!iquitoa btinp: ~ ..... * Coa.rlai.A.ct dtJfnltlon [ofwtlant:lJ ·- 1M total acreage qfwtland'Withtn the .study trill lalts 

· wiR ntJt be~· Batiquito1 Fmdmp at 16.n 

OtberprojectiJave been approyed with mitiptioD. ratios rmams ttoa.. t:t to 4:t -' biper. 
I& q., [Sea Wodd, CDP 6-96-2 (4:1 ratio fbr seasoaat salt manh); City of&al ])ieao, CDP, CDP 
6-88-277 (3:1 ratio for Tiuana 1UYer Valley aewer oudll.1l); C&lrapo. CDP 3-15-191 (3:1 dedicatioa. 
but oaly 2:1 RStondioil ratio lbc cJeartded wet1allds); CIJcaano. mP 3-17-241 (1: 1 ratio for biltaric 

.n Ju~hmt.ewcdll:lc1l-...1htmjrjpdmnliobnp,.,.,_,tldi.IIDIW111tJDII'IIl•BitlqaiiDI 
... e.s at4:1. BatiquiiOIFmdiop ..... S. : 
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depded wetlaDdl, later amendments deleted thi~ mitigation requirement); Moss I .andins Ba.lbor 
District. CDP_3-88-47 (3:1 Jatio for rip rap shoreline device wlllch included a violation); Silverking 
OceanicF~~m~~. CDP 3-17-184 (2:1 ratio tor SO or manmade Jaa0011 and riparian area); CaJtraDs CDP 
6-83-319(1:1 ratioforfilina of9.6 acresormarsh wetlands Corhipwayconstnictioa and 1:1 Ado 
tbr dredgias aDd loss of"mtertidal mudflat). 

W"Jth respect to the Hellman prOperty, ddt Commiaiion previously tbuDd that development 
of approximately 147 acres of the Hellman property would be consistent with Section 30411, IIKI 
determined that a 2S.6 acre restoratimi area as proposed by CDFG would be "the optimum. 
altemative on an acre by acre basis", approximately at a 1:1 ratio. The Commission stated in 1982: 

"111 all other wetlands In the CtnmO'. 1M »o octian • altmJatiw leat~U su'bstantlal wrluf.c. 
ThaJ is not tJte·cau here: on6' 2 to S ocres c(IM wetlands are~at llllwell. tiJttl 
the problem of illegal ftN i.J a continuing pro'b1em.. l1ttiM4. under &ctton 30233(a) the 8taht8 
quo is not the least environmmtllllJI damaging alternattwJ." 

1'beD in 1983 this Commissioa, in recommeading sugested modifications to the City of Seal 
Beacb reprding ita LCP stated that"·-within the HeTJman "SP '[Hellman Specific Plan) designatjan 
other uses, including residential use' shaD be permitted ill severely degraded wetland areu •.• ," 
subject to implemeatation of' a restoration plan to restore and enhance 19.6 acres of wetlands. These 
augested modific:a1ion.s also contained dctal1ed requirements fbr 1118M&emeot. mai~ amt 
other wetland related IDittcn. 

. 
Ia 1989 this Commission approved the MOLA proposed development oa the HeDman 

property (S-89-1087) including 329 residential units, 22 DOJH'esidentiallots, CODJ1ruction of an 
arterial highway through the wetland' adjacent residential and hotel ustS tbat would drain directly 
into the wetlands. and a 41.4 ac:re dedialtion area which included wetlands armored in part by rip 
rap counted u part of the restoratiorL 

TaJc:ma into account the restoration aoals and these pdor actions and prccedeata. the 
Commission finds that the ament1y approved HeDman wetJards restol'l1ioll is consistent with the Alit 
ud with these prior precedeats. Preseatly, there is suitable substnte fbr wetlaad veptaOoa. ad 
tome exist on the lite. Thus. It appal'S to be possible to do restoration wmk oa this lite with 
minimal risk and a high probabilq of success (see letter fi'om: M9tfat &: Nichol). The Commiaaion 
1brtber finds that the ratio for the Hellmm lla:nch Reserve Project can be measured in a llUIDber of 
ways, but that tbe two most appropriate ways are: 

·. 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

Allfio at2:1, baed ooreplacemeat olllacra olaeverely 4esraded and deJnded 
cxiltiq wetlaoda with 21.7 acres ot ~eel wetlancta. plus a 28% credit for 
RltOnltioD otdclalactioll, fbr a 36 acre total credit ror lilt water habitat. a 

A ntio ot·3".6:1, udJf?Jna the Habitat Evaluation Model to measure tbe WltJaad 
ftaNJtioasaad wJues of the proposed 21.1 acres ot coutelsaltiDII'IlL D 

• 

A ratio of 2:1. buecl 011 the np!acemeat ot 11 acret ot severely degraded llld 
degraded exil.tins wetlancls with 21.7 acres ot restored wetlllld.l. 7.3 ICI'II ot 
hahwater marsh fer a total of36 acres ofrestonlcl 'f'lltlazvla 

Tbe CommissioD lndl. dlr coasic1eriDa Ill otthese 6cton, that (I) however~ tile 
HeDman restoration u approved will DOt result ia a net loss of'wetlands but will m Act s1:.uJt Ira • 
tiplficut net~ (2) the Be1lmm wet1aDd nstoratioD, however measured. tills w1tJiiD the rqe 
or accepted ratios that the Commission bu approveCl ill other projecta ad il mperior to the 
previously approved projects for tbia lite, (3) tbe Bellman project's wetlands restorati011 is the 
m•ximum feasible with. mitiption ratio rangina to almolt 4:1 utiliziag the Habitat Eva1uatioa. 
'Model, (4) when weishias tbe variOul aoa1a presented above IDCl aaainst tbe ovcrallnoecl to restore 
this wetland. the Commissiora CODCiudes that restoratioa. is the most fUndamental need here. 

1he Ccmmislioll hu CODSiclered whether the Hellmaa project propo1e1 adequlte wetluKl 
bufFer areas. In the put. tbe Commilsion hu approved wetlaDd ~en ot 50 feet arad allowed 
pedestrian trails within the buft'er. (Sa Bolsa Chica LaDc1 Use Plan Ameodmont 1-95). The width 
of the buffer is depcmdeat OD whether the buff'er CID serve ita intended IJUIPOICI iadud. 

1) Mhirnizina cJilturballce to wetlaada caused by urbaD developmeat; 
2) Ptovidias tn.Dsitionat zoae between tbe natural habitat areas IDd urban dcve1opmeat; 
3) ProYiclia& YisuaJ screenifta. 
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1be HeDman project proposes to use a two tier buft"er approach, with the tier one transitioaal 
buffer area ranging in width between45 and 65 feet. and the tier two buffer {sotf' course) resultiog 
in 2500 feet or separation between the restored wetlands and proposed residential uses. The lower
J.yioa portion of the tier one bufFer serves to diiC-OUJ'I&e access by predators aDCilmmaas, 'Wbiie the 

· top one 1bot oftbe tier one buffer provides drainage buffering &om the golf' course rough. Tbe loww 
tier ooe buffer is 20-35 feet and the drainage buff• ia 15 feet. In additioD, a berm lies at +10.00 feet 
MSL around the majority oftbe ~ manh wetland to separate the golf course drainage &om tbe 
wet1aad. Slopes wit.biD the tier aoe transitiooal buffer area~ approximately 1:18. Tier oae bufin 
wiD be planted with wetland indicator species. win ~ u buffer, and u additiollll wetla.Dd habitat 
1be huft'er area wiD. have complemenwy wetland values and Cootribute to the overall habita1 values 
of the restoration plan. 

Ia additioo, the Commission DOtes that the restored wet1aDd is proposed to be located adjace:Dt 
to the proposed golf course. which is 1 land use that c:reates minimal impacts on the wetland aad -
provides forage, resting areas. &esh water habitat and other benefits Tbe relocation of tbe 
U'lnsmission Jines wilt eliminate the need fbr continued aeeess to the lines for maintenance and reduce 
human intrusion into the wetJIDds. 

AJthodgh there is a ~•sins portion of the proposed project, the hoUsing portion is proposed 
ia 1be upland portion of' the sit~ which is ~500 feet fiom the proposed wetland marsh. IDd tbua tbe 
wetland it more ~ adequately buftCred ft'om any negative impacts of urban developmeat. 

Tbe Commission accordingly finds that the proposed buffers Wl"D serve the intended purpose. 
are consistent with the Act Jmd with the Commission's prior precedent~ on buf&n. and will 
adequately butTer the restored wetlaads &om adjoining activities. 

1. · CASE PBECEDEND 

The Commission bu caretWly reviewed tbe leading .ppctlate case precedent oa the 
iuterpretatioa of' Section 30233. the case of Sierra Club v California Coutal Onnmigion, ct. aJ 
(1993) 23 Cal. Rptr. 2d 534 (Batiquitos restoration). In tbe Batiquitos case, the Commission 
approved a major restoration of wetlands recopidna that in order to obtain tbe 1ona term beDefits 
of' restoration, major dredsins and the Iosa of' existing wetla.nda habitat were unavoidable. The 
Commission concluded that, owraD, the Batiquitos restoradoa u proposed should be approved as 
the eavironmentaDy least dlmagina feasible alternative and wu not pm:luded by the Jaaauage of 
Section 30233 (b) of the Coastal Al:t. · 

Batiquitos opponents uaued that the 2.2 to 3.11D111ion cubic feet of dredaiaa in the Jaaoon 
was barred by the requirement of section 30233(b) that dredJinl is to be canied out to avoid 
tigrrific.ant disruption to marine and wD.dJif'e habitats IDd tbat the Coastal Commission had no power 
to approve 1 project which 'Was goiDsto significaatly disrupt habitat. l'be project included dredsins 
tor restoration ad tor (1) ~nstructioa of rip rap jetties,. (2) bricJae armorins (3 bridps). ad (3) 
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aging areas in wetlands A1thoush DOt aD olthe purposes for the dreclsma were expresaty aDowed 
by Sectionl0213, tlwywere DeCe&llry to meet the overall ~on purpo•• of the project. 

The Batiquitol oppoaeats bued their IIJioDD'D onaltrlct reading otSection 30233 IDd mlde 
much the same araumeat that Bellman Raach Reserve Project oppooeats make. except that the 
HeUman opponents claim the lou of' wetlands to fill tor the JOU' course is DOt~ allowed by 
SectiaD. 32033. The Court njected the ltrict readiDa or Seedoa 30233 put forth by the challqa 
ia Batiquitos. 

The court stated: 

"11re meaning 1#. G SIDhM May not 6e dete'l'llliMdft'or/1 11 slngk word or..,,.,.,. .. 
the wonir nrust be con.stl'tl«ltn contat, and provisions rwlating ID the .,. •IJJ«:t _ 
1llfZtf6 tll'e ID H ltannonjBfl to the alent pomiJk .[citation) Utmll COI'IStructltJn 
shtnlld not prewzll if it Is contrt:vy to the legtslattwllntent apparent In thl stahdL 
11le int1nt prllltdb ~ fhtl kl~R, and the letter will. lfpo.mlk, be MJ rwJd tu to 
COIJ!orm to the spirit of 1M Act. • 

.. - w do not ~pi f!te JWml• that 1M plain mtanhrg of the statuti r.IJIIbw 1M strict tllld 
vnyielding con.structlon tlllwmc«l by the Si11'1'11 Club. •. .b wlttzw .wm, Section J 0 2 J J ._ 
nibdivision (b) [pi'Diri"hitltm on dredging), cannot 1Je retJd br UolatJon. Rl:tther ...., """' 
~it in light of othe provision~ of the Act {citlltiDn}, tn partJcu/Dr, .aion.s JDD01.J 
and J02JO. &ctlon 30001.$ ltatu: •7Jte Ugislature .fln'tMr jlnds and recogniza t11t1t 
C01f!llcts IIIDJ' «cvr 'Htwwn one or moN pollclu DftM [Act). '1111 Legis/Qture tlterefore 
tMclans that in CQ17)'Ing out the pravlslons of this division SIICh COif!licts be rtsolved In 11 
111Q11ner which on 'balanol i.r the most priMctive of slgnijlcant CCJGSIG1 R$0111'UL .. Sictlon 
30230 in tum states: 1Jarini1UtJIIf'CeS shall be maintlliJMd. e71httncsd. an( where jlllsibM, 
1'U101'1d. •• ·." 19 Cat App. 4th at 561-562. 

The court tben utilized the JUles at statutory CODSUUCtion mel seCtion 30007..5 to come to the 
mndusion that the Colllltll Commiuian hu the pow• in particular cues to permit aipificut short
term disruption for nstoratiOD purposes. AJ the oowt staled: 

•711 Dill' view the poliq ofrutorlng tldaljhiM/ng tll the lllporr 111111 t~Mnby rutOtlng ~ 
mai:nlt1Jning hl.starl& lltt:lrine ha'bltalis 811ppt111M111y a:tlD1I !02!0. To the a:tmt tlrU policy · 
txltfllicts 'With tlts TUirictlon m thtWtng aetfat1h In M:tion J02JJ, sribdivlsiCIII {&), the plain 
1t111111ing of .ct1011 J()()(J1.J authorlz«l 1M Commi.srlDn to ruolvf the eotr/licl Ill .favor t1f 
brg tenrl prottu:IJDII oftM ....... 

"AlllrDitgh,. * Cotrtntu.rlon, w ,~.the proj«:t'Willllllpo# ~ _, 
JDth NtJSOn Gllll t1w Al:t ,,., ... 1M Commls.s1on * pt1'fHI' to IMtUII1'I t1rue co.rts IJ6IIbut 
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tM risk of doing 110thtng IIIJd the altemtJt#w risk of apprtlll/ng II JII'(J}«:t which Jm t:1ft{y II 
Sllftl1l ~·of succus. "'lg Cal.App.4th at 562-563. 

Lila:wise, in approving the Bellman project, the CommissiOA finds that the Hellman lt.tDda 
Reserve Projec:t filrtbers the policies of the Coastal Act, 'iDcludiDa Socdoll 30230. and 1he 
'7utoralion'JIIlTI'OSd' of Section 30233 ofthe Coastal Act and is consistent with Section 30007.5 
by aDowiD& restoration to so forward. iacludina dredpa and fiU in wetlands. m order to restore a 
fbUy fUnctional, consolidated wetlaDd l)'ltii:D. 

Tbe Commission also .baa considered its findinas IDd the trial court ruJiD& currently Oil appeal. 
reprdiDg the Bolsa Cbica project.ldd fiDcfs there are important difrerenc:ea between that project ad 
the HeUman J)I'Ojca.. . 

The Commission recogoizea the ruJiDs of the uial court fn tbe Bolsa Chica litiptioa 
detetmined that "residences" are not an allowed use in a wetJ&Dd under Seaio~t30233 of the Act. 
since ~ences" arc not on the Jist of scve:o expressly aDowed uses under Sec:tion30233(a). lbe 
Commission fUrther notes .that the trial COUI"l's decilion wu baaed oa. the court's CODclusion· that the 
evideDce and Commission fiodinp in the record in that cue did not support the conclusions that (1) 
a boating facliity wu infeasible UDder Sectioa 30411. (2) the proposed fill and residences were less 
imrusive to the wetlands thaD a boating &dUty would have been. or (3) that the project With tilliDd. 

· residences was the e:ovironmeata!Jy least damqing feasible alternative as required by the Act. u 
FmaDy. the Commission notes that ihc Court aad not indicate that the Commission did not have the 
power to balaDM competing iaterests. but rather that the Commission had f'ailed to idemify a policy 
conSict that required balancias of competias iotereltl. 

At to the HeDman project, in contrut, the Commisaioa finds that (1) a boating facility has 
. been found not to be feasible by CDFG and the Commissicm, (2) the proposed enviroameataDy 

sensitive golf coune is substantially less intrusive to wetlands than a boatina &dUty or iuy of the 
other optiODJ fbr development would be. (3) that ·u approved the HdJman project is the 1eut 
eovironmenta11y damaaing ~ole alternative. mel (4) the Hellman hnch 'R.e&erw Project 

M ID.'Cbe Balsa Cbica Cuc.1be Trial Cowl foal:ld: 

~3041J(b)-cloetld~~~~ dmslcprneat. ltllber. itatbociw the Dcpc1malt 
afTStbcd Game. to lbly -.t ic1aJti1Y whi<:b de.,....W wedM 0111 feui'blJ ~ ratcnd iD ~with 1be 
~of a 'lxlltiz!lflcmty. I'D ooodnc:tq ita ICUI!y. tbc Dcpartmc:at olF"IIIh IDd Game mut OODSider 1lbetbcir 
1hc ~ ot1be ~· 'VIlua Cll'l 'be lldJievecl-.tiDiinf.tiocd m ~with a boADJflcility•a
'rdaetbcr 1beR - ctbar feaa"bJc: W1I.P to IIC&icve .... wm..· The JDCIIt JotPca1 iatcrpnUtioa of1be quoW 
-. ..... OCllllfNed iD liJht oltbe Coaltal Ad u • whale. raqainls the 'Dq:walmallt ot'F'uh ad GliDe to CIDia:lidt:lr 
~ altcmatives leas iDtrusiw fbm clcM:tcpiDa a boaliDa &cilitJ _.. feaibJe..• Sta1ftl!ft# at'Deci-.. PIF 
1. 
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an archaeological investigation prfor to the commencement of development of the other proposed 
componentJ (i.e., constNcdOD ofthe wetlands, goltcoune, ancl homes) to dOCUll1Cnt the exteat of 
cultural resources OD-aite. 

'I'he appBc:aDt has prepared an II'Cbacological research desip that attempts to reconcile as best 
IS possible the UDCel'taiD locatioos of the ideDtified cultural resources sites using the best Udb11SUitioD 
IDd rnetlJods avaiJable. The research desip wm auide the proposed arcbaeological izavestiptiOD.. The 
proposed investigation \WI consist or excavation of amallteedoas within the areal or the overall 
developm~ site thought to contain the identified cultural resources lites. 

The Commission fiDds that the foDowiaa reasonable mitigation measures shaD be required. 
Tbe Slate Oflk:e of'Historic PreteMiion ("SBPO"). the state Native American Heritage Commission 
("NARC•). and the Native Americu arouplperson deemed acceptable by NAHC, shall have the . 
opportunity to nMew and comm,ent Oil the peer miew. To minimize impacts to cu1tur11 
reaourc:es, the arebaeological tcsdag program must be done in accordance with the approved research 
desip. 

Further. selection or the archaeologist must be iD accordance with accepted guideBnes 
endorsed by the OBP • .Also. because of the likdi'hood ofNative American remains hems fouad, a 
Native American monitor must monitor the archaeological activities. The Native American moDitor 
lhal1 be selected by the City in accor~ce with NAHC JUideliDes iD co111Ultation with the Native 
American ,grouplperaon deemed acceptable by the NAHC. 

To eosure the least impacb to c:Wtura1 resources, before any other development besides the 
arc:haeoloJical testing can take place, the testing must have first been completed IS well as 
implementation of mitiption measures for impacts to the cultural resources. However, since tbe 
locatiOns of many oftbe cultural resources sites are in dispute and not precisely known, it is possible 
that the archaeological test program may misa cultural resources that are then discxm=red. dwmg 
development a_etivities tor the golf course and otber proposed developmeat. 'l."ben:lon;. tile 
Coaunission finds that tbe permit must requb'e that developmeat be temporarily halted UDtil . 
appropriate mitigatjon measures are developed for resources discovered du.ring tbe course of post 
~stigation co.DJtruction activities. 

- In addition, the Commission finds that an mitigation measures !DUit comply with the 
· requiiementa of the State Of' lice of Historic Preservatioa IDd the Native American Btritap 

Commission. A qualified Native American moaitor shaD. also be preseat dwins coDSti'Udion activities 
to easure se:ositivetreatment of'Naiw American aJltural resourcea. Should. bumm remaiu be f'mmd, 
the Commission finds that construction shaD. be tempol'lrily halted IDd the County Corooer aotiBecl 
to iDitiate identificatioo proceedinp. Tbc Natiw American arouplperlon shall partidpate In the 
identification process. Should the remaiDS be determiaed to be that ot a Native America, the 
appDcant must c:omplywith the provisions ofPublic Resources Code Section 5097.98. However, tbe 
Commisaion DOteS that PllC Section 5097.98. which sovoma procedures when human remaiDI of a 
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(c) State Lands PllCII 

. l) Yilitor SeniJJaURI 

Section 30222 of the Coastal Act Jtltel: 

Tile ae of privalf 1tlntb Slllta'bk .fer vlsitDI'·mvlllg COI'II'IIJD'clal reC/Wit/onal 
focllitiu designed to mhllnce pablic opfJOI'IIIIIitlu /07 coastal ncreatlon 6ba1l htzve 
priDrlty f1Vtl1' priwzte rutdential. genmzl iNJJJslrilil, or ,..,.aJ COIII1MI'CiiiJ 
detlelopmmt, WI ntJt 0V11T agriCillttn or cot1$1al-dqe"ndent intllally. 

Section 30213 oftbe Couta1 Act also encoura.ges the provision oflower-cost Witor...v.iDa 
uses. The applicaat is proposing visitor·senrins uses and an interpretive tenter at the parcel oflaDd 
ovmecl by tbe California State Luds Commissioft ("CSLC). The CSLC ia restri.ctecl to the types Of 
uses tbat it can allow mlaDd it OWDS. Such usc.s are generally tor the public bendt and poerally are 
consistem with the visitor·servina uses required UDder the Coastal Act. 

However. to ensure that tbe subject Bite is used for visitor-se:Mna uses IS proposed, especiaJ1y 
iD the event that the CSLC sells the laDd, the Commission finds that a lease restrictioll must be 
recorded. as well as aa owner's agrcemeat-to-Oe-bound to the special conditions of this permit. to 
not.ifY the app6cant and fUture awners of the Hmitation on use or the ~ indudina that the lite be 
Jimitcd to lower-c:ost visitor-&ei'Yins commercial uses and public ac:cess and recreation uses consisteat 
with the Chapter 3 policies ofthe Coastal Act. Further. since the applicant hu not proposed detailed 
plans for tbe proposed visitor-servma uses, tbe Commission finds that .flall.plans must be submitted 
to tbe Executive Director f'or nMe'W. In addition, offices uaes (a low priority use under the Coastal 
Act) cannot be allowed uoleu those office uses are adjunct to. and the minimum necesaary for tbe 
admmistration or on-site visitor-aerYing commercial uses (e.a.. the manager's oflice iD tbe 
noD-alstomer ar~ of a restaurant). The cOmmission finds that the proposed project. IS c:oaditioned 
will provide low cost visitor and recreational use within the project site c:oosisteat ....nh the public 
access requirements of the O.ltal Ad.. 

2) ParJdoa 

Section 30252 of the ·Coastal Act ~es. in relevant part: : 

11tJt l«atian and am011nt of new deve1opmmt s1KN1d maintain fJ1Id en'hance Pllbli.c 
t:tCCnS tD the C«<St by ••• (4) providing adeguatt parling facilitiu or providing 
l'llbstltute means ofsuving 1M development 'With pub/!c '11'ansp0111111 • •• 

When a development does DOt provide adequate em-site paddDa. users oCtbat developmeat 
who caDDOt find an on-lite parking space are fbteled to occupy otr-tite pubJic parldDJ that eou1d be 
uaed by visitors to the c:oasta1 zooe. A 1ldc of public parking d.iBcourases visitors &om coming to tbe 
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beach and other vilitor-serv~Da area. resultiq Ia ... publlc ICCe8l impacts. 'Ibul, a1 
developm.eDt must provide ldequate on-site parkiDa to miDIDDze advene impacts on pubHc accea 
The proposed project UrvoJves the p!'O\'isi~ of public ICCeBI oppotturlities IUCh as trails&Dd palb. 
1bc .qect lite is a large lito tbat olin the oppommity to.lpnld public parldDa tadlities tbroupaut 
the~~& 

Aa meatioDed above, tbe appBcaat bas not submitted detailed plmt for tho State lAncb parce1. 
IJthoush up to 10.000 ~ teet ofvisitor-RrYiDJ uses are propoiiCI. Therefore, tbe Commiuioa 
&xts that only the lmOUDt of'Visitor-.-vina commercial uae which can be satisfied by OIHite parlciai 
lbll be allowed. Tlus. 6e CCJIDDUaioo finds that. to provide adequate parldDa and miDimize ldvme . 
;q,&cts to public aCceae. tbe 'Vlsitor·RrYiDJ uaes must pnwicle parkiDa acconfina to the staDdlnls iD 
the HeUman Jluch Specilc Plan II ameaded by the City ot Seal Beach OD Allaust 26. 19srl ia 
coqiwlctioG with its approwl oftbe proposed projiCt. 

The coaceptua1 plan iMicales 8ppf0Ximatety aixty-two OJHite PadciDa spiCII.. To eu.a:re tbat 
the Ike provides adequate parldna to serve both the fiJtdrc viaitor-servilla uses. the Commission lads 
that at least sixty-two parkioa spacaDillt be proWled OHite to minimize adverse couta1 acceu 
impacts resultina fi'om the Jack of ldequate on-site puldDa. 

Also. &Mn the proximity oftbe site to the hoa\lily used San Gabriel River bib trailaad to 
euc:ourage noe-automobile uceu. the Commissioa fiDdt that the aty requinmeDt for 1 bib rack 
lhaJl a1lo be a Commission requiremeDt. Purtha', 1 mini111.1m of twenty bicyc1essha11.be 
accommodated. and the bib DCic sha11 be cleady liped u being l.ftilable to the pncn1 public. 

Theretore, 11 coDditiODed. the Commiuioa fiftds that the propoted project it consisteat 
with the public 1CCC11 ud recreatioD poUcies oftbe Coastal Act and provides lipiftcant public 
access aad recreational beDdta in 1brtberuce oftbe Coastal AIL 

(d) 

Section 30253 oftbe Couta1 Act requires developmeat to minimize dab 1om floo4 
haanl 1be IUbject llite il Jocatoctaear a _.or river Uld a flood coatroJ bula. Molt oftbe 
structun1 developmeat will be locatecl on aa upland mesa weD &bow lood level. JJowewr. to· 
mfnimiR flood hazards the Commiaioa WI that the CitY• hydmJoay mitipticm meaiURIIIIIUit 
be iDcorporated by reference.u CODdidona of app!OVII. 'These JDeiiUI'II iDc1ude confol'lbiDCI to 
8oodpJaiD elevation standards aad compliance with nquiremeDtt b the adjaceat ~ ~ 
buin. Therefore. u COilditioDod. the Coftniuioa flada that the proposed project i1 consisteat 
with Section 30253 of the Coutal Act. 
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(e) Water Quelgy 

Soctioa 30231 of the Coutai Act swa: 

71M btoltJgiCIIl productl\lity and the qrdlty CotUtal waters, strlam.J, ~ 
atuaries, and llzJ::a appropriate to maintain optiM populations oj'1fllll"'n6 
Ol'pflisms and/or 1M pt'Otection ofhvman Malth shaH H llfllintalned an( whtn 
/M.riblll, restor«l tMough. QRIMg otJw mec:uu;. minimizing~ eJ!ects aJ 
WtUte watB discharges and mll'ainment. controlling nmoff; preventing depletilln 
of gmund watlt' $11ppliu and substantiallntujUU~Ce 'With surface 'WaiD;/kwl • 
1ncouragtng""* 'WtiUr Nelamation, 1111Zintaintng nal:llrt:l1 vegetall()lrlndftll' 
antiS that proll!.ct riparian hahlttzts. and minimizing alteration ofnallll'al ~ 

Tbe subject site drains into tbe San Gabriel River through the proposed salt marsh and the 
adjacent Los Alamitos Retardilla Basin. Polluted nmotr aenerated by development of the site 

· which outera the San GabriellUver would result i:D advene impacts to tbe riven water. Thetefi:n, 
the Commission finds that National Pollutant Discharp EJiminatio.n ·System ("NPDES'") 
requirements must be met. The Commission.fi.nda that approved NPDES permits, Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plans, ad Best Management Practices m..complianc:e with Ca1ifomia 
lleaioDil Water Quality Control Board maadates must be submitted aad reviewed and approved 
. by the Executive Director: I.n addition, the Commission &.nda that nmoff' ti'om the filtLue sotr 
course wiD be directed away from the saltwater marsh. mjnumzina any advene impacts to the 
river water. Thus. u conditioned. the Commission finds that the proposed dewlopmeat is 
co.nsisteot with Section 30231 oftbe Coutal Act. 

(f) New DeyelQ\\mcnt 

Section 3025~ otthe Coutal As:t states. in re1evam part: 

(ql New residmtial, commercia~ or indllstrlal development, ncqt t11 ~ 
provided m this division. shall be located within, CtJnt!fllOtiS with. 01' in cloa . 
pi"DXXmlty to, eristtng dsveloped antlS abk ttJ accommotlaJelt Clf', wltue 8lldt 
artiiiS are not abk to~ It, In otJw oretl8With adequate pvblic 
IIRVIcu and where It 'Will not htwe signfllcant t.II/Nmlt e.flect.r, either lntlivldutJl1y 
or CUlmllatively, on CtJtlSkil1'UlJIIIIW& 

The subject site is approximately 196.6 acres in size IDd is essentiaDy UDC!eveloped except 
for about 28.2 aces or oil productiol1 &cilities and sma11 structures housma the property owuer'. 
office&. Thus, the subject site is one of a tew remainiu& no.n-public park vaamt pieces oflaod 
alona the Southern CalifOmia cout. "l'hC proposed clevelopiDCIIl involves subdivilion for 70 
homes. a.n IS bole goJf course and clubbouJe. 10.000 square feet ofvisitor·servi.ns uses. and park 
uses. wetlands, ad public acoess trails. T.be proposed cleYelopmcm ia less deue and inteue thaD 
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preYiously development pioposa1l that wen OODSidered llldfor approved by tho CommiSiion for 
the subject site. Purtber, the IUbjec:t lite Is completely IUl'tOUDCied by uiban davetopmeat. 
JDhstructure to 11M the propoteel developmeat exists ID the ll'tL '1'!aul. the proposed 
deve1opmeat Is locatecS witWD a exlltiDJ developecl area lble to ICC01III'DOdate lt. Therefo:roe. the 
Commillion fiada that tbe propoaed developmeat. u conditioaed, II coaslsteat with SectiOD 
30250 otthe Coastal Act. 

. 
(I) Otbtr~ .. 
SiDce the appticaat hu DOC proposed apeciflc bomella CODjuDdioa with the 70 lat 

resideadal JUbdivisioa, the Cosamillioa 1!Dds that a aeparate permit must be required tbr die 
llomel to IDow the Commissloa to review the proposed home~ fo.r consistoac;y with Cbapt.-3. 

(1) 'Pt.Y.dopnent AsrecmtRt 

1 
~ 

t 
·The app1icaDi- entered lato. d~ .......... wkh the City otSeaJ Bach fbr 1 

the proposed development. CaJif'oraia Govemme:at Code SectioD. 6S869Iti.pulatel that 
development agreemonts shaD DOt be applicable to developmem Ia tbe coastal zoae UD1ea. prior 
to certi1icatioo of the local coastal program (1£P•) for the jurisdiction iD. which the developmcat · .l 
is located. the Commiuioa. throuah formal actiOJS, app1'0WI the deve1opmeat....... ,, 

. S'mce tbe LCP tor tbe City otSeal Belch hu aot 'beea certifled. tbe Commillioa. wm haw I 
to approve the clevetopment aareemeat befbre the apement ca be effecdve. The developmcat • . 
apeement will be acted oa by the Coaniuioa u a sepu:ate heldaa-.. 

(2) Lpg1 c-., rmiDP 1 
Sectioa 30604(&) of'the Coutll Act provides dlat the Commiuioa lhiJ1 illue a Coutal 

Developmeat Permit ODly ifthe project wDl not p.rejuclice the ability ofth.local aovcmm-t 
....,jwisd.iction to prepare a Local Coutal Prosram wbidl cOarorm. with the Cbapter Three 
poDcies oftbe Coutl1 ArL . 

()Q 1Wy 21, 1913, the C".ormrission cleaied the City of Seal Beach Lad tJM PJaa (LUP) u 
IUbmitted md oertifitd it '\IIIith aagested modificatiolll. The City did DOt act OD the JUgeltecl · 
mocli!catlons withiD alx months hm the date otCommiulon acdoa. Tberef'ore. pui'IUIIIt to 
SectioD 13537(b) ofthe Cdfomia Code of1leaulatioDa, tile CommiaioD'I ~of the lad 
111e plan with sugeated SllOdiflcatiou expired. 'The LtJP hu DOt been raubmittecl £« certiflcatioD 
atace tbat time. 

I 
I 
i 
t 

. l 
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pre.iudice1he ability ofthe City to prepare a cettified tOca.t coutal prosram consistent with the 
Chapter Throe po~ of the Coa!tal Act. 

(3) AdeqJ!!lfY ofWetland Mitis,atfon Moeeua 

.After requirina that the proposed project be the 1east eDvlronmentaUy damaps feuible 
alternative, Sectio1130233(a) also requires the PJ:OViiioa of' feasible mitigation measures to 
minimize adverse euvironmental etrects of fill. The Commission finds that this mitiptioa. 

_ requiremem is met as to the HeDmln project_ taking into acco. aD the ftctJ aDd circnmstaaces. 
iDcludina that {1) in order to accomplish the requited consolidation oftbo exisdug scattered 
wetJBDCls, the proposed dredae and .6D Is unavoidable, (2) u proposed, the dredge IDd fill is the 
minimum necessuy, BDd 'Will be canied out llrith the implementation ofbest management practices 
in the environmemally least dama&ing IIWlD.If, (3) the monitoring and maintenance oblipti0111 
imposed on the applieam wD.l ensure that the dredge and fill mitisation included in the project 'WiD 
remain efFective for the loag term. 

WJth respect to the use of chemicals OD the aolf' course. the Commission finds that, with a 
special condition requirins that the applicant prepare and submit for Commission approval a 
detailed chemical manaaement plam, that pesticides and other chemicals Q1l and v.iU be maaaged 
to avoid adverse impacts to the wetlands and usoclated wiJdlite. Similarly, with the special 
condition roquirine ~ applica.at to submit tor Commission approval, a detailed program for 
manasma solfers. ball retrieval, aotf' course maintenance. and associated golf course actmty, that 
the imPacts of such activities on the wetlands restoration wiD be appropriately midptcd 

(h) CaJjfomla EnyironmentaJ Quality AA;,t 

Section 13096 ofntte 14 ofthe California Code ofR.egulations requires Commission 
approval of coastal development permits to be supported by a finding sbowioa the permit; u 
conditioned, to be consistent with auy applicable requirements ofCEQA. The Commission has 
llMewed, considered, and fiDds adequate the FEIR. certified by the City of Seal Beach for the 
project. The Commission tluther fiDdt that, with the special conditiom IDd additioaal mitigation 
mcasuree imposed herein. the project u approved comptics not oDly with the Coastal Act but with 
CEQA u weD.. As conditioned. there are no f'e.a.sibto altematives or f'euibJe mitiption meuures 
available which would substantially Jessen ay aipificant adverse efl'eet which the activity may 
have Oa. the environmeat Tberefore, the Commissiou 6nds that the proposed projec:t. u 
conditioned. caa be found consistent with the requirements oCthe Coastal Act and to conf'orm to 
CEQA. The proposed deveJopmeat iJ located in an urban area. All infiutructure neces111y to 
JetVe the site edit in the ~rea. 'Ibe proposed project bu been CODditioned In order to be fbu:Dd 
conaisteot with the wetlmds, pubic ~s. ESHA, DltUrll hazards, water quatity. uct 
arcbacology policies of' Chapter Three ottbe CoutaJ Act. 
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AJ cooditiODed, 1here ue ao feasible lltematives cw teasibJe mitipUoD meuurea &VIDab1e 
which would substandaDy Jeueo uy significant advenl efRict whic:h the acti'Vity may haw oa the 
eaviro.ameat. Therefore, the Commilsioa 6nds that the proposed project, u coaditioaecl, caa be 
tbuad couistent with the requiremeall ottbo Coutll1 Act to cordbtm to CBQA. 

'· 
The Coutl1 Commiuioa finds that the uecl fbr maintafaiaa the flmctioaa1 capacity ota 

wet1aDd by maiDtaiaiDa the lime leveliDd DUmber olspeciea, bioJosical productivity IIW1 relldve 
size aad m1mbor ofhabitatl is of' the utmost importm:e: The Commisaloa fiDds that the Re1Jmaa 

'ltaDch Re.servl Project moetl the restoratiol1 pmposes ·ottbe Act ... will &t~J"ifkvtatly iDcreue 
the fbnGtioall capacity IDd values of' the wetlaads on lite, wbich currently ue utilized 'by oa1y a 
1111811 D1IIDber of sped.es IDdhYe ltde bioJosical productivity. Ia coatrut to enbaDc:eiDeat 
proj~ the restotatioa of a fbrmer wet1ad caa. result In a net iacreue fa both wetlml ac:reap 
aad fimctkm if' the wetluKt currently hu DO preseat fbnedoaal YIJuo. RA?acJ toaetber, SectiODI 

30233 IDd 30411. allow IDCI encounae tbo Commiuioa to ICbieYe the owra11 aoait otthe Act of 
. maximiziag wetlaads restontiou aad minimizina eaWonmeatal damap by appnwiDs limited fi11 

(iD this cue the golf course) in order to achieve an overaD WetlaDds restoratioa tbat ia (1) the 
.WoameataD.y least damaainallterDative and (2) provides the maximumfiras'~Wc wedaaxh 
beadtl. 1hese criteria ere met with respect to the project u eouc:litioaecl aD4! app~owd. 

The Commiuicm &ads! (1) The applicaat' a restontion pllll wu developed roJlowma tbe 
CODSeDSUS advice otthe eqerta aDd reauJ&tory aseucia, iadudiaa CDPG IDeS the Coastal 
CoDieMIICY, to COJliOlidate tbe reatoratioa area as recommeaded by CDPO, alODJ with 
permaaent restoration ID4 improvemeat oltbe ticla1 connection to IDtroduc. tidal flUJbias to the 
l'eltCntioa area resultia& ill significant iacreues in wetlaDds fimcdoas and valuel; (2) The project 
u approved al.ao iac9rporatea appropriate bu.tfen and tnrl.lition areu that wall create a two 1ier · 
buffer, with the first tier beiDa the traditional "no build area.,. and the ICICODC! tier beiDa the limited 
ICd.vity aolf course area fUrther butl"eri11a the restored w.tlaad• 1om propoaed homel, meet~IDCl 
other proposed deve1opmeat, iesuJ1ina in a total setback o£2500 teet betwee:D the l'tlltaN4 
wetlands and proposed nsideada1 lila; (3) As approved, appropriate mordtodaa and majntename 
and other provisioas are iDcorporated into the project to ensure that the l1lltOJ'e4 wetllllda wiD 
mcceed owrtbe 1oas term; (4) 1.'he project u·approved Is coasisteGt with the aeecls aa4 clesifel · 
ottlle.host Q.y otSeiJ Beach; (5) Jv. aa iDtosratocl project the propoaal is ecoaomica1ly vilbJa to 
provide eaoup mreaue to the appUcaat to auure lmdiaa for the rutondioa eflbrt and oaso1aa 
monitoriasaacl maintena:aco.lftd (6) 1'bo project u approve&~ u COIIIistmt with tbe Elll'• . 
detenninatiOD that the least eaYironmentaJly damqj"& foua"ble, lltemati~ is tbe approved 
project. 

30 

~ 

~ 

•• 
' 1 
t 
I 
I 
t 

.. 
t 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

~~ 



• 

-·-:. 

: .. . '.· ..... •. :. 
' .. 

- - ' ... 
• ""i.· '' • .i..~· ~ -· ..... _ 

: - ;.. .. .'":;.. •.· .. 

' .•.. " ' 

.. .. 
·:· . '; ... __ ,; ' 

.•·- .. 
-~ 

····:'""."'·-

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 Report includes those special conditions. 
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coNDmON 
NO. 

l.A. 

1.8. 

l.C. 

2.A.(l) ad 
2.C.(3) & (4) 

2.D.(2) 
. 

2.)).(6) -

. 

BELLMAN PROPEilTDS REQtJESTED CII.ANGES TO 
CDP APPLICADON NO. 5-9'1-367 SRCW. CONDmONS 

S11JUBCT DQUI'STED MODIFICADON 

Wetlands Restoradoa Aa. • Replace deraiptioD of wc:t'larlts restoration area 
will •alllbtlmulll 28 tM:ra ltllt 1IIIITih. werland.r t11t11 
incllldes .,..,., tiTI1ISitional MI:Jit4t Z.OIIG til 
tkiCI'ibltl bt 1M lV«<and.f Rmonztion Pia.. • 

Cessation of MIDen1 Tbe ardDenl productioa ICdvlries should DOl be limftwd . 
Produd:icm ActiYidcl 1D20yem. 

• Delete the AprU ts, 2011 flmnlnatioD dare ror 
miDerll productioa ac:dvidca. 
• Add t111t tbe deal reatricdoD Is subject to a ' 71::1r 
IUDiet clause comi!IC!JEialllpOD tem:dmtion of the 
mineral produc:d.OD.acdYidel. 
• Replace area Wteted by cJec4 restrictiOD with ~ 
6 fl1l4 7 tf ValiiiJ Tl!llttltiYe n.:t Mlzp. • 

Freshwater Wetlaads Deed • Delete oil producdoa faciljtjes fnm the dcc4 
Restrictioa ~ ... . 

Wetlands R.estoratiOD Alea • Rllplac:e descdplicm of wetllllds 1ea101atioD area 
with •a minimum 21 tiD'a ltllt Mll1'lla wttltmdl durl 
inclllda approprltzu tiTIIISitionalluJbtt« 1,tJrrJll til 

tksaibed in tM Wetlanb R6#ortJtltm Pia.. • 

nmmg otWetJ•w • Delete requbem.eut tbat freshwater aat ru. 1 
Restoration Acti'ritia wet1mds habitat be completed within 18 IDOJ2thl of 

CDP approval dlte. 
. • Replace with requin:aJaa t1llt freshwaa ad PJase 

1 wetlands habitat be ~ CODCU1'I'eDt with aolf 
cow:sc~. 

Ped'otm•IP Sta:adama Pa:fODlliD.Ce st.aDduds shoulcl be Jlmired to the 
lfiDdards &ad critKia let tanh iD 1hl Cosapt Pllll. 
• Delete aJbsectioa (2} which IDows 1111 of •11111 odl:r 
iaformatioD available• to detmnine if perfOID'IIXe 
ltl.1lduds lie beiDi JDd. 

• 

• 

-1-
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2.H. 

• 

2.L 

3. 

4.A. 

4.E.(3) 

• 

PAOIG CAll AR&!f 

WetlaDds FinanciD& m:l 
Lon& Tenn Maintenaoce 

TI1D.iaa of Construction 
Activides 

VcstiDg TCIItativl= Tract Lot 
Mergers 

1be sespoDS1"bilir;y for 1he JoD&-term mainteDaace of the 
salt marsh ~ should be borDe by dle applicallt. 
Hellman Properties, or the apncy that accepcs 
cledication of the wetlands. Lone-term maiDteDaDCe of 
tbe salt marsh should DOt be tied to the golf coane. 
• Replace description of wetlands restoration area 
widl "'a minimum 28 acru lalt 1fiQTih wetlands lhlll 
includa approprillfe transitiontzl habitat zona a 
described in the Werkuub Ratoration Plll1l. • 
• Add that soan::es of f'oDdiDJ call include devices 
su.ch as letters of credit. 
• Delete requiremeDt that wetlaoos mafntena!IC# costa 
be paid out of golf course l'eVCDUCI before 1111 odlcr 
costs. 

CUmmtly, then: is DO information to iDdicate that 
sensltivc species D:St within the golf coursclwetl•rds 
ma. Tbercforc, banning all c:onstmction activities 
during DCStiD& season is overly broad. 
• Replac.e tODdition with requiremem tbat site be 
mrveyed to determine the presence of nesti:oa species. 
IIIII that if DeSti.na species are identified coosultatioa 
with tbe Departmem of FISh IDCl Game will be requke4 
to determirle if constrUction wm result in hanD to the 
DeStioa species, and the extent of any buffer required to 
r·· . - dismption of essential breedirtg activities. 

• Delete rcquimncot that the golf course and miDcra1 
r- "' ~· facllitics be _. imo a sin.IJc lot. 

• Oarify tbat uchaeologk:al test program must be 
completed OJlly for sites impacted by aolf course 
developmeut (ORA-261, -261, ..SSO, ad :85l). 

Native vcgctatioD. will be v.secl to 'Chc greatest eD:Dt 
possible. 1Nt aolf course laDclscapiDa will ICqUire the 
use of some DOD-Dative plaDts. 
• Delete total prohibition on use of DOD-Ditivc plaDts 
in tbc Jolf course. . . 
• Replace with "Naliw pklnt sptcia .rh4ll be rued to 
tlw madmum atent possible tluTiu.ghtNI tlut golf Ct:ltii'Se. 
No i1rwuiw aotic species lisUd by 1M Cali/rlmill 
B1tt1tic Ptlt Plant Cormcll t111111Wt11JU!4 speda will be 
.. ill 1M IOIJ COil1X. 111 tNfdititm. tlut Jfntil golf 
COfl1':fC pltznt paldtc will be sul!jcct to nMt'W tl1ltl 
_,.., - . ..:. • by the E'Mcll1:ttlw Dlret:tor. • 

.~ . 
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4.E.(1) Golf Coune/Wetlaads • Delete dulpadoo of Jateral hazards IDd paa1ty 
IDierr.cc shot Jquaae. 

• Replace willa: "'«h SGitwatu 11114 ft'ult,wtlur,., • Ml1llnd Q1frtiS llltiJl t. duipllled lllllllenrl htzzJirtl 
G1'CW whldJ lol/frllltall.not .... 

5.A.(3) W'ldth of Public TnD • llepJaee :requhed. traD. width with 20 feeL 

S.B. TraD from Slate Lads • Delete n:quiraDeDt for a uan connecrina. SbD 
Puce1 to Seal Beadl LmJs Pm:cl with Seal Beach BouJevml. 
Boalc'flld 

7.A. Gum Grove Park DedJcation • Delete mete8 IDd bounds c1elcripC$oD of cledicatecl 
area. Gum Grove Part will be aiCpU'Ida pneL 

7.A.(J) Tnil from State LIDds • Delete mqu.inrmear for • trail CODJXIdil•l Statr: 
Parcel to Seal Beach Lmds Pucc1 with Seal Beach Boatevud. -
Boulevud 

9.P. Arcbaeolop:al CoDdilioDs • Add provlsioD tbat If tile archaeoJoaist determiDel 
tbat cultunll'CIOUitel are DOt imponlrl as de6Ded b)' 
CEQA. 1he - prepuatioll. padiDaiDd. CODStracliaG 
acWiities may be !l:llllllld. 

IO.A. RcaUfcntiaJ Com"'lDDity • J)e1ete teqUin.meat for a deed JeStrictloD that would 
SUeecs requile Street~ A. B 1111 C withm die mi4eDtial 

development to be pubUc 1111 provide on-street parldaa. 

IO.C. TJZDiD& of Rajdentjal The ruidential develop:aeat will DOt impact 1111 
. Devc1opmeDt wetlmSs; d.a:ef'cn, tlir= is DO DUDS to requile that • watams restorati.oll be commenced before mi'eudal 

dftelopmat. 
• Delete pohibitioD oa cnmmeacma resideatiat 
devclopmcat bcfole CC:W1'MIW:Dleal of wetliiDCJs 
coastruction ml tesfOr&tiOJL 

-3-



,. 

' ·.J 
) 

I ;. 

I 
•• "' 

I 
• •.. :, 

~·· 
t 

1~ ... · :.· .. ~ .- •''!. •. 

-. 
-!"" .... _ 

.. :. .. 

... - ' .. . -~-
... . ,.;.(' 

.... !',~ •..• 

.. . - ..... --· . 

~ .. -: .. 
. f:. 
.;.. -· .>. 

: _ ... ;.-. -\- .. 

-~ .... ~- '· 

" 
.. -. ,. ·. --~·:·. ~ ... · 

... ·"~ 

... .··· - ,,.. -. "" .• . ~ ... 

'· 

.•· 
1~ :.. ..... .:~:;-~ ;·: 

.: : .~'. .• ~- f 
; ..... 

' .. -.. __ .. " 

'!.. ~ ... :·~ :- -,·.-·-.,;. 
·. -:-·. ~ ~;: . ....... 

~ .. 

· .. -~. 

'. .,,, .. -
.• \--

" -~ .. ; . ~ ' . -~ . ., ~-- ..•. . - .. -. . ' 

.. :; -~-

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. 
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Also, unedited comments by each Commissioner. 
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• COASTAL COMMISSION HEAIUNG APRIL 7,1998 

HELLMAN RANCH 
5-97-367 

UNEDITED PORTIONS OF TRANSCRIPT 
COMMENTS MADE BY: 

L RALPH FAUST, LEGAL COUNSEL 
2. COASTAL COMMISSIONERS 

• 

I 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 publlc 

hearing, I may address some other issues at the end of the hearing. What I wanted I 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 

I 
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 cleat right 
at the start, that I am not recommending approvals, specifically this Commission 

I 
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 

I been a Fish & Game determination, review and determination under SeCtion • 
30411(b) in which the Dept ofFish & Game found that there was not a feasible 
boating facility, which is the primary purpose of that review- this is all back in 1982 

I -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 

I and based on that CQnsolidation restored wetlands, provided a restored wetland area. 
The analysis at that time was based upon a different project. But the underlining 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
·I 

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 tieen 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 It 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 
It 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 
Commission to determine whether or not to approve fill, or dredge of existing 
wetlands. That section, which has to form the basis for your approval says that fill 
cannot occur unless there are no feasible, less environmentally damaging 
alternatives, unless feasible mitigation measures 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. 

What I want· to spend the rest of my time doing is discussing several of those. The 
staff report proposes approval under Section (a)(7), calling it. a restoration project. 
The positive aspect of this, the pro's if you please, are that in real life, and certainly 
in Fish & 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 
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 
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 like Batiquitos was for 
example, a project the sole purpose and intent of which is to achieve restoration. 
Which is what traditionally (a){7) has been thought to mean. Rather, this is a 
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 of 
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 
like Batiquitos for example was. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Perhaps, more significantly in that respect, the fill occurs here results not from the 

1 restoration activities as what might have been the case in Batiquitos, but rather from 
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 & Game. 
The pros of this particular scheme or method of approval are first, that this is 
clearest link to the Fish & Game study and it is after all the Fish & Game study that's I 
providing the driving rationale for this approval For restoration of these wetlands 
in a consolidated manner. It's also consistent with the Coastal Comri:Ussion's 
adopted Interpretive Guidelines. Those 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 I 
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 achieved, pursuant to the I 
recommendation of the Dept. of Fish &: Game . 

The negatives of this particular theory approval are first that it is not a boating 
facility. This is in no sense a boating facility. Second, that this particular use and the 
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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 & 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 Hmited 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 economi~y desirable, 
good for the economy, whatever, is not a factor in your using the balaricing 
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 presetitation, 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?: Actually, 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 
in the Fish & 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 
Commission has traditionally held that Section 30233 and 30260 are what we call, 
self-balancing and thus they are not properly balanced against other Chapter 3 
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 concern 
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. Chairman 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 remarks. 

Mr. Chairman: Thank you Mr. Faust. I uh, twice you referred to the policy staff. I think you 
mean the planning staff. We have administrative staff, a planning staff I believe 
that we are the ones that control the policy functions, so uh, you stand corrected . 

J 
I 
i 
I 
I 
.t 
I 
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I 
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I 
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I 
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I 
I 
I • Mr. Faust Mr. Chairman, I certainly didn't want to insert the Commission's ••. [inaudible] ... I I 

was merely distinguishing "you all" from "we lawyers." .· _ ~ . 
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[Laughter] 

Mi. Chairman: Thank you very much. OK, let's go to the applicant. How much time do you 
need Mr. Tone? 

After the applicant and public 

Peter Douglas: Mr. Chairman as we indicated at the beginning we really did everything 
· pom.ole 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. • Chair: Commissioner Wan. 

Commissioner 
Wan: So I don't preface the motion, I will move for continuance then I will discuss 

the reasons why. 

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 A 
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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e' these kinds of level of changes without having people had the ability to see it before 
they walk 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 balancing 
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 necessarily against the project although you know I can't always count the votes 
here. I think the issue here is one of due process, balancing, how we go about 
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 

Jl 

I 
I 
I 
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• 
Wan: Okay. I will just stick to the issue of continuance at this point and then after, 

if we do continue it I'll give some directions because I do think that the issue here is 
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 
project having known it probably for as long as anyone in this room for abou~ 35 
years having walked 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 I 
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 fam.iliar 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 Oty 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 p~oject 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 aedits 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 o 
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 aaes 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 aaeages 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. J'm not sure that those additional aaes will guarantee • 
- you cannot guarantee a wetlands restoration project - hopefully it will be as 
successful as the one at Bolsa CUca.

7 

So I see the benefits of this project. We are ~ 
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going to restore 34.9 acres and a potential of 16.2 acres. The preservation of Gum 
Grove Park, an interpretative center, a trail system to view the wetlands and open 
vistas even those open vistas on a golf course. I am not a golfer. But at least you get 
open space and something that will benefit the community. At a later time, I will go 
over those conditions that I am in agreement with staff on and those that I feel will 
benefit the area. And that's my concern. It's not to support a group of people, it's 
not to support an applicant, it's to support the resource. And this is a very special 
resource and a resource that I think we have to approach very differently than we 
have other coastal wetlands. These are not typically - your typical degraded 
wetlands and one of the reasons is they are cut-off from ocean access, other than a 
culvert that comes in from a flood control project. So at a later time when we are 
going over all of the conditions, there are some I agree with, one thing I would like : 
to point out to staff, I would like you to work on - and if I am off base on any of 
them, I did not get my addendum until the meeting started today, so I have had 
absolutely no opportunity to review or know if there are any changes that more 
accommodated where I was coming from. But I do know that one of them, ones 
that I think you are on base with is Condition 3. But I am hoping that we can find a 
mechanism in a deed restriction, or a mechanism that we will find gives the 
protections that the resource needs and the project needs but also is something that 
fin,ancially is not a burden to the developer. I would like to review at a later time 
the trails if we are going to have any chain link fence to protect walkers from the 
golf course, I am not sure that is viable. I would also like to review the gated 
community. At first I felt that we should not have a gated community. I think the 
planning director brought up an interesting point about that being a burden on the 
City and of course gated communities are something most cities want because then 
the homeowners have to take care of those, so I would like to give some thought to 
that. So I really feel that this is not the usual restoration project. 

This is a very unusual project and I think (1) that we as a Commission should 
accommodate to the best of our ability. I am not willing to take the risk that if we do 
not approve this project that we wait another 25 to 50 years to have some restoration 
done. Or that we miss the opportunity to have any restoration done. As the years . , 
go by and this land becomes more degraded it's going to become more and more 
difficult to put a project in. But I do want to make sure that when we have a final 
vote, that I have a high comfort level that we have met the Coastal Act. And so, in 
the next, if we do continue this project in the next 4 weeks I will be looking very 
carefully at any decision we make to make sure that we are well within the Coastal 
Act but also looking at it as a project that I think is good for community and is good 
for the resource. 

Chair: Well said Commissioner Dettloff, Commissioner Tuttle 'and Commissioner 
Armanasco, Commissioner Allen and Commissioner Wright . 
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Tuttle: I would like to comp~ent Commissioner Dettloff on her excellent 

Co-Chair: 

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 1o 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 golf 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 certain!. 
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 

. 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. 

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 l 
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 tumed 
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 ifs been in 
the staff report that the United States Golf 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 
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Staff: 

experiments with organic treatment on turf grass, the gravitation with wildlife and 
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 
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 golf 
courses and wetlands that have been terrific success stories and I just want to make 
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? 

Yes. 

Commissioner 
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 

I Chair: Commissioner Allen. 

Commissioner 
Allen: Yes, I would to commend my fellow commissioners for their remarks on this I • 

• 

issue. It's obviously of great import to the community as it well should be. I think it 
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 
who is concerned about the habitat in this state. Having said that I will reluctantly 
support the continuance. I 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 

I 
I 

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 I 
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 I 
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 golf course, I think is one that has I 
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 
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 than 2 
to 1 replacement. I think that is the very least we can do. I would hope that perhaps 
there is some way that we can do credit for perhaps restoring the flushing through 
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wetland replacement is important to me. Another issues that I would like to see 
addressed is the independent oversight u 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 u 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 u wetlands. 

Chair: 

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 u 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 ceues, 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. 

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 serv~ me well? 

Chuck Damm: Commissioner, there is a break down of acreage. It's not just simply 
vegetation though it was also the son salinity and hydrology or hydro morphology, 
but the applicant in the environmental impact report. .. 

Commissioner 
Wright: 

Chuck Damm: 

. 

What was the total acreage? · 

It was 27 point •.. 

• Commissioner 
Wright: Twenty-seven or 28 acres of degraded wetlands? 
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Chuck Damm: The current work that was done in delineating the wetlands and I apologize 
Commissioner but it's 21 point something acres. 

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 

aspect is that we find the mechanism that ties the ultimate restoration of those ar~as 
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 
discussion. 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 "holes 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. 

Chair Areias: Mr. Wright bad 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. 

Ms. Wan: 

I 
I 
I 
f 
J 

J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

le 
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 to 
have this meet Section 30233(a)(7). As I look through all this, first of all, the Coastal I 
Act unfortunately doesn't distinguish between degraded wetlands and wetlands that 
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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 turn 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 trungs 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 anytrung in the future. It's a coutal 
development permit, it can always be amended and changed. Until you actually 
have the restoration, you don't have anytrung. 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 righ~ in the [tape ends] ... the five foot high berms. 

Chuck Dam.m: Commissioner they ~J"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?. 

Chuck Dam.m: In it's variable. Okay, I am being told 40-65 feet. It is not, staff raised the 
question- we had concerns with that- it is not the full tOO feet. 

Vice Chair 
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 SO 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 
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 knowing what it's going to be. I am very concerned about 
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 concern to me. I am 

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 
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 
be available for some of the homeowners in the area, but we are going to create an 
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 and 
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. 

' I 
I 
I ,, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
t 
I 
I 
I 

• 

Just as a final closing, I am going to again say that I am, whatever we do in th~ way 
in which we write these findings, it is extremely important that we do this in a way 
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 
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 
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 
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I benefits of the project on-balance. We start that. that Is a slippery slope that Is going 
to underinine not only our wetlands polides but every other policy in the Coastal 
Ac:t. And it will all depend then totally on discretion of the Commission that sits I here and if you want that disaetion to be based on every decision to be based on 
whether the Commission thinks that Qn·balance it's a good project , you just think 

I 
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. 

I 
·I 
I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Chair Areias: Next speaker. 
-· 

Vice Chair 
Wan: Commissioner Potter. 

Commissioner. . 
Potter: Thank you vice-chairman. This is not a fih"buster. I think we are going 

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 moming; 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 trees. 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. Por that reason I support the application that's before us 
but I want to air some areas of concem that I have. I think enough has been said 

· about the precedent setting nature of this and that we .need to find ourselves on 
~d 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 on 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 _ ~ 
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Wan: 
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suspect that it might the financing of the course difficult with it also attached 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 
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 
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 
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 see 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 
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 see 
that in place. It's a great intent but I want to make sure that it's cast in stone, that's 
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 
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 by 
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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Attachment E: Biological Success of the Hellman Wetlands 
Restoration Program 

Discussion by biological expert regarding the potential success 
of the project. 
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SUBJECT: Biological Success of the Hellman Ranch Wetlands Restoration Propam 

Upon reviewing the May 26, t 998 Coastal Cornmi!sion Staff Report, related to biological and 
restoration aspects of the proposed project I am providina the following eonunents. Specifically, 
my comments are intended to address 1) the increase in habitat values that is expected following 
successful implementation of the restoration project. 2) a few of the several inconsistencies noted 
in the staff report. 

BIOLOGICAL VALUES OF THE PROPOSED RESTORATION WETLANDS 

Biological surveys conducted on the site. bcainning in 1982 and continuing to the present. all 
indicate tlw the existing wetlands are degraded to severely depded with only about three acres 
subject to regular tidal influence. The determination that the wetlands are degraded to severely 
degraded was (is) largely based upon the lack of tidal influence fOr most of the wetlands 011 the 
site but also included a number of other factors as follows: 

• substantial fragmentation of the wetlands on the lite; 

• high percentage of non-native plant species within the wetlands; 

• low species diversity (floral and faunal) within a large portion of the onsite wetlads;1 

1 many of the areas designated a alkali flats are in reality areas of' dredse spon that poDd water 
for short periods during 1be rainy aeason. These areas support essentially no veaetation m:l 
although potentially viewed a mud or tidal flars by the agencies. support no benthic 
invertebrates and provide tittle (if any) habitat value. Other areas of the site designated as 
saltmarsb eonsist of near monocuhures of saltgrass (Di!tichlis .rpicata) and provide for very little 
habitat value. 

23441 South Pointe Drtve • Sufte 150 • Laguna Hllfs. CoiJfomio 92653 
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• inadequate hydroiO&Y to support the wetlands for the loq-term.2 

_ The project as proposed would provide for approximately 21 acres of saJtmarsh that would have 
a restored tidal connection ud would provide for the foUowiDa: · 

• consolidation oftbe wetlands in one location nearest the source of tidal flow; 

• elimination of the non-Dative pest plants which have invaded portions of the CUirellt 
wctlmds; 

• substantial increase in biodiversity as related to benthic invertebrates; 

• substantial increase in biodiversty for resident aDd non-resident fishes; 

• increase in biodiversity for plant species; 
. 

• substantial increase in biodiversity for resident and migratory avifauna: 

• establishment ofhydroloaical reaime that will BUppOrt wetlands for the lona-tenn. 

In order to quantitatively evaluate the expected 1nCreue in wetland 1\mctious on 1he site 
following implementation of the miti&ation proaram, a fimctional assessment of the lite wu 
conducted using the Army CoJpS of Enaincers (Corps) Hydropomorphic (HGM) approach. The 
analysis was undertaken It the behest of the Corps who provided materials (in a draft fcmn) u.pcm 
which to base the HOM asscssment.3 The HOM usessmem. conducted in FebNJrY of 1998. 
compared the existinJ conditions within the dcpaded wetlands with the conditions expected in 
the restoration area. The HOM assessment coDCluded that successftll implementation of 1be 
restoration proaram would result iD an i.ncrcuc In wetland function by a &ctor of approximltdy 
3.6:1. Although the Cmps has DOt reviewed tbe usessmem. it was conducted iD a wry 

2 All wetland areas except for the tidal.channel receive hydrological input from direct 
precipitation or localized nmoft' derived ftom direct precipitation. While this can support many 
of the upper marsh species such as Samphirc (Stlllcornla subtennl'lflllls) end saltgrua for 
sometime (probably decades) before convertina to more upland veaetation. establishmeat of 
lower marsh species would be precluded until a more meaniDgfW tidal CODDectiOD is resund. 

lnae draft material were provided by Mr. Spencer MacNeil of the Los Anaeles pistrict of the 
Corps following an onsite meetin&. 
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conservative manner. and it is expcetcd that the Corps will substantially concur with the 
assessment. 

APPARENT INCONSISTENCIES IN THE STAPF REPORT 

The staff report, em paae 26, last paraarapb, noted tbat ~ ratio of wetland till to weilands 
creation is actually less than t:J because up to 2 to S acres of the proposed 28.1 acres of wetlands 
is non-wetland buffer area". This statement is further clarified em paae 24 where the staff report 
states that this 2 to S acres ia "uplandltransitionlbcnn areas not periodically covered by water 
through tidal action and thus not actual wetlands". The restoration proaram clearly indicates that 
the upper margins of the 28.1 acres wiU be vegetated by wetland vegetation and would meet the 
CCC definition of wetlands and should be counted. If. as stated in the staff repon, only those 
areas that experience tidal action can be considered to be wetlands, it should also be considered 
that the 20+ acres of wetlands on the si~ that are not subject to tidal influence, are not wetlands 
either and therefore not subject to the limitations of Section 30233. · 

The staft' report, on pqe 27 .. (ll'St paragraph noted that the pn:>posed project cannot be considered 
restoration because other projects have not achieved J OOOAt IUCCCSS. While it is true that 
restoration of coastal salt marsh can be difficult, it should be noted that many coastal wet1aDd 
restoration projects have been successful and in this case. the restored tidal influence is expected 
to ensure successfW establishment of the wetlands. At various places in 1he staff report, (e.g. 
page 27 fourth paragraph), reference is made to temporal loss of habitat; however, a noted above. 
significant portions of the "wetlands .. on the site (clue to the above-mentioned reasom) 
essentially provide no wetland function. especially with regard to wildlife. The loss of these 
areas durina construction of the project wowd have no adverse impactS to wildlife because tbey 
provide no wildlife habitat. lmpa.clS to the few individual birds that occa.si.onally forqe on the 
site could not be considered as significant or adverse UDder my threshold of lipifi.caDce. 

It should also be noted tbal any type of wetland restoration proposccl for the site. would require 
impacts to tbe existing wetlands since a sign.ificant portion of the existina wetlands are either on 
top of fill or have fill placed in them. As such t1R= would be a temporal lou of wetlaDds under 
my restoration program that is implemented on the site (althouah. it should be noted that because 
.of the low habitat value associated with the site under its depcled condition. tbc tcmpot'll Joss of 
habitat would be consiclered to be minimal). 

1be staff report on Pqe 44 asserts that the pJUmee of the western burrowin& owl (obserYecl 
clurina December 1996 and J&DWII')' 1997) on the site means that the area is ID. E.nvii'OJUillfttally 
Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) pursuant to Section 30107 .S of the Coastal Act. As noted in the 
most recent DEIR for the project, the site bas been subject to numerous biolocical irlvestigations 
with the most rcc;ent occurriD& in spring of J 997. None of the previous investigations indi~ 



, 

,-

714-83'7-0404 a..&tl UJ<DS 
J\ti::MOlt:\.NblJI\1 
Juae I, 1998 
Pa1e4 .. • 

habitat conditions consistent with designation as ESHA. In particular, the western bunowiq 
owl has not been observed onsite durin& prcvios IUI'VC)'I or in the most recent surveys CODducted 
in sprina of 1997. Consultation with bioloaists bowledJeable reprdinJ the behavior ad 
habitat requirements of the western bunowina owl indicate that a few individuals of this species . 
miaratc fiom northern California to southern California bctwccn late October and"February. 
Such individuals do not zemaiD in lbc area during the breedina season. Since the siftlle 
burrowing owl identified on the she was only observed between December and January, and was 
not present on the site durin& the followina brrediD& 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 1.1888 

HELLMAN RANCH WETLAND RESTORAnON 

The Hellman 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 ailvert 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 pfQvide a sufficient tide range for a wetland of 
this size. 

Creating a larger wetland would require instaUing a larger culvert or an additional one. -~ 
Due to the length of the culvert. a full tidal range may not be achieved at the site without JrU 



• 

• 
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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 Gen~rating 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 
to approximately 1 foot. The tidal range in any subsequent phases will furt~er 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 fonnation 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. 

~I 
I 
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Attachment G: Economic Feasibility of the Golf CoUISe 
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 Damm, 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 Hellman 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 April 2, 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 infeas1ole." 

As we mentioned in our testimony and in our previous letter, American Golf Corporation (AGC) 
is the largest operator of golf courses in the world. We own and manage 266 golf courses at ~s 
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 feas1oility. 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 

Regional Office • 5001 Oeukmejien Drive, 6.ong Beach, California SCSC.t • ":'elephone (562l 49.4·0044 Fax (562} 498·43~3 
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California CoastaJ Commission 
Re: HeDman Ranch Reserve Golf CoUI'Ie 
CDP 5-97-367 rmancial Feastoility 
May22, 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." 

•• 

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 sipificantly 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 S 150 per round. In our opinion, the Reserve 
project located on 110 acres. represents the minimum amount of acreaae feasible to build an 1 8-
bole regulation len&th 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 ofSl .. S million. With the 
anticipated construction costs of the Hellman Ranch Reserve golf course and wetlands of over 
SIS million dollars an average green fee- cart fee of$23 il.ng,teconomically 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 approximately $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 ~estment risk worth taking. 

We hope this clears up the issue regarding the Hellman Ranch Reserve golf course economic 
feasibility. 

-;;;~H--1 
Tom Frost 
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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June2, 1998 

Mr. Rusty Areias, Chairman · 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Ocean Gate, 1Oth Floor 

H 0 M E 5 
IOHN WNG lUlU HIS FliST IICIME ...... 

Long Beach, California 90802-4416 

RE: Hellman Ranch Specific Plan- Residential 
Planning Area S 

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 throuah Gum Grove 
Park and on to Pacific Coast Bi&bway. 

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 ttail. 
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 ftom 
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 

. ·TEL.: 714-4'16«190 
F~:714-47~8 
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Mr. Rusty Areias 
June2, 1998 

Page2of2 

2. The residential streets must remain privately owned and controlled. 

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; c) 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, giving 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 
TimMcSunas 
Project Manager 

TM:kh 

Cc: Jerry Tone I Hellman Ranch 
Dave Bartlett I Hellman Ranch 
Larry Webb I John Laing Homes 
L. 1. Edgcomb I John Laing Homes 

/)~~ 
Debra Pember 
Project Manager 

I, 
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Attachment I: 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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RICHARDS, WATSON & GERSHON 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW ,.. .. _ ... __ _ 

THIRTY·EIGHTH FLOOR 

833 SOUTH HOPE STREET 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA liil0071•1488 

(213) e:ze.e484 
FACSIMILE (213) ~ 

laQPrwglaw.oom 

June 

- f'IIIANCISCO-110 CAUI"OANIA tri"'IIEE!!'T •urr. 1100 
8AN f'IIIANCI8CO, CAUFOANIA N111-12 . ,.,., ... ,_ 

f'ACSIMII.E (•nl) ... ,_ 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

S7296-D1039 

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 
restoration of 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 Trust v. CCC -- that can 
easily 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.V 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. dl 

Further, staff relies heavily upon a non-binding, non-

• 

precedential trial court opinion in Bolsa 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. · · · 

•t 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. 

~/ The applicant's submittal expands on Chief Counsel's opinion 
that this project can be approved under Coastal Act Section 
30233(a). ·

·tA' 
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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 n2k 
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 approved 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 public 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; 

• 'l'he vast majority of the property; one of the last 
vacant parcels in Seal Beach, will be maintained as 
open space; 

• · A high-quality public go.lf course, providing an 
important visitor-serving recreational opportunity; 

• The dedication of Gum Grove Park to the City for • 
public park in perpetu~ty; 

* 'l'he dedication of public trails near the restored 
wetlands; and 

• Residential development that is 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 
0610652 

Very truly your~. s, 
"VV . l7iJ . 

~~ "'jl/, ~ 
Quinn M. Barrow 
City Attorney 
City·of Seal Beach 

• 

• 
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Revisions to Special Conditions 

Hellman Ranch Reserve 
COP No. 5--97-367 CALIFORNIA 

COASTAl CQ,'A,¥,1SSION 
ll. STANDARD CONIUIQNS. 

I. NoU:e of Receipt and Ackrpwled~t The pemit is not valli and development shaD not 
co~nce until a copy of the pemit, sigmd by the pemittee or authorized agent, 
ackoow ledging receipt of the pemit and acceptance of the tenm and conditions, is returned to 
the Conmission off.::e. 

2. Expiration. If the development has notco~nced, thepemit will expire two yems from the 
date this pemit is rep<rted to the Comnission. Development shaD be pursued in a diligent 
manner and completed in a reasonable perixl of time Appication for extension of the pemit 
must be made pria: to the expiration date. 

3. Compliance. All development must occur in st:Ii:t compliance with the proJX>sal as set forth in 
the appication for pemit, subject to any special conditions set forth below. Any deviation 
from the approved plam must be rev~wed and approved by the staff and may require 
Comnission approval. 

4. Inter:pretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved by 
the Exerutive Director or the Comnission. 

5. 

6. 

Insp:ctions. The Comnission staff shaD be allowed to ins~ the site and the project during 
its development, subpct to 24-hour advmce noti;:e . 

Assj&nment The pemit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee flles 
with the Comnission an affxlavit accepting all tenns and conditions of the pemit 

7. Tetliii and Conditions Run with the Land These tenns and conditions shaD be ~al. and 
it is the intention of the Comnission and the pemittee to bind all future owners and 
possessors of the subject property to the term; and conditions. 

ill. SPEOAI,CONIJ.TIQNS. 

1. WEll.ANDS RESJORATION AREAICONSERVATION. 

The wetlands res1Dration area shaD consist of a minimum &9- .ll acres of wetlands (incbdin& 
cuwropriate transitional habitat zones to the extent that they will SUPJPrt wetland veeetation or wetland 
characteristics t*ctidiflg buffers) conqrised of: 1) a minimum tfiilty six (36) twenty-ei&ht C28l acre 
salt marsh wetland (Phase 1 of the overall salt marsh wetland creaion) to be creaed ini1ially, locaed 
adj~t to the Haynes Cooing Channel and connected to the San Gabriel River by a culvert (as 
generally depi:ted on Page 1 of Exhbit B), and surrounded by a ~ transitional hablat area 
COBsisteftt Witft tfte traffiitiOB ZOBfideasely 'legemted hem~; (miniml:lm five feet high aeo·.e tfie 
adja;:eat golfcouiSe grade)Aiplmd 8:fef6 described in the conceptual wetlands resoration plan (the 36 
acre figure shaD oaly iftetide shaDow slibtidal, eeeifiioaaDy eKp~ed sab:idal, lowE!' iflte:1idal, uppEI' 
iate:1idal, aad saper tida haelats aad shaD :Mtt iaetide traffiitioa 8:fef6), 2) a minimum 6. 8 acres of 
freshwater marsh wetlands consisting of five (5) interconnected ponds integrated within the golf 
couiSe, and 3) reservation of a minimum 16.2 acres of all mineral production area for future Phase 2 
and Phase 3 creaion of salt marsh wetlands. The wetlands shaD be cremed, preserved, and 
maintained as described in thefolbwing conditions: 

A "Phase I" Initial Prop>sed Salt Marsh Wetland Restoration Area. PRieR TO THE 
ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVB..OPMENT PERMIT. the applicant shaD exea:ate and reca:d 
a document in a form and con tnt acceptable to the Exerutive Director, irrevocably offering to dedi:ate 
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R~i ~s ·at c d"ti ev1s1ons to pec1 on 1 ons 
Hellman Ranch Reserve 
COP No. 5-97·367 
Page2 

to a public agen:y, private asscxiation, or non-profit asscciation approved by the Exea~tive Director 
an open space and conservatioo easement, as prop>sed by the applicant and required by Parks, 
Recreation and Open Space Mitigation Measure R-3 as approved by City of Seal Beadl City CoutDl 
Resolution No. 4562, for the pUIJ,Ose of creaing and maintaining a mininum thilty six (36) twet&Y
ei&b: (28) acre salt marsh wethnd, incbdin& ~ptOllriate tramitional habtat zones as desajbed in the 
Wetlands Rest>ration Plan (Phase 1 of the ovemll salt marsh wethnd creaion). S\ft19l1Rded: ey a 
hurter area eeasiskmt with the tHRsiUeB zeae d:easely 'legtiated: eetmS (minimum fi¥e feet high aeeve 
theaaja38Bt galfeeulSe grade)l~plau! BFeas Eieseieee iR the eeaeeptual wetlaHd:s resteratieB plaR (the 
36 aet=e figure seall etlly iReud:e &ftall""'' SBb1ielal, aeeadealJy e"Kpesed: sul:Selal, lawer iRteflicla1, 
upper inta:Selal, aBel super tisa 9a9ials aael seal B§i ineilele 1fansitieBA:Miffetfup1BRel area; desEI'iBed 
in the eeBeept:l:lal wetimds feSBraBeB pia). Such easement shaD be over the area of the site locaed 
adja:ent to the Haynes Cooling Cbamel and connected to the San Gabriel Rivc:r by a culvert 
meilelmg areas m the geaeral 'Jieidty ef the gFeE8 fer the 12th &aJe aad the tee fer the 13th hale and iR 
the general "JieiRity ef the gFeEB fer Sth hale aBel the tee fer die 6th &ale, as geaerally ElepeteEl eB Page 
l af &fteit B ef the staff Feptfi fer this permit Altfmativdy. if the ap.Wicant provides assurance of 
its ability to maintain the salt marsh wetland. then suQi:ct to the IPlUPYal of the Exewtive Directoj'. 
the ulicant shaD recqd a deed restriction containin& the same proyisions as set forth abo\le. The 
easement shaD: 

• 

{1) Pemit the applicant, its agerts, andbr the accepting agency or non-profit 
orgmizatioo to enter the prop:rty, creme and maiitain hablat, revegetate portions of • 
the area, and fence the newly creaed/reveget&Ed area in ordc:r to pro~ such hablats. 

(2) Restrict all development, vegetation clennce, fuel modificatioo and grading 
within the ease:nent except that neassary to estrblishhmin1ain the habbt. 

{3) Pemit staff of the Coastal Comnission and other resmrces agen:ies {e.g.. 
California Depa'lment of Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and WilcDife Service, etc.) to 
enter and inspect for purp:>ses of determining compiance with coastal development 
pemit S-97-367 andothc:r agen:y approvals. 

{4) No development, as defmed in Section 3010> of the Coastal Actshal occur 
in wethnd cremon areas aaEl wetimel Dl:lffer BFeas except for the creaion and 
maiitenance of hablat and fencing of the~ hablat in ordc:r to pro~ such 
hablats. 

The easement area shaD be desaibed in metes and bourds.- -The recaded document shal incbde legal 
desaiptions of both the appJicant' s enti'e parcel and the easement area The reccrded document shal 
also refk!ct that development in the easement area is resticted as set forfl in this pemit condition. The 
offc:r shal be reccrded free of priCI' liens which the Exea~tive Dira:tor determines may affect the 
interest being conveyed. The offer shall run with the land in favCI' of the Peope of the Sta of 
California, binding all successors and assigns. and shal be irrevocable for a period of 21 yeam, such 
period running from the date of recading. 

B. Reservation of Qil Mineral Prochction Area for Phase 2 and Phase 3 Wetland 
Crecion. PRI<R TO 1HE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVB...OPMENT PERMIT, the • 
pemittee shaD exea1te and recad a deed restiction, in a form and cont:nt acceptable to the Exea~tive 
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Director, which shan provide that the allowable uses and allowable development on both the enti'e 7. 5 
acre area of eil mineral-prcduction facilities immediately to the sou1heast of the Hayms Cooling 
Charmel (Lot 7 of Vesting Ten1ative Tract Map 15381) and the 8. 7 wesemmost acres of eil mineral
production facilities immooiately to the sou1heast of the Haynes Cooing Charmel (Lot 6 of Vesting 
Ten1ative Tract Map 15381) shan, ~at the time the on-site ~ production ceases er-ett 
April IS, 2018; whidlever eeeurs earier), be res1rictedto: 1) the removal of the existing eil mineral
production facilities, 2) removal of contaminaniS and rem<:rliation of the site, and 3) wetland hablat 
crea:ionlrestoration and conservatioo/open sp~. These reservations will be subject to a five-year 
"sunset clause" which would begin upon termination of the mineral extraction activities. The deed 
restriction shan be reccrded over the revsed lots 6..£.1. of Vesting Ten1ative Tract Map 15381 which 
con1ains the wetlands, golf coeee, aaa eil mineral production facilities, and shan run with the land, 
binding all successors and assigns, and shan be reccrded free of prier liens that the Exerutive Director 
determines may affect theenferceability of the restriction. This deed restriction shan not be removed 
or changed wit.OOut a Coastal Co:mn:ission--approved amendment to this coastal development pemit 
unless the Exerutive Director determines that no amendment is required. 

C. Freshwater Marsh Deed Restriction. PRICR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the pennittee shan exerute and reccrd a deed restriction, in a 
form and content acceptable to theExerutiveDirector, which shan provide that No development, as 
defmed in Section 301 a> of the Coastal Act, shan occur in the freshwater marsh wetlands consisting 
of five interconnecting ponds within the golf couiSe as shown on Exhbit C, excq>t development 
necessary for purp>ses of enha:tcement and res1Dration of the wetlands. The deed restriction shan be 
recerded over the revised loti whim contains the wetlaaas, golf coefSe, aaa oil proti:lotion facilities, 
of Vesting Ten1ative Tract Map 15381 and shan run with the land, binding all successors and assigns. 
and shan be reccrded free of prier liens that the Exerutive Director determines may affect the 
enferceability of the res1riction This deed res1riction shan not be removed or changed without a 

· Coastal Co:mn:ission--approved amendment to this coastal development pernit unless the Exerutive 
Director determines that no amendment is required. 

2. FINAL WETI.AND RES10RATION PROORAM. 

PRICR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shan 
subrrit, for the revew and approval of the Exerutive Director, a fmal wetland res1Dration program for 
the prop>sed proFt The program shan be developed in consultatiat with the Comrrission, 
CalifomiaDepnnentofFishandGame, and U.S. FishandWilcBife Service and at a minimum shan 
incbde: · 

A A detailed fmal site plan of the existing degraded and severely degraded wetlands· and 
a detailed fmal site plan of the wetland crea:ion res bred sites that substantiany conform with the plans 
con1ained in the Addendum to Con~t Wetlands Rest>ration Plan for the Helhnan Randl 
("Adlendum'1 dattrl February 1998 preJmed by Moffatt & Nichol Engileers in asscciation with 
Coastal Resrurces Management (M&N File: 3693) and the Conce,pt Wetlands Restoration Plan for 
the Hel.hnan Ranch ("Catcept Plan") revised November 1997 prq:med by Moffatt & Nichol 
Engileers in asscciation with Coastal Resrurces management, as revised as folbws: 

(1) Theprop>sed initial"Phase 1" SaltMarsh Wetland shan be a mininum tBH:ty-
six (3€i) twenty-eight (28) acre salt marsh wetland (Phase 1 of the overall salt marsh wetland crea:ion) 
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which incbdes an app10J>rlatetramitional habitat zone as desaibed in the Wetlands Resmation Plan. 
seFmeaded by a befter area eeasisteat with the transitiea 1.19aeldeasely vegetated berms (mmimem 
five feet aiga abeve the adjamt gelf eeee;e gfade)Atplmd are&; deseribed in the eeaEepmal wet1aads 
FesmFat:iea plaB: (the 3€i aeFe figm'e saal ealy inellde sllale•.v subtidal, eeeEieaally &pesed 
subtidal, lewer intertidal, 'IIpper iRtertidal, &Bd seper f:idal llal:ll& ad shal :Hi iRe&de 
transitienkeffe&ll..lplBBd are&; deseribed iB the eeac:epmal·.vedtmds FesEFat:iea plan): 

(2) Re'lise f.igm:es A1, l'A BBd A7 ef the Mdeadt:lm te Fefleet 11lat the Phase 1 
Salt Marsh 'Wetkmd has beea 8*pmtded, te a miRiBem 3€i &eFeS, in the geaeral 'lieiHty ef the gFeeB feF 
the 12th kale aad th~ tee feF the 13th kale &Bd iB the geaeral vieiRity ef the greea feF Sth hale aad 11le 
tee feF the tith kale; as geaerally depEteEI ea Page 1 ef Bxfthit B te the staff Fepmt feF eeisal 
deYeiepmentpemit appieatien S 91 3€i7. 

(3) Desaibe thefmal acreage (minimum 6.8 acres) and locations of the freshwater 
marsh wetland area;. 

(4) The fmal acreage of the freshwater marshes and all phases of the salt marsh. 
sllal aet inel!:lde the aGFeage ef Tnmsitien/BeffeF &Felli (i. a, the s$•;atef marsh &Felli whim are aever 
se•t te the influeaee ef tides, and the fFesA'NateF mafSl:l &Felli aet ee'lered by water~. 

• 

B. The baseline ecobgical assessment of the existing degraded and severely degraded • 
wet1and area subrritted with the coastal devdopment pemit appication 

C. A fmal overlay map (if a large s~ map is procmced, a reduced 8 1/211 x 11 11 or 11 II x 
1711 copy shaD be incbded in the program) which superimposes the folbwing: 

(1) The twelty-five (25) acres of degraded wetland as mapped by the California 
DepatmentofFishandGamein its January 13, 1982Detfrminatim of the Status of Wetlands Within 
the City of Seal Beach. lmmtrliately Sou1h and East of the San Gabriel River Chamel <Porxierosa 
Seal Beacb Wetlands>; 

(2) The current 1996 wet1ands delileation (27 acres) of the project site prqmed 
by Coastal Resrurces Management & Chani>ers Group as shown on Figw-e 4-7, Page No. 4-13 of 
the appication for coastal devdopment pemit S-97-367; 

(3) The proposed area;· of wetland fill resulting from the golf cowse and resulting 
fromcremion of new wetlands; and 

(4) The proposed freshwater marsh and Phase 1 (inlial creaion) salt marsh areas. 

D. Monmring and Remediation 

(1) An independentbiobgist to monmr the estrblishmc:nt and su~s of the salt 
marsh shaD be selected by the applicant and awroved by the Executive Director, and funding for the 
monitor biohgist shal be provided by the appicant for a perbd of ten ( 1 0) yem. 

(2) Reference sites must be accessible to the independent monmr and shall 

O.U7PI-U23/ H3656J~Ol/147l$.1 

4 II 4t (I 

• 



• 

• 

• 

11yp1/~ 
Revisions to Special Conditions 
Hellman Ranch Reserve 
COP No. 5-97-367 
PageS 

con lain habitat of interest and shaD be characteriled by a muted tidal regime similar to the prop>sed salt 
marsh. Habitat areas within the referenced sites to be used as standards against which the res!;)ration 
areas will be comprred. will be sele;ted using random sa:mplins teclmiques in order to most accurately 
character® the target wetland habiW · · 

(3) Sucress Criaia 

The monloring of the salt marsh shaD be in compliance with the standards and cri~ria contrlned in the 
Concept Plan, except that:: 1) exotic, invasive and non-native species shaD be excklded from any 
assessment of performance standards, and (2) the prop>sed performance standards shaD be modified 
as folbws forthevari:>us prop>sed habitat zones (the performance standards andsucress cri~ria shaD 
be met within the first five years after completion of constructicn of the Phase I salt marsh): 

a. Transition Zones 

The management plan for the prop:>sed berm ringing the salt marsh which sern:s as transitionA'>uffer 
area shaD be appled to all native species, notjustsensitive species. 

b. High SaltMarsh 

Vegetation in the High Salt Marsh shaD contrln at least as many of the same native species (bo1h in 
quantity and type) as the least specious reference site. The avemge total (all species combined) percent 
cover shaD be at least eighty percent (80%) of the referenced wetland Hi&}l Salt Marsh area The 
avemge plant height for each species shaD be at least seventy-five pen:mt (75%) of that of the same 
species at the reference site, except that pick:Jeweed shaD be no less than twenty centimeters (20 em) in 
avemge height 

c. Low Salt Marsh 

The avemge percent cover of picldeweed shaD be at least eighty percent (80%) of the referenced 
wetland Low Salt Marsb area, and the avemge height should be either seventy-five percent (75%) of 
pickleweed height at reference sites or twenty centimeters (20 em), whichever is greiter. 

d. MudFlat 

lnfama shaD be monlored and documented at both the pro.;ct and reference sites. Avi.failna at the 
prop:>sed salt marsh shaD be similar in type and number to the species and foraging use of the hablat 
at reference sites. The fiek:l meth>ds for monloring and flat shaD be approved by the Exea1tive 
Director. 

e. Subtidal basin and channels 

There shaD be a similar number and type of species and individuals as at the reference sites. Demersal 
fish and water colmnn fish shaD be evwated sepa-ately. Adut and juvenile fish shaD be cow:ted 
sepa-ately and performance standards applied to aduts . 

E. The fmal design and constructicn met:lx>ds that will be used to ensure the mifiiation 
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site acheves thedefmed goals, objectives and performance stmlards, and fma constructim plam. 

F. Preliminary relllOiial measures and provisions which require the fma remedial 
measures to be determined in consultatim with the Coastal Comnission ("COC"), California 
Depa:tmentof Fish and Game {"CIFG") and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service {"USFWS"); · The 
detaminathn that the wetlands have estblished and are fundioning at a level where they no longer 
require remediation shal be made by the CCC, CDFG and USFWS. 

G. Provisions for subnittal, within tbiity (30) days of completion of initial resbration 
work, of "as buik" plans delllCilstratilg that the freshwater and Phase 1 saltwater marsh wetlands 
have been constructed in accttdance with the approved desp and constructim methods. -

H. A written fmal detiled plan for fmatcing the actual cost of constructing, estblisbing 

• 

and maintaining in perpetuity all approved wet.Bnds. The plan shal provide that the appicant 
kuulewaer, property manager 8Rd gelf eeume e•Naer!eperaer . are \HBmately is resp:msible in 
perpetuity for wetland maimenance, as proposed in Sec1ions 5.5.1 and 6.5.1 of the "Concept 
Wet1ands Resbration Plan for the Hellman Ranch" revised November 1997 prepued by Moffatt & 
Nicool Engileers in association with Coastal Resrurces Management This iBHiees Fe estseli!BiBg 
the WetmlBS if mey are lest er impaate4 aue te Batufal Qisa;tef&. The plan shaJ indbite, at a 
minimum: 1} the souiCCS of funding, which ma,y incNde devkes such as lettrs of credit. 2) prop:ted 
cos~ of constructing, estblishing and maintaining in perpetuity all approved wetlands, as proposed in • 
Sections 5. 5.1 and 6. 5.1 of the "Cou::ept Wet.Bnds Resi>ration Plan for the Hellman Ranch" revised 
November 1997 prepued by Moffatt & Niemi Engileers in association with Coastal Resrurces 
Management &Be 3) ~ tJ:tat ees5 ef eBgeiBg maimea&Bee ef me wetimes, iBeluciag meM8fiBg 
by me iBeepeaaeat biesgist; shall be paia aut ef tJ:te gelf eeume wlfftues befa'e EY emer ees5 
iBeHI'Feli by me gelfeeume, laBEiw.vaer BRa its ewaerleperaer. 

I. Pemdic cleating and maUten$Dce of the culvert connecting the salt marsh to the San 
Gabriel River. 

J. Pemdic removal of invasive, non-native pla:rts shal be removed peri>dically from 
both the saltwater and freshwater marsh wetland areas in perpetuity to ensure maimenance of wet1and 
hablat values. 

K. lft¥~Si\•e, exetie, BeB aative pJ&rBs shal Bet be usee aay·IAiere iB dle gelf eeame, widi 
tJ:te aeeptiea ef grass fer faitway, greea and tee am: Natiye pl&It species shal be used to the 
ma:xjnum extent possible tluwpout the &olf cowse. No jnyadvo exotic species listd by the 
California Exotic Pest Plart CouD<il as unwllted species will be used in the aolfcoume. In addijon. 
tbefmall(olfcoume plait palette will be subj:ct to reRw and IPJ)IOval by theExegrtive Director. 

L. CeBSiruetiEil aetivi&es fer all dewleptreBt; iBe&diBg tJ:te wetlands, shal aet eeear 
eariig tJ:te aestiBg seaseas ef seasitive speaes. Constructim activities will be imptmente.d so as to 
not disturb breedin& behavior or activities of sensitive avim activities. Since it is not know whe1her 
sensitive species woukl be nestin& on or near the site a. t Gum Grove Park). the site lindudin& Gum 
Grove Park) will be surveyed to detrnnine the presence of nestina sensitive specjes. If no neslina 
sensitive species are idetiified on tbe site. there would be no resrictiom placed on constructial. If • 
nestina sensitive species are idertified. a 200-foot butter will be detrurcatcd around the nestina area. 
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and no work will be pemitted in the 200{oot zone. Weekly monkoring yisu will be concllcted by a 
qualified omthologit to determine whetber the 200{oot buffer is adequate to prevent disruption of 
essential breeding activities. Determina.tbn that constructioo activities is causing disruptions in 
essential breOO.ing behavior or activities will result in adjustment of the 200{oot buffer. 

M. Pria to coii~IreDcemeit of constructim of the golf course. the proposed wetland areas 
(sal marsh, buffers and freshwater marsh), shaD. be st.aked and signed in a manner which clea:-ly 
demmstrates to constructioo crews that the wetland areas are not to be entered for any reason. 

The pemittee shaD. undertake development in accadance with the fm~ wetland mitigation program 
approved by the Executive Director. Any proposed changes to the approved fma1 program shall be 
repa:ted to the Executive Dir6:tor. No changes to the approved fmal plans shaD. occur without a 
Coastal Comnission-approved amendment to this coastal development pemit unless the Executive 
Director determines that no amemment is required. 

3. REVISED VESTING TENTATIVE TRACf MAP NO. 15381. 

PRICR TO 1HE ISSUANCE OF mE COASI'AL DEVF.LOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shaD 
subrrit, for the revEw and approval of the Exea:~tive Dir6:tor, two copE5 of a fma1 rewised vesting 
tentative map for Tract No. 15381. Thefmal revised map shall merge prOJ.X>sed Lets 4, 6 aad 7 (i.e., 
dte proJ.X>sed lots fer dte golf ooume and t¥;o oil produoloa area;) into a single legal lot. The 
applicant shaD recad the revised map approved by the Executive Director. 

4. GOLF COURSE OPERATIONS AND GOLFER WED.AND EDUCATION PROGRAM 

A Timing of Golf Course CeRstruetieo. PriEI' to ooilliHmcerBeRt ef eoRstruetim ef dte 
golf eotuse, dte preJ.X>sed arohaeologEal test program (indudiRg all fequifed exeavatioR &REi 
Eie¥elopmetlt of rem;eRable mitigatioo measures) shall have beeR oompleteEi. · 

B. Timing of Golf Course ~~· The golf coume shaD not be opened for use unt:i 
both the freshwater and Phase 1 saltwater marsh wetlands have been constructed in accqdance with 
the Wetlands Respration Plan ap_proved by the Executive Director their estfiM:y. 

C. Golf ball retrieval. PRICR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASI'AL 
D:EV:aOPMENT PERMIT, the pemittee shaD subni.t, for the revEw and approval of the Exerutive 
Director, a written plan which desaibes in detail the proJX>sed method for retrieving golf ba& from 
wetland the freslw;ater marshes aBe ffesl:l·.vater marsh buffer areas ... The plan shaD incbde the 
folbwing prohibitioBS oa golf ball reaiewal: 1) a controlled program for golf ball retrieval;· in 
conj.mction with on-going maintenance and monloring of wetland arem, golf balfi shall aot be 
Fetlie¥ed from any saltv.•ater marsh wetmnd areas. and 2) golf ba& shaD. not be retrieved by golfers 
theiTSelves under any ciralmstan~. The golf coume operata shaD coropy with the plan approved 
by the Executive Director. 

D. Golfer education on wetlands. PRICR TO mE ISSUANCE OF THE COASI'AL 
D:EV:aOPMENT PERMIT, the pemittee shaD subni.t, for the revEw and approval of the Executive 
Director, a detailed written plan which desaibes the methods by which usem of the golf course will be 
infamed of the wetland areas (e.g., signage, brochures, instructions priried on score cards, etc., 
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which ins1ruct golfers not to enter wetland orwetland buffer areas). 

E. GolfCoume Peed Restriction PRICR TO mE ISSUANCE OF mE COASTAL 
DEVB.A>PMENT PERMIT, the pemittee shal exemte and recad a deed restriction, _in a form and 
conEnt acceptable to theExemtive Director, which shal provide that 

(1) The applicant, aR4 golf coume owner/o.pemtor and.br wetlands 
mani8er/owner, shal impement and compy with the fma wetland mitigation 
program approved by the Exemtive Director. 

(2) Development and management of the golf coume shal be in comp.iance with 
the documeit An Envionmen1al 1\pJ>roach to Golf Coume Development & 
Mani8ement prepu-ed for Hellman Prop:rties U.C by Siena Colege-Audubon 
International Institute dated December 1996 as proposed by the applicant 

(3 Jnya;i'Je, e:Ketie, ReB RatiVe pll&s SBal Ret Be QSeS aRywBet=e iR tfte gelf 
eeafSe, witft tfte e:KeeptieR ef pass fer fail'.vay, grem and tee tsrf. Constructim 
activities will be impemented so as to not dis111rb breedin& behavior or activities of 
sensitive avim activities. Sin~ it is not know whether sensitive species wouH be 

• 

nestin& on or near tbe site a.~ Gum Grove Park). the site Cincludin& Gum Grove • 
Park) will be surveyed to determine the presence of neslin& sensitive species . .lf...nQ 
nestin& sensitive species are identified on tbe site. there would be no restrictiom 
placed on constructioo. If nestin& sensitive species are ideltified. a 200-foot buffer 
will be denwcated arQ\Dld tbe nestin& area and no work will be pernitted in the 200-
footzone. Weekly monlorin&visits willbe conducted by a Q.Ualified ornt.holo&it to 
determine whetber the 200-foot l?uffer is adeQuate to prevent disruption of essential 
breedin& activities. Detenninati>n that constructim activities is causin& dismptions in 
essmtial hrec:din& behavior or activities will result in aQjustment of the 200-foot 
buffer. 

(4) The applicant and golf coume owner/opentor shal impement and compy 
with the fmal golf ball retrieval plan approved by the Exemtive Director. 

(5) The golf coUISe shal not be liglted nor shal it be open for niglt play. 

(6) The golfer education program approved by theExemtive Director shal be 
comp.ied with and implemented 

(7) Both saltwater and freshwater marsh wetland areas shal be designated as 
latqal hazard eat ef eeaRds areas which golfers shal notent.c:r. 

(8) The golf coume shal be open to the general public Eftetjest resileftts ef tfte 
City ef Seal Be~ dumg all houm of operation, except durilg eff&al club 
tournaments, tournaments for charity and other tournaments ef tfte Pi:efessieaal Gelf 
AssooiatieR er Laaies Prefessieaal Gelfl~sooiatieR held at the golf coUISe. 
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{9) The golf course shan not be converted to a private membership course. 

{10) Signs shan be installed which are clea-ly visble to the general public which 
infcnn the general public that the golf course is open for play to the pubic. 

(11) Pubic parking for the golf course shan be in accadance with City of Seal 
Beach parking standards. proviEied at aD. times based oB eight spaces for each hole, plus oBe spaEe fer 
each empbyee. 

The deed restriction shan be recaded over the re:vsea lot! eo&tainiBg the golf eouiSe, •.-r,ret:Jaaas ana 
oil productioB facilities of Vesting Tentative Tract Map 15381 and shan run with the land, binding all 
sucressors and assigns, and shan be recaded free of pria liens that the Exea.ttive Director determines 
may affect the enfaceabiJity of the restriction This deed restriction shan not be removed or changed 
without a Coastal Commission-approved amerdment to this coastal development pernit unless the 
Exea.ttive Director determines that no amerdment is required. · · · 

F. Final Golf Course Plan Pesi&ns. PRICR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVH..OPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shan subnit, for the revew and approval of the Exea.ttive 
Director, fmal design andconstructioo plans for the proposed golf course. The fmal plans shan be in 
substantial compliance with the fmal wetland rest>ration plan approved by the Exea.ttive Director and 
the" An Envronmental Approach to Golf Course Development & Management" preplfed for Hellman 
Propmies LLCby Siena Co~ge-Audubon International Institute datei December 1996. 

G. Final Plam for the Golf Clulilouse. PRICR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE 
COASTAL DEVH..OPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shan subnit, for the revew and approval of the 
Exea.ttive Director, fmal plans for the golf clulilouse. Public access shan be maiitained to all 
COillJ.1X)n areas of the public golf clulilouse. 

5. PUBUC ACCESS PR00RAM 

A Dedi:ation of Pubic Trails. PRICR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVH..OPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shan submit, for the revew and approval of the Exea.ttive 
Director, an irrevocable offer-to-dedicate twefty five (25) twentY {20) foot wide public access 
easements as: 1) proposed by the applicant, 2) required by Parks, Recreation and Open Space 
MitigationMeasureR-3 as approved by City of Seal Beach City Council Resolution No. 4562, ~ 

·. ge&erally aepEted. OB :&.hi:Jit L of the staff repCit for this pemit, to a public agerw;y or non-profit 
association acceptable to the Exea.ttive Director has been exea.tted. The easement ·area shan be 
desaibed in metes and bourds and shan restrict development within the easement area to Jmb,i& 
utilities. oil and gas pjpetines. emeJiency access and constructioo and maintenance of the trails. The 
offer shan be recaded free of pria liens which the Exea.ttive Director determines may affect the 
interest being conveyedt and shan provide the pubic the riglt to use the dedi:ated rou~ for public trail 
purposes and viewing of the proposed salt marsh wetland. The docmnent shan provide that the offer 
of dedbation shan not be used or construed to allow anyooe, prier to acceptance of the offer, to 
interfere with any rights of pubic access acquired thrcugh use which may exist on the pro~rty. The 
offer shan run with the land in fava of the Peope of the S~ of California, binding all su~ssors 
and assigns. and shan be irrevocable for a peri>d of 21 years. such peri:xl running from the date of 
recading. 
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B. Public Trails Deed Restriction PRICR TO THE ISSUANCE OF TilE COASTAL 
DEVfLOPMENT PERMIT, the penrittee shaD execute and recad a deed restriction, in a fonn and 
con~nt acceptable to the Executive Director, which shaD provide that 

. (1) The pro.posed trails shaD be improved and open to the pubic and maimained 
by the golf coume operator pria to the acaptance of the easanents. 

(2) The design of anY new ~ trails and access to the ~ trais shaD meet the 
requiremen1s of the Americans with Disrbilities Act. 

(3) The trails shaD be a minimum of ten ( 1 0) feet wide. 

(4) The trails shaD not be lighted in order to minimize impEt to the wetlands. 

(5) The trails shaD be open to the public from dawn to dusk Any changes to the 
houm of operation of the trails shaD require an amendment to this pemit unless the 
Exerutive Director determines that no amerximent is required. 

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

(7) The trails shall be, as necessary, partially or fully encJosed with see-through 
structures, such as cages or arcred fences, which proEct trail usem from emrtt golf • 
ball;. 

· • · · · The deed restriction shaD be recaded over the pubic access trail easements and shaD run with the · 
land, binding all su~ssors and assigns, and shaD be recaded free of pria liem that the Executive 
Director determines may affect the enfaceabili.ty of the restriction This deed restriction shaD not be 
removed or changed without a Coastal Comnission-approved amendment to this coastal devdopment 
pemit unless theExerutive Director determines thatno amemment is required. 

C. Trail Linkieg Gam GFe'le Park wkft the Stale LaBEls Pareel BREI Seal Beadi 
BeaE:1ard. PRICR TO THB ISSUANCB OF THB CQASI'.\L DBWLOPMBNT PBRMIT, the 
appieant shaD eKemte BREI~ a deed restriet:ieB; iB a feHB BREI eeaeftt aeeepmele te the BKeaHi\re 
Difeeter, whicil shaD pFe•Acie that · · · · · 

(1) A twemy fi.'le (2S) feet 'Nide s~ ef lBRd, at the hase ef the hla1f hei9\'J Sm 
Pl~e and Catalina A'lellie, ... vhicil eeBMets the prepesed pe1ie Ril eR18IIBliBg ffem 
the Stme LaBEls pareel BREI NBS . part ef die WBIJ al99g the seatherly edge ef the 
pFepeseEI salt Rl8I'Sh resefatiea area shaD he eKe8sively resePJed fer a pe1ie tmil 
eeRBeetiftg Gam GFe'le Park with the Stale LaRds pBR!el, as geaeF8lly Elepieted ea 
Bmilit L ef the staff repm:t fer this pemit. 

(2) Stnlet\lres saeh as paAial &fehed feR~ eaems\lFeS er retaniDg walfi aeeessBfY 
te pFeeet trail aseps frem errmt gelf Balls and peteetialel\l1f faiBre shaD ee aii9\•Jed iB this area. 

032791·1323/H36.56UOI/1472.5.1 
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(3) A. trail aeoessillle te the general pubie shall be bali bet\veea Gam Greve Park 
and Seal Beac8 Boalt.ward, as generally dep£ted on &hmit L of the staft' repc:~t for 
this pem.it Said trail shall be aeoessillle fFOm the pFOPJSed resi:lential development as 
well as fFOm Seal Beaeh Boa1e¥ard, 

The deed res1rietioa shall be rec«ded o¥er the trail as genenlly depbted on &hmit L of the staft' 
repc:lt for this pemit aad shall NB with the land, binding all saOEeSsors and assigns, and shall be 
reeccded free of prioc liea5 that the &ea:ttive ~r dete:mines may aff«3t the eafoceeabili!y of the 
reslrietion. This deed res1rietion shall not be removed or ehaaged witftoat a Coastal CoRH.Tission 
approved amendment to this eoastal development pemit unless the &ea:tti'i•e Dirt:Etor deta"mines that 
no amendment is required. 

6. STAlE LANil) PARCEl, 

A Deed and Lease Resriction PRICR TO TilE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL . 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the owner of pro~rty collll1Dnly known as the California S~ Lands 
Conmission parcel, situated nonheastedy of Pacific Coast Highway at its intersectim with First 
Street in the City of Seal Beach, w hicb provides that 

(1) This coastal development pemit approves only the constructim of: a) an 
interpretive cener consisting of a raised, handicap-aa::essible platform with 
infamation panels containing phot>graphs, maps, exhbits, etc., overlooking the 
proposed salt marsh, b) the placement only of the Krenwinkle House on the site (no 
uses are esttblished), c) the constructioo of parking spaces, and d) constructioo of a 
st:n.aure or st:nx:tures containing a maximum of 10,000 squ•e feet of visl:or-setving 

. uses on the Stae Lands parcel, provided that adequate parking is supplied. 

(2) Any modificatims to the development desaibed in this condition shan 
require an arnen:iment to the pemit from the Coastal Comni.ssion. 

(3) An approved coastal development pemit from the Coastal Comni.ssion shan 
be obtained pria to the esttblishment of uses to be con1ained in the K.renwinkle House after it is 
locaed on the s~ Lands parcel. 

(4) Only public access, public recreation, public education and. visi:Or-setving 
co~rcial facilities, which are consistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act 
and with the requirements esttblished by the California Stae Lands Comni.ssion for 
use of public lands, shan be pemitted on the St:ae Lands parcel. 

(5) All offs:e uses are prohibited on the St:ae Lands parcel (excepting offres 
which are necessary fortheadmilistration of, andareadjmct to, the pub1ic access and 
visl:or-seiVice uses allowed). 

(6) Parking for the visl:or-setving uses on the St:ae Lands parcel shan ~ 
accocdance with City of Seal Beadl parkinB stmiards. pro•Jided based on the folb'+ving stmiarEls: 1) 
restaar&Rt uses one park:ing spaee for 8'1ef'i flfi}· (S~ sqae feet of pabie serviee area (area ·.vhe 
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the puelie eaa EliDe er •»ait te EliRe), ~ retal uses e&e parking spase fer twety 223 S'JUR feet ef 
gress flec:r area; aad3) a ll'liMBum ef ten (lQ) parking spases shal he restl'\ted fer the tmemsi'Je ese 
ef t:raileseJS. l• .. minimum ef smty t:v.•e (fi2) parkmg spases, as ElepilteEl e& F:iguFe 3 4, Page 3 21 ef 
the eeastal Elevelepme&tpemit appleaiie&, shal ee pre'Jided and ~B~i~Hifted ea site: · · 

(7) As required by Mi~ation Measure &4 .R:S. of Seal Beadl City Courr;il. 
Resolution No. 4562. the perniuee or aa= shaD ins1all a bit)Cle rack near the entrance to the 
proposed pedestrian trai for the saltwater wetland The biC)Cle rack shaD: 1) be pubic, 2) be 
maittained by the pernittee, and 3) accanmodate a mininum of twenty (20) bicycles. 

The document shaD run with the land. binding all su~sors and assigns, and shal be recXrded free 
of pri(J' liens that the Exerutive Director determines may affect the enf(J'ceabiity of the restriction. 
This deed and lease restriction shaD not be reiDOYed or changed witlx>ut a Coastal Comnission~ 
approved amemment to this coastal development pemit unless the Exerutive Director determines that 
no amendment is required. 

B. Final Plam. PRieR TO 1HE ISSUANCE OF 1HE COASTAL DEVR.OPMENT 

• 

PERMIT, the appicant shaD subnit, for the rev~w and approval of the Exerutive Director, plans for 
the proposed interpretive cenw and vislor·serving coJ:Ill1a'cial buiWng which are consistent with the 
requiremen1S of this pernit The appicant shaD comply with the plans approved by the Exerutive • 
Director. 

7. GUM GROVE PARK. 

A. DedAtionofGumGrovePark. PRieR T01HEISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVROPMENT PERMIT, the appicant shaD subnit, for the rev~w and approval of the Exerutive 

· :·~tor, written evidence that an irrevocable offer to dedk:ate Gum Grove Nature Park to the City· of 
Seal Beadl, as proposed by the appicant and required by Parks, Recreation and Open Spa 
Mitigation Measure R~1 as approved by City of Seal Beadl City Coun::U Resolution No. 4562. has 
been exeruted over the lot con1aining Gum Grove Park (Lot 3 of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
15381 as proposed). The EleElEated area shal he Elesded iR mete; aad he&Bds. The efHI shal he 
=free ef &riEl' 1ieRS r.vhifR the &ieaHi-ve IMeetef EletenniRes may affeet the iBts:est heiBg 
eeewyee. The o er shal run with the land in fav(J' of the Peope of the Stale of Calfornia, binding 
all su~sors and assigns, and shaD be irrevocable for a perixl of 21 yCIIS, such perixl ruming from 
the date of recc:rding. 

B. Gum Grove Park Deed Res1riction. · PRieR TO THE ISSUANCE OF 1HE 
COASTALDEVB.DPMENTPERMIT, thepernittee shaD exewte andreccrd a deed restriction, in a 
form and conent acceptable to the Exewtive I>ira:tor, which shal provide that 

(i) The park sbal be preserved in perpetuity as a nature park open to the pubic in 
which active recreational activities or colt1Ira'Cia1 faciities are prohibited. 

(ii) Necessary parking faciities which are the mininum necessary to serve the 
park and which ~ Americans with Disabilities Al:.t requiremen1S shal be provided. 

(iii) Hmt trails within the dedi:ated park area (i.e., LDt 3 of Vesting Ten1ative Tract • 
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Map No. 15381 as proposed), mcsamg a trail whleh connects Seal Beadl Boukwafti 
with trais t:Bat eoBneet te t:Be State I:Amd Panel, wftiEB. .w.d meet Americans with 
Dismilities Act requirements shal be pFO¥ided. 

(iv) Smal scae interpretive signage whim desaibes theMona:-ch Butafly maybe 
pemi.tted if approved by an amendment to this pemit 

('l) Chasges ill hOUfS of opemtioB of Gum GFOve Park or t:Be mstallatim of gates 
te prohibit aut<mobile' aeet!SS te tBe park &hal Ollly be allO\ved fOr documeBted, 
bontiide pubic saftiy reasoBs and shal require an am.eRimeat to t:Bis pemit unless 
the &eeat.h•e I>in!rtor d~es t:Bat an ameadment is BOt reqaifed. · Gates whiER 
prohibit or obs1ruet pedestriaB aeee;s to t:Bepark shal Bot be iastalled. 

(vi) Signage shaD be conspicuously posed whim indates that the park is open to. 
the general pub&. 

{ 

('Iii) lB oreEI' to allO\V ror public aecess to the ttai COBnecting Gum Grove Park 
with Seal Beadl BouJe¥afti, as deseribed in Special ConditioB No. 4 above, t:Be Seal 
Beach BouJe¥ard boundary of the lot ror Gum Gro·.e Park shal BOt be oes1rueted ey 
feBees or wall; . 

The deed restriction shaD be rec<rded over the lot containing Gum Grove Park (Lot 3 of Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map No. 15381 as proposed) and shaD run with the land, binding all successors and 
assigns, and shall be recaded free of prioc liens that the Exerutive Director determines may affect the 
enfcrceability of the restriction This deed restriction shaD not be removed or changed without a 
Coastal Comnission-approved amerdment to this coastal devdopment pemi.t unless the Exerutive 
Director determines that no amemment is required. . . 

8. PUBliC ACCffiS SIGNAGE. 

A Sipa:e Plans. PRICR TO ISSUANCE OF TilE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the pemi.ttee shaD subnit, for the re~w and approval of the Exerutive 
Director, a detailed signage plan whim provides for the installaticn of signs cJea-ly visble from 
Pacific Coast Highway and Seal Beach Bouevard and at key locaions within the devdopment whim 
invle and enccurage the public to use the public access and recreation oppatunita proposed at the 

. ·- golf course and golf clul.:ilouse, Gum Grove Park. and the Sf* Lands p~l incbding the proposed 
public access trails arotmd the salt marsh. Key locaions incbde but are not limled to; 1) the entrance 
to the Stae Lands parcel (in~rsect:bn of First Street and Pacific Coast Highway, 2) the proposed 
interpretive cen~r. 3) the main entrance to the golf course, 4) the Adolfo Lopez Drive entrance to the 
proJX>sed golf course, 5) the lobby of the golf clul.:ilouse, and 6) Gum Gro-ve Park The plans shaD 
also provide for signage whim designates ten (10) of the parking sp~ at the Sf* Lands p~l for 
theexcbsive use of trail users and whichcle.!l'ly indates thatthebikeracks on the StR.Lands parcel 
are for the general public. The plans shaD indate the locaion, materials, dimensions, colCI'S, and text 
of the signs. The pemittee shal install the signs in accCI'dance with the signage plans approved·by 
the Exerutive Director . 

B. Si&n Maintenance. PRICR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
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DEVB...OPMENT PERMIT, the penrittee shal execute and rec<rd a deed restriction. in a fonn and 
contmt acceptable to the Executive Director, which shal provide that the golf cowse owner/opentor 
shal; 1) implement and compy with the signage plans approved by the Executive Director, and 2) 
maiD:ain the signs ins1alled consistent with thesignage plans approved by the Executive Dira:tor. The 
deed restriction shaD be reeEFdec:l ever the revi;ed let eeMiiBi:Rg the gelf eewse, •• ,.·~ds, ed eil 
pmduetieB faeii&es ed shal NR with the led, lliB&g aU saeeessefS and assigRs, and shal lle · 
t=eea=dec:l free of prier Hem that the Executive Director detamines may affect the enfaceabilty of the 
restriction. This deed restriction shaD not be removed or changed without a Coastal Comnission
approved amemment to this coastal devtlopment penrit unless the Exec:utive Director detennines that 
no amerdm.ent is required. 

9. ARCHAEOLOGY 

A Final Arel:laeelet:ieat Researeh Desjp ! Peer Rtwiy.v. PRICR TO THB ISSUAN~ 
Of THB COAST.\L DBli&OPMBNT PBRMIT, the appie&Rt shal sal:lHH, fer the Rwiew and 
appmval ef Priq to tbe COl'lUlJmcerneU of site PRparation arlldin& and constructim activities for the · 
· respential develOJ»>l<Cnt b,y this penrit. all of the folbwina measures sha.D be implemented _A · 
synq)sis repal sul11IIW'izina all work performed in COIJUtiance with subsections B. and C. hall be 
sulmitted to the Executive Director, I) 8 fmal wriaea arehaeeleg&l resea:eh desiga whim skal ee iB 

• 

saestaRtial eeafermanee with the prepesec:l the Sta~< Offre of Hismic Preservatim and the Native • 
American Conmission witlin six weeks of the condusion of fieil work, 
B. Arcbaeolo&AI Inyestipt:i;ms. The pemitee shall undertake the proposed arcbaeolo&AJ 
investiaafun desqibed in the archaeologat research design entkled A Research Desip for the 
Eva1uation of Archaeolo&i:;al Sites within tbe HeUman Ranch Specific Plan Area dated November 
1997 prepred by KEA Envi'onm:ntal, Inc. for the City of Seal Beadl. and a) 8 miRimam ef tllrte 
wrilefl peer re•liews ef the prepesec:l resaeh desigR, the reeEliBfReB:datieas ef whim sha.l have llNR 

. iRea'peratal iRte the fiRal researelt ElesigB semtted te the Bfiea~ti\re Dm!eter. The peer fe'liewers 
shal lle seleeted ey the Cily ef Seal Beadl ed appmved lly lletll Pria to undertakin& the 
archaeolo&i:;al invcstiaati>ns. a COlU' of the arcbaeola&A1 research desim sbal be provided to the 
Sta~< Offr:e of Hist>ric Preservatim and Native American Hertage Comnission for tbei" revcw and 
COJDID.;m. The pemHtee shal HRdertake the prepesec:l BFellaeelegeal iBvestigatiaa iB eemp)ieee with 
the fmal m:el:laeelegSal researeh ElesigR appm'+'eci lly the &eaift.ve Dm!eter. 141 amendmeat te this 
pemit shal ee FeEJ:Hired fer aey ehBAges te the researeh desigR ~ \)y the reeEmflleBdatieBs ef 
die peer re>t'iews whiEil die &eaiti!le l'>ileMr dettmHRes are Ret de miBiBis iR BaBe BRd seepe. 

B-. C.. Past-Inveslaatim Mitiption Measures. · Upon competion of •the · 
archaeologi:al investigat:bn, and PRICR TO TilE COMMENCEMENT OF CONS'IRUCTICN OF 
lHE GOLF COURSB AND WBTL.\NDS RESIDENTIAL DEVB...OPMENT the applcant shal 
subnit, for the review and approval of the Executive Dirtctor, a written repat regS"ding the 
folbwing: 1) a SUIIltiBfY of the fmdings of the archaeologbl investigat:bn, and 2) a fmfi writcn 
mitigation plan which shall., at 8 miRiB1HBi a) pm"Jide fer the jdedify reccmmended mit&ation 
measures. incbding: cappng of archaeologica sites, ~ pre'Jide fer the dati rea:Nery and cunaon of 
sigBifieaRt impg1ant archaeologbl IBBB!Fials, e} detail rescmces as defuecl by CEQA. and deqjleci 
addlional mitigation measures which need to be implemented BRd d) iBe8de 8 sigHed eeaRet fer~ 
gicant shal su1mit for review and apJmYal of tbeExeartive I>ircctor. a sip:d contract with a <:in'· 
selected archaeolo&i<al consultant that pravides for the archaeologat salvage that folbws CUI'lellt • 
accepted professiomi practice, The wrileR repcrt BRd piBR shal eemply with arekaeeleg&l impEl 
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skmdards esuetished ey if addlional archaeologi::al data recoyezy measures are determined 
arumwriate The repcrt and additional miti&ation measures shaD be subrritted to the Sl* Offre of 
Hist>ric Preservatim, and the repcrt and additional mitigation measures shall ee reviewed &Rd 
appm·1ed 9y the Smte Offe of Historic Preservatioo and the appropriate Native American 
person/group designated or deetred acceptable by the Native American Heriage Comrrission for 
revjgw and co~nt If the Exea:ttive Director determines ·that the repcrt recanmends changes to 
other mitigation measures or changes to the development approved by this perrrit that are not de 
minimis in nature and scope, then the applicant shaD subrrit an application seeking to amend the 
perrrit to incaporate the recanmended changes. 

G.D.. Monitoring of Constructim Activities. All site preJmation, grading and 
constructim activities for the prop>sed resiiential development shaD be monitored on-site by a 
q:saified City-selected archaeologist and Native American monmr. The archaeologist and Native 
American monitor shaD have the express authority to teinp:>rarily halt or re-direct all work should 
significant cultural resrurces be disoovered. The Native American monl:or and arehaeolo~t shaD be 
selected in compliance with thereq.Wrements of the Slate Offe of Hiserie Preservatioo ("OHP") and 
the California Guidelines for Monl:ors/Cmsulta:tts of Native American Culmral. Religious._mQ 
Burial Sitet issued by the Native American Hertage Comrrission ("NAHC"). The Nati\'e .'\:meBean 
8fld archaeologi;t may be the same person pro•rided sAle meets the req,W:remenls of OHP &Rd NARC 
This requirement shaD be inccrporated into the constructim docmnents which will be used by 
constructim workers during the coume of thei' work 

Q-E._ Disoover.y of Cul1llra1 Resrurces I Humm Remains During Post-
Archaeolop;al Testing Constructim Activities. 

(1) If an area of buried eulfaral depaiits is addlional or unexpected 
archaeologi;al features are disooveredduring site preparation, grading,· and constructim activities for· 
approved development other than the archaeologi::al investiga.t:i>n, all work shaD be haltd or re
directed whii: the perrrittee complies with the folbwing: 

A supplementay arehaeology repcrt shall be p£elmed that addiesses 
the new1y dHUJO\'ered depaiits. The supplementay repcrt shall be subffilted 
The archaeolog§t shaD sample. idertify and evailate the artifacts as 
amnnpriate and shaD repat such fmdings to the applicant the City and the 
Coastal Comrris~ion. If the archaeologi:!al resoorces are fourxi to be 
&ignificant the archaeologit shan determine appmpriate acmns. and shaD 
subnit those reccmmendations in writin& to the applicant and City. ~ 
archaeologist shall 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 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 minin:iis in 
nature and scope, then construction can be recommenced and the permittee 
shall comply with all ~mmendations 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 
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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 Betily 
comply with the requirements of Section 5097.98 of the fublic Resources 
Code. U not a1rea4y on site. the City-selected arcbaeolo&ist and the Native 
American Heritage CemmissieB ef suel:l Eliseevery wit:hiB 24 heuFS ef suel:l 
Elisee'lety. monitor will immediately be contacted and they will then 
immediatelY notify the Ci1Y of Seal Beacb. Director of Deve}Qplfient 
Services who will implement the measures set forth in Section 5097.98 of 
the Public Resources Code. 

8. Arehaeelegy Deed Resmeaen. PRIOR TO 1lW IS~W .... ~CB OF THE CQ<\ST.'\L 
DSVSLOPMENT PI!RMIT, ~e applieaat shall suemit, fer the re'lie'>'>' and appre•,ral ef the ·. 
'EKeeUH\'e Direeter, a deed resmeaen whieh pre'liEies dlat: 

(1) The permittee shall eemply with all re'4uiremems ef Speeial CeREiitien Ne. 9 ef this peflftft. 

• 

~ L The pennittee shall comply E1h 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 

~~ Special Condition No. 9 of coastal development pennit 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) Prier te the eeHHBeneemeiH ef site preparatiea, gra4ing, &BE! eenst:Netien aed•lities fer the gelf 
69\lfSe, gelf elueheuse, aemes, &BE! wetlands appre¥e<i ey this permk, the felle\ViBg shall have 
eeea implementecl and eempleteEI: 1) the appre\red arehaeelegieal iBvestigatien, and 2) all measures 
Beeessary te mitigate impaets te eultl:lral reseUFees EiiseevereEi EiuriBg the arehaeelegieal 
in'lestigaieB. 

This EieeEi resmetieB shall ee reeerEieEI ever the emile site and shall Nn wit& the l&BEi, eiBEiiBg all 
sueeesseFS BllEi assigns, and shall 9e reeerEieEi lee ef prier liens that die BKeeuH\re Difeeter 

· Eietefmjnes may affeet die enfeNeahiJHy· ef the resmeaea. This EieeEJ resmea91,1 shall Bet Be 
reme•1eEi er ehrmged \Yidieut a Ceastal Cemmissien appre'lecl ameadment te this eeastal 
de'lelepment permit unless die 8He&ve Direeter EletermiBes that ne amenEimem is~· 

10. RF.SIDENIIALDEVfLOPMENT 

A BesPenf;iaJ Cemftlutif)• S1feets. PIUCR TO 'Ilm ISSUANCB OF 'Ilm 
COASTAL D8VILOPM8NT~IT. the pemittee shall seatte &BE! reetRl a deed res1rieti9R; iB a 
fefm and eenteat aeeeptahle te the &ea~w.•e Difeeter, whim shall pretAEie thal; 1) the sRets sherJJB 
Ves&ng Ten1a8¥e Traa Map Ne. U4Q2 shall ee pueie &BE! pre'liEie pueie en st:reet parking, 2) 
preferenaa parlang shall Bet ee est£Sli5heEi iB the sului'lisie~~; 3) pueie parkiBg shaD Bet ee •. 
preltiBiteEi via "red eureing" er ether means, &BEl 4) the wiEitt &Bd Bumhers ef eurh e_um shall ee 

DJ2791-Ul3/H36S63401 11472.5.1 
f~'\ 
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~li~ 
Revisions to Special Conditions . 
Hellman Ranch Reserve · 
COP No. 5-97·367 
Page17 

minimized. The deed FeSiietioR shall be rec«ded 'o\'er Street A; Street B, aad Stfeet C of Vestmg 
TeBtative Tract Map No. 15402 aad shall ruB ·.vidl the land, biRding all successors and assigns, and 
shall be rec«ded free of priEI' liens that the &eruti•;e Dire:ltor detamines may aff'Est the eBfa:eeabii1:y 
of dle resiietion. This deed resiietioa shall Ret be remeved or e1unged witk:lut a Ceaslal 
ComRissioB approved ameBdmeat to this eoastal Qe\reJopmeBt pemit ualess the EKeruti·;e ~r 
determfues that BO amefldmeRt is reEJUired. 

B. Future Coastal DevelQPJDent Pemit for Develo,pment of the Resi:lential 
Comnunity. This coastal development penrit does not approve development on the lots creaed by 
Ves1ing Tentative Tract Map No. 15402. A future coastal development penrit(s) is required for 
development, such as site preparation, constructioo of streets, COIDIIDn walk and landscaping. and 
constructioo of the actual homes, etc. on the site. 

C. Tim.m~ of CoBstruetim. ResileBtial developmeBt, incsding subdi\·isioa 
improvetBeBts and home eoBSf:nletiEm, saall Bot oo~Bce uatil a11 dle folbv;ing ooour: 1) the Paase 

. l salt mars8 wetlands and the freshwater marsh '+Vetlands are ooBSf:nlcted, 2) the trails ha'+'e bees 
opeaed to the public, and 3) Gum Gre'le Park has beeR dediJated to the City of Seal Bead:l. 

D. Draitwc. All runcif generated by the prop:>sed resiiential comi11lnity .6hd 
~omply with the provisions of City of Seal Beach mitigation measures WQ-1 thrru.:h WQ-10. be 
di:r83ted away from the lowlaBds and ultimately into appro•;ed Se'•'lage treameat faeilities rather thaa 
into stofAl drams wmm. leaa to the oeeat or San Gabael Rivfr. 

11. WATER QUAliTY 

PRICR TO TilE ISSUANCE OF TilE COASTAL DEVRDPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shan· 
.. ·, subnit, for the revew and approval of the Exerutive Dire:tor, ·a Nathnal Polhtant Discharge:· 

Elinination Syscm penrit ("NPDES"), Stonn Warer Polhtion Prevention Plan, and Structural and 
Non-structural Best Management Practices for the proposed pro~ in compliance with the stmlards 
and requirements of the California Regi>nal Warer QJality Con1rol Boatd. The applicant shan 
imp~ment and comply with the warer quality measures approved by the Exerutive Dire:tor. 

12. HAZARDS 

Mitigation Measures WQ-1, WQ-2, WQ-3, WQ-4, GE0-1, GE0-2, GE0-3, GE0-4, GE0-5, GEO-
,· 6, GE0-7, and GE0-8 as shown on Exhbit B of the City of Seal Beadl City Couileil Resciution 

4562 certifying the Helhnan Ranch Specific Plan Envronmen1al Impa:t Rep<rt on Sepember 22, 
1997 are hereby incaporatcd by reference as special conditions of this coastal development penrit 

13. LEGAL INTfRESI 

PRICR TO TilE ISSUANCE OF TilE COASTAL D~PMENT PERMIT, the applicant shan 
subnit, for the revew and approval of the Exea~tive Director, written documentathn deiDCilstrati:lg 
that it has the legal ability to cany out all conditions of approval of this penrit 

032791-1323/IB6S6S.OOI f1Cn5.1 
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P. 0. BOX 570 • LONG BEACH, CA 80801•0570 • TELEPHONE 15821 437•0041 • F'AX 15821 437•3231 

July 23,_1~9_8 .. 

Mr. Keith Till 
City of Seal Beach 
211 8th Street 
Seal Beach, CA 90740 

Subject: Wetland Restoration at Hellman Properties 

Dear Mr. Till: 

r\ . ~ ~ au rel .. ~~ ~~n ~ m\\,\; \ 
L:' ~~\bu~ L0 
i 1 JUL 2 7 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 how 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 (5-70 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 ofLos 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 Beac~
their costs per credit far exceed the guidelines for a feasible project. To make the project feastble 
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 agrees to on-site disposal (there may or may not be land available; on • 
the two previous Port mitigation projects excavated soil had to be kept on site in order 
to make the projects economically feasible and to protect the neighboring communities 
from the thousands of truck 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 . 
... :-Fiefd studiei in -tlie··san Gabriel River, wlilcli would tal((; approxiniately six weeks to -

complete, justify raising the mitigation ratio to at least 1.0: I instead of 0.9:1. 

HABITAT MODEL 

option A 
OptionB 
Modified Option B 

ELIGIBLE MAXIMUM 
ACRES . CREDITS 

32 27 
SO 4S 
so so 

COST 
$23M 
$27M 
$13M 

COST/CREDIT 
$852,000 
$600,000 
$260,000 

If aU 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 of Fish and Game throughout this accelerated process. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to con1act me. 

~dine~H 
Director of Planning 

cc D. Bartlett (Hellman), J. Tone (Hellman), P. Douglas (CCC), T. Henry (CCC), J. 
Fancher (USFWS), R. Hoffinan (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 behalfofthe Port ofLong 
Beach (POLB) and Mola 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 purpose described above. 

1. Review the 1988 and 1989 studies to extract specific infonnation 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 Description 

The HeUman Ranch Property is situated in the City of Seat 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 fonned 
the ocean tenninus of the San Gabriel River and consisted of coastal salt ·marsh habitat 
Since the turn 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 
landfilling. 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, 106.5 acres, is available for wetland restoration as shown in Figure 1. · 

An existing 510-foot long drainage culvert, routes through the open area between Haynes 
Cooling Channel and PCH, 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 of the 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 Opportunities 

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 Constraints 

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 
onicr to achieve coastal salt marsh and subtidal habitat elevatiODS. 

3 

• 

• 

•• 



• 

• 

• 

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 IS. 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. Description Tidal System 

1 Hellman Ranch Concept Full 
2 Hellman Ranch Concept Muted 
3 Batiquitos Lagoon Concept Muted -
4 Anaheim Bay Concept Muted (Inner Bolsa Bay) 

Table 2 -Habitat Area Definitions and Slopes 

Habitat Area Definition Typical 
Slop·e 

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 

Alternative 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 EIR!EIS dated November 1997. The target habitat distribution for the proposed 
wetland restoration is shown in Table 3. 

Table 3 - Alternative 1 Target Habitat Distribution 

Habitat Area 
Elevation . Area 

(feet,MSL) (feet, MLLW) (acres) (percenta&e) 
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 Mush +1.97 to +2.72 +4.77 to +5.52 21.6 20.2 
High Mush +2.72 to +5.16 +5.52 to+7.96 27.8 26.1 
Transition Areas Above+5.16 Above+7.96 23.6 22.2 
TOTAL t7~i:· .. -,~~·#,~~~~:~ t~~i~,:,~~~;¥i<:c;. ···,01 

~-!(·., .. J~J~ ~ -~: f-4;: 1.\ ,·, ...... 106.5 100 

Alternative 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 l Target Habitat Distribution 

Habitat Area 
Elevation Area 

(feet,MSL) (feet,MLLW) (acres) (percentage) 
Subtidal -5.8 to +0.1 -3.0to+2.9 18.7 17.6 
Intertidal +0.1 to +1.3 +2.9 to+4.1 15.1 14.2 
Low Marsh +1.3 to+l.9 +4.1 to+4.7 22.3 20.9 
High Marsh +1.9 to+2.4 +4.7to+5.2 27.3 25.6 
Transition Areas Above+2.4 Above+S.2 21.7 21.7 
TOTAL 

.,, . 
,.,~-, r:t:;; 106.5 100 :• .+ 

Alternative 3 

Alternative 3 was developed to examine the feasibility of providing a muted tidal system 
with the habitat distribution of Batiquitos 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. 

TableS- Alternative 3 Muted Tide Range Target Habitat Distribution 
Habitat Elevation Area 

(feet,MSL) (feet, MLLW) (acres) (percentage) 
Subtidal -5.80 to-2.90 -3.00 to -0.10 26.8 25.1 
Intertidal -2.90 to +0.60 -0.10to+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 jt;_;;:/\,, ;;"c··:·,- t; 1;<.}·>- . I • ' . . . < ::'-': "-.' . :: 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 DistriJJution 
Habitat Elevation Area 

(feet,MSL) (feet, MLLW) (acres) (percentage) 
Subtidal -5.80 to-1.4 -3.00to+1.4 40.0 37.6 
Intertidal -1.4 to+0.4 +1.4 to+3.2 28.0 26.3 
Low Marsh +0.4to+0.6 +3.2 to+3.4 4.0 3.8 
High Marsh +0.6 to +1.1 +3.4 to+3.9 4.0 3.-8 
Transition Areas Above+l.l Above+3.9 30.5 28.6 
TOTAL ~ ~'i:!t;·~.1-~ -tli-J:!i;}Y;:;t.#f .,., .<}~,,,:~~ft~.Gt-~"'; ... 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 additio~ a conceptual analysis was conducted to investigate the feasibility of drawing 
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water from the Haynes Cooling Channel into the w~tlands and out to the ocean through the 
San Gabriel River. · 

Alternative 3 -Full Tide Ruac 

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 BIRIEIS, 
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-BydrauHe Connection Options 
Designation BydrauHc Connection 

Alt1-1 Open Clwmel- Full Tidal System 

. Alt. 1-2 Culvert- Full Tidal System 
Altl-3 Hybrid -Full Tidal System 
Alt.3-1 Culverts- Muted Tidal System 
Alt3-2 Culverts- Full Tidal System 

The targets for the proposed wetland restoration are shown in Table 8. In comparing Tables 
5 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- Alternative 3 FuU Tide Range Target Habitat Distribution 

Habitat Type Elevation Area· 
(feet,MSL) (feet, MLLW) (acres) (percentage) 

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 +1.97to+2.72 +4.77 to +5.52 17.5 16.4 
HighManh +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 I ;v •. ' ;· ;;· . . ~p; i. ' ,,,: :~}~'-~f;~ ,'±\:::<··>X¥\,,~ :;c;;,,£' . :., 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 Bellman Ranch Batiquitos Batiquitos 

Tidal Fun Tide Range Full Tide Target Muted Tide Target Full Tide Target 
Datum (feet, (feet, (feet, (feet, (feet, (feet, (feet, (feet,. 

MSL) MLLW) MSL) MLLW) MSL) MLLW) MSL) MLLW) 
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 -Open 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 S.S-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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Pl?tion 2 - Culvert Connection 

To achieve the 5.5-foot tidal range in the wetland, two 8-foot diameter culverts with invert 
elevations an -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 ~x 
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 Culyerg) 

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, 

Alternatlye 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 MLLW) 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 Baynes Coolin: Channe) 

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 Area MBBW MLLW Tidal Prism 
(acres) (feet,MSL) (feet,MSL) (ff) 

Muted 33.8 +1.3 ~.3 1,150,000 
Full 48.8 +2.7 -2.8 6,900,000 

Note: Area includes subtidal and intertidal zone 

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 

10 \~ 
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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 S-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 unconfined aquatic disposal at an EPA-approved 
ocean dredged material disposal site (i.e., LA-2 or LA-3). If it 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. 

11 \I, 

• 

• 

• 



• 
' • 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

-• 
I 
I 

' 
' I 
I 

~. 
I 
I 

' 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 ire 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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Table 12- Comparison of Alternative Options i 

Hydraalk: Connedloa- Tide 
Total Cost ($) 

Alternatln Off'-slte Disposal On-site Disposal OtT-site Disposal On-site Disposal Range (Under PCB) (Under PCB) (Alt. Alignment) (Alt. Alignment) 
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 I and 3 vary sigilificantly depending on the 
disposal location and hydraulic connection. For either alternative, over SO percent of the 
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 
I 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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FIGURE 15 -ALTERNATIVE 4: ANAHEIM BAY CONCEPT • 
MUTED TIDAL SYSTEM 
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PORT OF LONG BEACH WETLANDS RESTORAnON 
BA11QUITOS LAGOON CONCEPT· FULL nDAL SYSTEM 

FIGURE 18 • ALTERNATIVE 3: BATIQUITOS LAGOON CONCEPT • 
FULL TIDAL SYSTEM 
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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) 
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' !;ost Estimata will! Off..sitc I!IIPOIII 

• • 
TABLE A-1- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 1- OPTION 1 (OFF-SITE DISPOSAL) 

• • • 
I 
I 

• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

\ 
I 
I 

!Description 

fMobilizationJDemobilization 
Demolition 
pxcavation 
Off-site Disposal 
Dike Removal - Cofferdam 
Dike Removal 
!Box Culvert Under PCH 
!Outlet Channel 
fOpen Channel 
PCHDetour 
~let Structure 
inlet - Shoring 
Dewatering 
Planting 

Quantity Unit Unit Cost (S) Cost($) 

1 LS 50,000.00 50,0()(J 
200,000 SF 1.00 200,000 
975,000 CY 3.00 2,925,000 
975,000 CY 12.00 11, 700,()C)() 

1,000 LF 100.00 100,000 
3,500 LF 25.00 87,500 

200 LF 3,185.00 637,000 
180 CY 400.00 72,000 
900 LF 2,066.00 1,859,400 

1 LS 300,000.00 300,000 
1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
1 LS 20,000.00 20,000 

120 Days 1,500.00 180,000 
300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

SUBTOTAL 18,670,100 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 6,534,535 

TOTAL 25,204,635 

17 
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TABLE A-2- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 1· OPTION 2 (OFF-SITE DISPOSAL) 

iDeseripdon Quandty Unit Unit Cost (S) Cost($) 

!Mobilizatiou!Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 so.ooo 
!Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,()0(l 
!Excavation 915,000 CY 3.00 2,925,000 
iOff·site Disposal 915,000 CY 12.00 11,700,000 
!Dike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,00Cl 
!Dike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,SOCJ 
!Box Culvert Under PCH 200 LF 3,185.00 637,0()() 
Putlet Backfill 3,000 CY 25.00 75,0()4) 
iOutJet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,2~ 
~CP Culvert (2 - 8' diameter) 1,800 LF 600.00 1,080,000 
~lvert Excavation 1 LS 30,000.00 30,000 
~lvert Backfill 1 LS 15,000.00 15,000 
¢ulvert Shoring 1 LS 260,000.00 260,000 
~CHDetour 1 LS 300,000.00 300,000 
)'nlet Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
)'nlet - Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,()()(] 
pewatering 90 Days 1,500.00 135,000 
,Ianting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

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 50,0()(] 
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 87,50() 
Box Culvert Under PCH 200 LF 3,185.00 637,ooo 
Qpen Channel 450 LF 2,066.00 929,700 
Outlet Backfill 3,000 CY 25.00 75,00() 
Outlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,20() 
!RCP Culvert (2 - 8' diameter) 900 LF 600.00 540,000 
!Culvert Excavation 1 LS 30,000.00 30,000 
!Culvert Backfill 1 LS 15,000.00 15,00() 

!Culvert Shoring 1 LS 260,000.00 260,00_Q 

~CHDetour 1 LS 300,000.00 300,000 

IIntet Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,20() 

IInJet - Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,00() 

!Dewatering 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 

' I 
• 19 
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TABLE A-4- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 3 ·OPTION 1 (OFF ..SITE DISPOSAL) 

Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost (S) Cost($) 

Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 50,()()(J 
Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,()()(l 
~xcavation 1,100,000 CY 3.00 3,300,000 
Pff-site Disposal 1,100,000 CY 12.00 13,200,000 
!Dike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,000 
pike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,5()(1 
~ox Culvert Under PCH 200 LF 3,185.00 637,~ 

Putlet Backfill 3,000 CY 25.00 75,000 
Putlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,200 
~CP Culvert (2 - 8' diameter) 1,400 LF 600.00 840,()()(l 
Culvert Excavation 1 LS 30,000.00 30,()()(J 
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 Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
Inlet - Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,()()(J 
pewatering 90 Days 1,500.00 135,000 
!Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

SUBTOTAL 20,077,900 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 7,027,265 

TOTAL 27,105,16! 
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TABLE A-S- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 3 ·OPTION l (OFF-SITE DISPOSAL) 

:Oescription Quantity Unit Unit Cost ($) Cost (S) 

Mobilization/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 
Off-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 87,5()_() 
!Box Culvert Under PCH 200 LF 3,185.00 637,000 
Putlet 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 
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 
nlet Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
nlet - 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 31,276,665 
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Cost Estimates with On-site Disposal • 
TABLE A""- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 1 -OPTION 1 (On-site Disposal) 

~escriptlon Quantity Unit Unit Cost($) Cost($) 

:Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 50,00Cl 
Pemolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,()()(J 
!Excavation/On-site Disposal 975,000 CY 4.00 3,900,00( 
!Dike Removal- Cofferdam. 1,000 LF 100.00 . 100,00( 
!Dike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,5()( 
!Box Culvert Under PCH 200 LF 3,185.00 637,00( 
jOutlet Chalmel 180 CY 400.00 72,0()( 
Open Chalmel 900 LF 2,066.00 1,859,40() 
PCHDetour 1 LS 300,000.00 300,000 
Inlet S1n1cture 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
Inlet - Shorina 1 LS 20,000.00 20,()()(J 

Pewatering 120 Days 1,500.00 180,000 
Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,()()(J 

SUBTOTAL 7,945,100 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 2,780,785 

TOTAL 10,715,885 

• TABLE A-7- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 1- OPTION 2 (On-site Disposal) 

Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost (S) Cost($) 

Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 50,000 
pemolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,000 
£xcavation/On-site Disposal 975,000 CY 4.00 . 3,900,000 
!Dike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,00( 
IDike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,5()( 
!Box Culvert Under PCH 200 LF 3,185.00 637,00( 
!Outlet Backfill 3,000 CY 

. 
25.00 75,0()( 

jOutlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,2()( 
IRCP Culvert (2 • s• diameter) 1,800 LF 600.00 1,080~0()( 

!Culvert Excavation 1 LS 30,000.00 30,00( 
ICulvert Backfill 1 LS 15,000.00 15,0()( 
jcutvert Shoring 1 LS 260,000.00 260,0()( 
IPCHDetour 1 LS 300,000.00 300,000 
~et Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 

'llnlet - Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,000 
!Dewatering 90 Days 1,500.00 135,000 
IPJanting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,00Cl 

SUBTOTAL 7,717,900 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 2,701,265 • TOTAL 10,419,16! 
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TABLE A-8- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 1- OPTION 3 (On-site Disposal) 

~escription Quantity Unit Unit Cost ($) Cost($) 

~obil~tionnDemobil~tion 1 LS 50,000.00 50,000 
Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,()()() 
Excavation/On-site Disposal 915,000 CY 4.00 3 ,900,()()() 
Dike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF ·100.00 lOO,oOO 
Dike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,500 
Box Culvert Under PCH 200 LF 3,185.00 637,()()() 
Open Channel 450 LF 2,066.00 929,700 
()utlet Backfill 3,000 CY 25.00 75,00() 
Outlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,200 
IRCP Culvert (2 - 8' diameter) 900 LF 600.00 540,()()() 
~lvert Excavation 1 LS 30,000.00 30,001l 
Culvert Backfill 1 LS 15,000.00 15,()()(] 
Culvert Shoring 1 LS 260,000.00 260,()()() 
~CHDetour 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,()()() 

SUBTOTAL 8,107,600 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 2,837,660 

TOTAL 10,945,260 
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TABLE A·9- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 3- OPTION 1 (On-site Disposal) • 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 1,100,000 CY 4.00 4,400,000 
Dike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,000 
IDike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,500 
!Box Culvert Under PCH 200 LF 3,185.00 637,000 
~tlet Backfill .. 3,000 CY 25.00 75,000 
!Outlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,200 
IRCP Culvert (2 - 8' diameter) 1,400 LF 600.00 840,000 
!Culvert Excavation 1 LS 30,000.00 30,~ 

!Culvert Backfill 1 LS ts,OOO.OO 15,000 
!Culvert Shoring 1 LS 260,000.00 260,000 
iPCHDetour 1 LS 300,000.00 300,000 
iinlet Stnlcture 1 LS 39,200.00 39,2~ 

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 • 

·. 

• 
24 



TABLE A-10- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 3- OPTION 2 (On-site Disposal) 

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 
!Box Culvert Under PCH 200 LF 3,185.00 637,000 
Putlet 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 
Culvert Backfill 1 LS 15,000.00 15,000 
Culvert Shoring 1 LS 260,000.00 260,000 
IPCH Detour 1 LS 300,000.00 300,000 
~nlet Structure 1 LS '39,200.00 39,200 
iiniet - 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 9,417,900 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 3,296,265 

TOTAL 12,714,165 
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Cost Estimates with Off-site Disposal (Alternate Ali&nment) • 
J.JUU.I!. A•J.J. • \..U.;)l £.;)iJ.MAll!. .tCUKALI!!.Al~A.llVI!. J. • UCllVl.,. J. \UII•.;)Jle UISp, AIL 

Alignment) 

Description Quantity Unlt Unlt Cost ($) Cost($) 

Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 50,000 
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 11,700,000 
Dike Removal - Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,000 
!Dike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,500 
Putlet Channel 180 CY 400.00 72,000 
pPen Channel 650 LF 2,066.00 1,342,900 
~et - 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 17,186,6()9 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 6,015,310 

TOTAL 23,201,910 • 
TABLE A-12- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 1- OPTION 2 (ALT. ALIGNMENT) 

!Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost ($) Cost($) 

~obilization!Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 50,000 
!Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,000 
!Excavation 915,000 CY 3.00 2,925,000 
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 
Outlet Backfill 3,000 CY 25.00 75,000 
Outlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,2~ 
RCP Culvert (2 - 8' diameter) 1,300 LF 600.00 780,000 
Inlet Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
Inlet - Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,()()(] 
Dewatering 80 Days 1,500.00 120,000 
Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

SUBTOTAL 16,885,900 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 5,910,065 • TOTAL 22,795,96! 
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TABLE A-13- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 1 -OPTION 3 (ALT. ALIGNMENT) 

!Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost ($) Cost($) 

~ob~tionnDemobilaation 1 LS 50,000.00 50,000 
Pemolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,00Cl 
!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 
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 
Outlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,200 
[Inlet - PCC Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
~et- Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,000 
pewatering 80 Days 1,500.00 120,000 
!Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

SUBTOTAL 17,232,300 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 6,031,305 

TOTAL 23,263,605 

TABLEA-14-COSTESTIMATEFORALTERNATIVE3-0PTION1 (ALT.ALIGN) 

Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost($) Cost($) 

Mobilaation!Demobilaation 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 13,200,000 
Dike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,00(] 
Dike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,50() 
Outlet Backfill 3,000 CY 25.00 75,00() 
Outlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,200 
RCP Culvert (2 - 8' diameter) 1,300 LF 600.00 780,000 
Inlet- PCC Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
Inlet-Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,000 
pewatering 80 Days 1,500.00 120,000 
!Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

SUBTOTAL 18,760,900 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 6,566,315 

TOTAL 25,327,21! 
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TABlEA-15-CXlSTESIIMATEFORAL'IERNAnvE3-OPDm'Z (ALT. AUGNMENI) 
-~ ... - ... ,..,_... ..... on ~ Unit Unit Cost (S) Cost(S) 

Mnm1 i?mioniDem:)bilizaton 1 IS 50,000.00 . -- .. ~ 50,00C 
PamHtion 200,000 SF 1.00 200,<Xi 
!r>_ on 1,250,000 CY 3.00 3,750,000 ~ - ~ ··-

Ptr-site Disposal 1,250,000 CY 12.00 JS,OOO,cXX 
Pike Rem>val- eotrem.m 1,000 IF 100.00 ------100:00: 
Pike Rermva1 ' 3,500 IF 25.00 -~---· 87,50( 

Pntet Bacldi1l 3,000 CY 25.00 -""--~- · · 75,CXX 

Pntet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 ·+··· 39,20( 
[RCP Culvert ( 4- tr dia~Deter) 2,!00 IF !00.00 1,560,()()( 

~et- PCC Structure 1 IS 39,200.00 39,200 
~et-stmng 1 IS 20,000.00 20,()(X 
!.... . 80 Dlys 1,500.00 120,00c 

runing 300,000 FA 2.50 7SO,f1.X 

SUBIUI'AI. 21,790,90( 
Engineering, AdnBnistration and ContingerDes (3SOIO) 7,626,81~ 

TOI'Al 29,417,71! • 

• 
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Cost Estimates with On-site Dis.posal (Alternate Aliaomeot) 

TABLE A-16 • COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 1- OPTION 1 (ALT. ALIGN) 

~scription Quantity Unit Unit Cost($) Cost($) 

!Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 50,000 
~lition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,000 
fExcavation!Oa-site Disposal 915,000 CY 4.00 3,900,000 
Pike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,00~ 

Dike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 81,500 
Outlet Channel 180 CY 400.00 12,000 
Qp_en Channel 650 LF 2,066.00 1,342,900 
Inlet - Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,2()() 
lnJet - Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,000 
!Dewatering 100 Days 1,500.00 150,00(l 
!Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 150,00~ 

SUBTOTAL 6,461,60~ 

Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 2,261,560 
TOTAL 8,723,16() 

TABLEA-17-COSTESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 1-0PTION 2 (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 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 81,500 
Outlet Backfill 3,000 CY . 25.00 15,000 
Outlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,200 
RCP Culvert (2 • 8' diameter) 1,300 LF 600.00 780,00() 
Inlet· PCC Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
Inlet-Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,0()() 
Dewatering 80 Days 1,500.00 120,000 
Planting 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-COSTESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATivE 1-0PTION 3 (ALT. ALIGNMENT) • 
IDeserlptioa Quantity Unit Unit Cost (S) Cost($) 

IMobilizatioa!Demobilizatioa 1 LS 50,000.00 50,000 
iDemolitioa 200,000 SF 1.00 200,000 
!Excavatioa/Oa..site Disposal 975,000 CY 4.00 3,900.000 
IOike Removal· Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,000 
!Dike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87,500 
IRCP Culvert (2-8' diameter) soo LF 600.00 300,000 
pPea Cbaaael 400 LF 2,066.00 826,400 
[outlet Backfill 3,000 CY 25.00 75,000 
[outlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,20cl 
!Inlet Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,2()( 
llntet - Shorina 1 LS 20,000.00 20,00( 
Pewateriaa 80 Days 1,500.00 120,00C 
Plaatiag 300,000 EA 2.50 750,00Cl 

SUBTOTAL 6,507,30cl 
Engiaeering, Administration and Contiageacies (35%) 2,277,555 

TOTAL 8,784,85! 

TABLE A-19- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 3 .. OPTION 1 (ALT. ALIGNMENT) • 
~rlptioa Quantity Ualt Unit Cost ($) Cost($) 

~obilization/Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 50,000 
!Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,00<J 
!Excavation/Oa-site Disposal 1,100,000 CY 4.00 4,400,00<J 
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 39,20cl 
RCP Culvert (2 .. 8' diameter) 1,300 LF . 600.00 780,000 
~et- PCC Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
~et - Shoring 1 LS 20,000.00 20,o0cl 
Pewateriag 80 Days 1,500.00 120,000 
.,laatiag 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

SUBTOTAL 6,660,9()(l 
Engiaeering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 2,331,315 

TOTAL 8,992,21! 

• 
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TABLE A-20- COST ESTIMATE FOR ALTERNATIVE 3 ·OPTION 2 (ALT. ALIGNMENT) 

!Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost ($) Cost($) 

iMobilization!Demobilization 1 LS 50,000.00 50,()()(J 
!Demolition 200,000 SF 1.00 200,000 
[Excavation/On-site Disposal 1,250,000 CY 4.00 5,000,000 
IDike Removal- Cofferdam 1,000 LF 100.00 100,000 
IDike Removal 3,500 LF 25.00 87.500 
putlet Backfill 3,000 CY 25.00 75,000 
Putlet Excavation 98 CY 400.00 39,20~ 

lRCP Culvert (4 • 8' diameter) 2,600 LF 600.00 1,560,000 
Inlet Structure 1 LS 39,200.00 39,200 
Inlet - Shoring 1 LS 20.000.00 20,000 
Dewatering 80 Days 1,500.00 120,00~ 

Planting 300,000 EA 2.50 750,000 

SUBTOTAL 8,040,900 
Engineering, Administration and Contingencies (35%) 2,814,315 

TOTAL 10,855,21! 
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, State. of CcalifoMio . . 
• .. • . . . 

. l'A e'.m o r a n d u m 

To Michael Fischer, Executive Director 
California Coastal Co~rnission · 
631 HO\·Iard Street, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94105 

Date 1 January 13, 1982 

. . 
From 1 Deportinenl of Fish and Game • 

Subiect: . Determination of the Status of Wetlands l4ithin the .City of Seal Beach, 
·Immediately South and East of the San Gabriel River Channel (Ponderosa 
Seal Beach Wetland~) 

In response to your request of December·22, 1981, attached is the Oe~artment's 
wetlands detenmination 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 aooroxirnately 
25 acres of \'tetlands in the subject area of "'hich 23 acres are severely 

· degraded. We have also found that major. restoration ~ay not be required; 
and further, restoration appears to be feasible throuQh consolidation and 

•• 

• 

other measures in conjunction \'tith a development project. As indicated •• 
in the repor·t, tte believe the restoration of these t!etlands ·could provi~e 
a significant and integral component to the effo~t for restorinq the Los 
Cerritos Wetlands System as a whole. · 

·. Altho_uQh \·te do not concur with the Coastal Conservancy staff's orioina 1 
p,roposal· for wetlands creation at various offsite locations in exchan~e 

· for· total develqpment on these de~raded )'Jetlands, t•e must coMplir.:ent the 
staff for seeking a variety of alternative solutions toward restorino 
coas~al wetland r.esources. 

The Department re~ains ·available to work with the Conservancy and the • 
Commission on all po~ential wetland restoration proje~ts in the coastal 
·zo~e. · . 

·: Please ~~ow my staff ~hrough Don lollock, Chief of the Envf~n~ent~l Services 
Branch is -available to discuss .this re!)ort t1ith you or the Cornission. . ~ . 

•. 

. . , 
. . . . .. . . .. c...' . . ..tJ-. 

. '\~~ ~-.......-_._. . . .. 

Director 

cc; Joseph ~atrillo, Executive Officer 
State Coastal Conservancy· 

. . 
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• . • .. 
Determination of the Status of 

Those Wetlands Within the Citv of Seal Beach 
Immediately South and East from the San Gabriel P.iver Channel!~ 

Introduction 

Sections 30233 and 30411 of the Coastal Act of 1976 ackno\·:1edge the Department of 
Fish and Ga~e and the Fish and Game Commission as "the p~incioal state agencies 
responsible for the establishr.ent and c~ntrol of.wildlife and fishery manage~ent 
programs." Coastal Act Section 30411(b) stipulates that the Department, in 
consultation \·tith the Coastal Commission and Department of Boating and ~latenrays, 
can study degraded tletlands and id~ntify those \'Jhich can be most feasibly restored 
in conjunction with the development of a ·boating facility, or whether there are 
•other feasible ways" to achieve such values. This report, then, represents the 
Department's determinations regarding the sub.iect t1etlands (henceforth "Seal 

·Beach Wetlands'•), pursuant to PRC Section 3041l(b) and includes a su~mary of 
findings; a brief historical perspective; present st~tus, and applicable 
definitions and critet'ia applied, extent of degraded \·:etlands; a discuss ion of 
restoration alternatives and the feasibility of restoring and improvina \'tetland 
values; and a base map \'thich delineates the extent of existinp tr1etland resources. 

Summary of Findinas 
. 

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 \·let lands. pursuant to Section 30411 ·of the Coasta 1 Act. Further,. the 
Depart~ent finds that from a biological standpoint, only the tidal channel 
(approximately 2 acres) is not severely degraded, and that approximately 23 acres 
of ttetland are severely degraded. Nobli ths tanding this finding, the Department 
also finds that, pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30411{b)(J), ~ajor restoration 
activities \·tould not be required to restore and enhance \·tetland 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.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 \<':etlands • 
natural values, including its biological productivity and wildlife features, ~ay be 
feasibly a~hieved by co~bining restoration activities \•:ith the develorf!'lE!nt of ad.j~cent 
property (this concept is expanded upon and more thorou;h ly discussed herein). 

General History 

Historically, the subject wetland areas t~re part of the 2,400-acre Alamitos Bay 
tletland CGir.Olex. This l·tetland \·las bordered on the south by Landing Bill (an upland 
promontory which divides the subject area from Anahei~ Bey) at least as recently 
as 1&94. All that rer:,ains of the historic 2,.400-acre \·:etland cor1plex are aporoxir:lately 
130 acres corr.r.:only referred to as the Los Cerritos Hetlands and the subject ?.5 acres. 
Today, these 25 acres are a heavily impacted remnant of their .forrrer status as 
productive \•:etlands. • . 

.. . 
-!/ Transmitted by the State Oepart~ent 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, f.t is necessary to define • 
the term "wetland" and to define those t1etland types e?'istent in the study area. 
For clarity, we have utilized the termin~lopy 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. Arr.y 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 w.arshes, open or. closed brackish water marshes, S\'tan:ps, 
mudflats, and fens.• 

• 
We consider the Coastal Act definition of •wetlands" to be compatible with the 
U.S. Fish and •lildlife Service Wetland Classification System arid wetland 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 biolo9ical and ~hysical criteria 
are consistently applied. We concur with the interface between the Coastal Act 
"wetland" definition and the USR{S definition as discussed in Appendix D of the 

• "Statewide Interpretive Guidelines or Wetlands and Other Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitat Areas" (adopted by the California Coastal Commission, February 4, 1981). 

The USFWS 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 purooses of this 
classification, wetlands must have one or r.ore of .the foll~iing three 

· att~ibutes: .(1) at least periodically, the land supports predominantly 
· hydrophytes; (2) the substrate is predominantly undrained hydric soil; 
· anif (3) the substrate is nonsoil and iS saturated t1ith water· or covered 
by shallO'.., water at some time during the growing season of each year. 

· · Wetlands as defined here include lands ·that are identified under other 
categories in so;:;e land-use classifications. For ·example, t1etlands • 
and farmlands are not necessarily exclusive. ~a~ areas that we define 

· as wetlands are farmed during dry periods, but ff they are not tilled 
or planted to crops, a practice that destroyes the natural veget~tion, 
they will support hydrophytes. · • . · . 

Drained hy~ric soils that are now incapable of supporting hydrophytes . 
because of a change in ,.,ater regirr.e are not cQnsic!ere$1 \•,oetlands 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 desig~ated as (1) the boundary beb~en 
land with predominantly hydrophytic cover and land.with predominantly 
mesophytic or xerophytic cover; (2) the boundary bebteen soil that is 
predominantly hydric and soil that is predo~inantly.nonhydric; or. 
(3) fn.the case of wetlands without vegetation or soil, the boundar,y 
between land that fs flooded or saturated at some time each year 
and land that is not.• · (Cowardin, 1979) 

.· . ; 

· .. 

• 
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. . 
lo.'e have applied the usniS definition during the preparation of the map of the 
subject wetland area. · Again; referring to the Coastal Act definition, i~ can 
be argued that portions of the 25 acre wetland area identified by the Cepart~ent 
are not periodically inundated. Rather, these areas ar~ periodically saturated 
after enough to largely preclude ·the gr~wth of plant species \·thich 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., salt\·1ater marsh, brackish \·later marsh, etc.). Therefore, tie 
believe that these wetland areas which exhibit oeriodic substrate saturation are 
explicitly wetlands by Coastal Act definition.·· 

The specific \-letland terms used are those utilized in the Coastal- A·ct and the 
Co~mission•s Wetland Guidelines. These terms are-as follows: 

Salbtater to brackish \·;ater marsh: A wetland, as defined ·above, 
estuarine, of estuarine origin, or exhibitin9 a \'later reqine 
and salinity which maintain vegetation characteristics of·an 
estuarine system. For the purooses of this report, let this 
designation include areas tlhich. are at least 30~ covered by 
saltwater marsh or brackish water marsh indicator plant species. 

Salt flat - A wetland, as defined above, \·/here vegetation is 
lacking (less than 30% aerial coverage) and soils arc poorly 
developed as a result of frequent or drastic fluctuation of 
surface water levels, \•lave action, \'later flo\.,, turbidity 6r high 
concentrations of salt or other substances in water or substrate • 

0 e.n \·later - A \'tetland (mean lo\·ter low ttater less tha"n 6 feet in 
depth \·Jhich is ahtays covered by surface \·later, or \'lhich is .norMally 
covered by surface \·later for severel months during ye.ars of average 

· rainfall. _(Seasonal pending areas could, of course, be alternatively 
· designated as "salt flat" areas.) . 

·Upland/fill - Areas characterized-by predominantly upland vegetation. 
IJ.ost of the are·a so designated t1as wetland at the turn of the century 
and has been filled. 

Based on"the above definitions and criteria and upon careful analysis of airial 
photographs in combination with extensive ground truthing, the DepartMent finds that 
there are approximately 25 acres of \·1etland in the study area (see attache·d map). 
These acres may be subdivided into the above defined subcategories as follo\'Js:· 
salt water marsh to brackish water marsh (3.4 acres); salt flat (18.0 acres); open 
\·rater/estuarine \·letland (3.3 acres)_. · · · 

Pickle~·1eed (Salicornia virainica and subtenninalis) are the dominant salt bracl:i~h 
wa.ter marsh indicator p'lant species in the study area. Other salb!ater r::arsh to 
brackish water l'l!rsh indicator species include alkali heath (Frankenia c:.randifolia); 
saltgrass (Distichlis soicata); brass buttons (Cotula coronoo'lfolia): r.:arsh roser.ary 
(lirr.onium .f_orr.mune var. californicum); rabbit-foot polypo(!on {Polvoooon nonsnleliensis; 

· Batis maritima); ditch grass (Rupia maritima); saltbush (Atriplex patula); and dock 
.(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 dump site for fill materials. 
Tidal flows have been eliminated except tlithin the narro~., tidal channel. Fish 
collected from the tidal channel include striped mullet (f.!uQi 1 cephal us); staghorn • 
sculpin (leptocottus armatus); longja\., mudsucker (~illichthys mirabilis); California 
ki111fish {Fundulus parvipinnis); mosquito fish (Ga~busia affinis); too smelt • 
(Atherinops affinis; tilapia mossambica); and a range extension for the sailfin 
molly (r·1ollienesia 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 wetland 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 t:eather, bird u~e remained consistently loti. 

Ttie endangered California least tern is knO\'In to forage in the· tidal channel. The 
· endangered Belding's savannah sparrow has also been observed. 

The primary value of the subject wetland area lies in its potential as a restored 
wetland. 

Determination of Degraded Wetlands 

·fleithe.r Section 30121 of the Coastal Act nor the U. S. Fish and Hildlife Servic-e 
•:etland Classification System define or discuss "degraded t:etlands." Ho\·lever, 
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. Implicit in 
this ar.andate is that the Department itself must define "degraded t;etlands" since 
undefined areas cannot be identified. 

Accordingly, based on ecological factors we have defined degraded wetlands as. 
follO\'IS: · . . . . · . . 

Degraded tretlan'cis: A t;etland whi~h has.been altered by man 
through impairrr.ent of some physical property and in \·lhich 

· the alteration has resulted in a reduction of biological 
complexity in terms of .species diversity of wetland:associated 
·species which previously existed in the \'letland ~reas. 

. . 

ite emphasize that this definition is to be applied· only t1hen the alteration is 
induced by man, and. is not meant to apply to natural successf~n from a complex to 
a more simplif~ed wetland _community. ~ .. 

• 

• 

All 2S acres of \·!etland.may be classified as degraded pursuant to the defi.nitf~n. 
Because wildlife use and species diversity is low in all identified wetland areas 
except the tidal channel, the Departreent finds that 23 acres of wetland ~re'severely · 
degraded, and that the 2-acre tidal .channel is not severely degraded. 

Restoration of Wetlands Within the Studv Area ·. 

0 

Restoration of wetlands within the study are~ should-be desi~ned to c~pleMent the • 
Los Cerritos Hetlands to the north of the San Gabriel River ·channel. ~lith· this in 
m.ind, it seems appropr"iate to· discuss the probable character of .the los Cerritos 

·.· ~ ·. 



• 

• 

•• 

•• 

, ... s .. ._ 
• 

Wetlands after they are restoreH. Tentatively, it appears that the los Cerritos 
Wetlands \·lill be ·prir..arily marine oriented, \'lith lesser acreage devoted to brackish, 
fresh~tater~ and seasonal- \'tetland types. Thus, it appears that the subject 25-acre 
wetland area might best be restored and enhanced for fresh/brackish water wetland 
values so as to maximally compliment the los Cerritos \"ret land 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 \·1hich passes 
under the power plant intake channel and into the San Gabriel channel to increase 
tidal flo\·IS, and by c;onstructively using runoff from development \'Ihich may 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 Enhancinq Wetlands Within the Study Area 

Pursuant to 'PRC Section 30411(b), this Department is authorhed to study degraded 
·\';etlands. Once this study is initiated, \·le are required to address essentially 
three considerations: 

. . . 

1. •rhether the l-tetland is so severely degraded and it is not capable 
-bf recovering and maintaining a. high level of biological produc
tivity without major restQration activities.· 

2. Whether a substantial portion of the deqraded 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. •thether restoration of the \'tetland's na.tural values, includin9 its 
.biological productivity and wildlife features, can most feasibly be 
achieved and maintained in conjunction with a boating facility or 
whether there are other feasible \'tays to achieve such values. 

A. Section 3041l(b){1) 
. 

This Coastal Act Section requ~res the Department to determine \·lhether ll'.ajor 

. . . 

-restoration efforts \•:auld be required to restore the identified degraded \·1etlands. 
It is our position that restoration and enhancement r.:ay be accomDl ished throuqh 
development of adjacent property and through a consolidation oroject involving 
that tletland area south of the tidal channel. It'appears that-such a project· 
may not entail a relatively major expenditure of funds nor would it require · 
maJor restoration since it could be accomplished by merely designating. 
~trategicalJy located fill borrO'tt sites for fill \·:hich.\·lould be re·quired in 
certain developable areas. This concept \·lill be more thoroughly tr·eated under 
the discussion of Section 30411(b)(3) below. 

B. Jection 3041l(b)(~) 

. Because of .the character and intensity of adjacent development: it seems unlikely 
that a boating facility is a viable option. · ... 

, 
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c. Section 304ll(b)(3) : 
. . 

Pursuant to PRC Section 30411(b)(3), this Department is required to address 
how restoration and enhancen~nt of degraded wetlands can most feasibly be 
achieved. The tenn "feasible" is defined in PRC Section 30108 as follows: 
• 
Feasible: Capable of being accomplished in a successful manner t1fthin 
a reasonable period of time taking into account economic, environr.~ntal,
social, and technological factors • 

• 
A tidal channel runs the full length of the wetland ~rea (see the long· 
nar.row "open ttater" 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 wetland would function viably~ Human intrusion 

· and the effect of adjacent disturbance \·tould likely prevent this \•:etland 
. area from providing high value to wildlife. If left in place, this wetland 

would also frag::tent adjacent development ·into essentially t\-10 blocks -one 
east and one t1est of the t'zetland. Additionally, the 8.1-acre ttetland trould 
remove 8.1 acres plus approximately 3 acres of a required buffer zone from· 
potential development by the landowner. 

For the above reasons, it appears that fillinq this .wetland in conmination with 
restoring wetlands to 8.1 acres of existing non-tletlands on the northt:est side 
of the small tidal channel is the ~4St 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 development by the 

tid~l channel and dikes. This results in significantly reducing 
~h~ 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 acres 
·. for development due to lessening of buffer area requirerr.ents. 

The developr.2nt could be contiguous (with obvious ·advantage • 
. associated with internal traffic circulation). In mitigating 

the effects of this. fill, the prooer~v 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-~retfand 
would have to. be converted to wetland. This results· in a net gain 
·of about 7 acres for development. · 

" .• . 
4. The·a.l-acre wetland area is, of course, a low spot which apoarently • · 

· ·· requires fill for developreent. By designating the non-developable 
upland areas as borrow sites for fill material, it should be possible 
to borrow the fill necessar,y to develope the 8.1-acre wetland while 
simultaneously lowering these uplan~ areas and converting them to 
wetlands. Minor 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 approxi~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 t'etland r~storation 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 ot-:ner 

· would amount to about $250,000. 
• 

5 •. The consolidation p~oject outlined above \"tould, 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 \·:etland's natural values, including its bioloQical 
productivity and \•lildlife 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 ot·mers at 
that time, '"e 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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Commission ataff. !be Commisaiaa ataff requested that the Department of . . .. ,. : 
fttlh and Game up the vetland.a aout'b of the San Gabriel liver vithm the 

Coastal Zone of the City of Seal leach. The Deparblellt vas alao requeated . . 
to provide an assessment· of the bioloaical value of the area in questiom. 

• ad to provide recommendaticma for posal.'ble enhancement. . . . 

!be up 'and accompanytnc text were prepared after r~ev of pertinent 

literature. field aurveya, and careful exalduatiaa of aerial photocrapha .• 

!be .appin& utilize• the u.s. Fish and Wildlife Se'Z'vlce (USFWS) wetland 

classification system with teras adapted pursuant to Coastal Commission 

Wetland Guidelines. 

DEFINITIONS 

The followtna.definitions apply: 

!Dvironmentally sensitive area 

"Any area in vhicb plant or animal life or their habitats are either 

rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an 

ecosystem and Which could)e easily disturbed or degraded by human activi

ttea and developments." (California Coastal Act, Sectiaa 3107.5). 

Wetland 

"Land vhere the water table is at • near • or a~e the land aurfac:e 

lon&ltnoup to promote the formation of hydric: aoils or to support the 

arowth of hydrophytes.. In c:ertain types of wetlands, wgetatiou is lac:k

DI and soils •re poorly developed or .abaent as a r~sult of frequent and 

drastic: fluctuatiaaa of aurfac:e-vater 1eyels, wave ac:tion, water flow, tur

•idity or hi&h c:onc:entrations of aalt or other subatances in water or aub

atrate. Such wetlands can be rec:oanized 'by the preaenc:e of aurfac:e water 

ft aaturated aubatrate at aome t11ae durin& each year and their locatiaa 
f 

. . \'J.. 

• .... 

. .. 

•• 
.• 

. 

• 

. • • 



.. 
• • - • ~I.·. ._.? r<.t~;:~,.: .t }?·:;·"}~; . -2 - . . ·. . : ·. ·. 

vf.thf.D 0~ ·~•.cent to, wse~~~ec! wetlanc!s or c!eep-vater habitats ... ll 
• : . .: • . • ~ • ~· .•· :• . !· . . . 

• Saltva.ter t~ b~acldsb ·w~ter tiarsb · ·· ... ·. . ·. · · : • 

A .,,e"tl~d, as. ~fia.ec! .. ab~, ••tuad.a.e Y; of estuar!D.e orisin, Ol' . 

. . 

• 

• 

'# • 

ub!bitin& a water· resime uc! b&l.inity which aa1nta1u veaetatioa. chal'ac- . 

teristic of ~ estuarine •y8tem. For the pUrposes of this report, let 

this desianat·i~ tnclude areas which are at least lo% ll covered by salt- · 
.... 

vatel' ~rsh or brackish water marsh indicator plant speciu. These areas . 
. 

ara shown in liaht areen on the accompany map • 

Salt flat .• 

A wetland, •• defined above, where vegetation is lacking ( 30% !/ 

cover4ge) and soils are poorly developed or absent as a result of frequent 

or drastic fluctuations.of surface water levels, wave action, water flow, 

turbidity or high concentrations of salt or other substances in water or 
. 

substrate. These areas are shown in yellow on the accompanying lk"lP• 

.· !/ u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service, ·"classification'.!!! Wetlands ~ Dee:g
. ·water ·Habitats ·of 'the United States (An Operational Draft)" October 
· 1977. pages 4-s-:--

· 2/ u.s. Fish and.Wildlife Service, page 14. -
lf u.s~ Fish and Wildlife Service, pages 35-37. . . 
!/ u.s. J'isb and Wildlife Service., pages 35-37. · . 

.. . 
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vat~r~ .or vhlch ·la aonaltj. covered 1»7 liul:faca water for aeveraliiODtha . . ' .. . . . . . . . . . . . .. 
ovt of ~e 7eu •. t'beaa areu an abOWD la blue oa the accompanyln& up. 

. : ~ ' 
. Uplancl/!111·. · . • . . 

Areu· characterize~ b7 predam:l.Dantly uplaud veaetatiOD. Moat of the .. . 
ana ao deaipated vu upland at the tum of the ceutu17 ancl baa b.ea 

filled. These areas are ahOWD la brOWD oa the accOmpanylna up. 

.. . . . .. 
R!atoricaUy, the area waa part of the 240G-acre Alamitos Bay wetland ' . . 

compl~ 11. 'l'h:la vet land area was bordered OD the aouth by Landin& Bill 

(at least as rece~tly as 1894). Today, the wetland area south of the San · 

Gabriel liver ta a heavily impacted remnant of ita former arandeur. 

!'be areu delineated as wetlancla on the accompany:ln& 118.p at:e wetlancls 
·JI 

•. . . -:. 
. ~· . . . . . 

•~ ........ 

1»7 Coutal Act clafinitlon and by VSFWS cleflnitlon. P:lckleweed, Salicomla • 

2aelfica, la the dominant salt aarsh indicator species in the study area. 

Other aaltwatet: marsh to braCkish water marsh indicator species include 

alkali heath'(Frankenia arancllflora); aaltarasa (Pisttchtlis apicata); 

brasa buttoaa (Cotula corono2tfolia); 118.rah roseury (timonium commune var. 

caltfornicum); rabbit-foot polypoaon (Polypogon monspellensls); Batie 

•ritiu; ditch arasa (Rupia maritima?; aaltbush (Atrlplex patula); and . 
doCk (Rumex ap.). 

Speth, 3. W. at al. 1976, '"!!!!.Natural Resources 9!. Anaheim lax"; 
Calif. Dept.·.of Fish a~cl Game, Coastal Wetland Series No. 18. 

.. ' 

.. 
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· cl..s:.tci~lly. ruder~l. ~peciea • One notable e:xcepti~. tO this DOrm is the 
• • ••• ~. • • ~ • • • 0 • • 

atucl of eucalyptus alona the cOa.stvarcl bluff. 
. . . ~ . . . 

. 1be aarrow tidal channel supports estuarine-related fish apeciea auch 

u atripeclmullet; Mugf.l eephalus; ataghom aculpill, Leptocottua annatua; 

· looajaw mudsucker, Gf.lU.chtbya mit"abilta; a~ul ~11fom1a k.Ulif111h 1 

Fundulus parvipinnis. The two aost numerous fishes tn the channel are both 

introduced species--Tilapia mossambica ancl Mol11enesia latipinna. 

The only mollusks observed were the California hom snail, Ceritbidea 

ca11forn1ca, and the aalt marsh 81Ulll 1 Melampua olivaceva. 

• PHYSICAL CHARACTERISIICJ 

The average elevation of the mapped wetlands ia not known, but appears 

to be with~n the tidal range of the San Gabriel River. So~ls of the sub

ject wetlands are generally organic with high halinitiea • 

Standing water runs the full range betweeen fresh (leas than 0,5 

parts/1000) and hyperhaline (greater than 40 parts/1000) depending on loca

tion, time of year. recency of rainfall. amount of rainfall. and ~ some 

instances the hei&ht of the tide. Standing water is circ:umneutral 

alkaline (pH 5.5 or biJher). 

The wetlands of the subject area exhibit an artificial water regime. 

they are at least seasonally flooded or saturated •. ·It ia apparently the 

combination of low elevation, high aroundwater table. euhaline around

water, and precipitation which permits the uinteaanc:e of saltwater ursh 

a.d aalt flat areas. 

!here 11 evidence of recent and extensive vehicular activity through

out desiznated wetland areas. There is also evidence of recent dumping of 

fUl utertal. 

. ~·. · .. 
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: . . .. ~ • :·.~.: ... ~'··.:! .• :~. ·. ·. =·. :" • • • . • . 
. • 'Ill aeneral, ·exlstf.na wetland valU.. are quite poor. . . .. . . Bvea after rela- • 

... . . . . . 
tiY017 he&V)'. Vtnter storu, bird un in the subject wetlands vas extt:eM.lJ' 

•. . .. . . . . . ,. . . 
lf.aht •. We have inspected the subject wetlands durin& low and hf.&b tf.de 

c,c1ei in a effoi't to detendue anr correlation betweea the beiaht of the 

tide and bird ••· lf.rd ue remaf.D.ed consisten~lJ 1ov. 
. 

'l'he endanaered Califomf.a least tem, Sterna albf.frons brownf., and 
. 

leldf.n&'a sava!U'18h sparrow; Paaserculua sandwlcbenaf.s beldinsi, have 'ben 

observed in the stuq area 'b7 Department peraOilllel. 

· lxf.st:tna fish and 110lluak resources would be expected. to improve coa.

sf.derablJ if additional ~idal f.nterchanae were provided. 
. . 

ENHANCEM.Elfr UCOt-!M'Dt'DATIONS 

The tidal channel is connected to the San Gabriel liver by a culvert . 
wicb passes under ·the power plant intake channel. This culvert f.s 

equipped with a aate WhiCh allows the passaae of storm flows f.nto the river, 

but vbf.ch tends to preclude water. transference f.n the other df.rectf.oa. 

In order to effect maximized water transfer, two major issues con

cemina the "existina culvert are apparent. Firat, f.t ia necessary to modi

f)' the tide&ate so that Sa Gabriel ltiver water f.a allowed to flow into . 
the au'bject wetlands throuahout the tidal cycle. Secoacl, it would seem 

ac!Yantaceous to hydraulically clean the culvert to permit desiJD capacitJ . 
' . 

flows 'ia both clirectiODS • 'fbe Dew tide Sate ai&bt H deaipecl to allov 

aelectf.ve admittance· of water (i.e. permit free paasaae of water for aU· 

tidal ataae water levels, but preclude the admittance of flood ataae water 

leftll) 1[!!!!!. ~ necessary !!!. protect existf.na development. 

It a&J be possible to croaa the poWer plant intake channel with an 

. . .. 

·~ 

• 

a4dltion.a1 culvert (or culverts) thereby connec.tina the San Gabriel ltiver • 

vf.th the au'bject wetlands. 'lbia woulcl result in considerably lncreaaed 

\~ 

------·-----
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vat~r availability fot: reat~rative purpoaea. 'l'he feasibility of ·thia c:oO-

w • • .. • • • • • • • •• 

cept should}•~ _explored. Cenerally, it would seem ac!vtaable froa a bio- • 
• • • 5 • • 

1octea1 · atandpotAt ·. to adlieve the maximum possible marine water influence 
. .. :;_: ··,.·~ . . ... . . . 

v:l.tbfn the·. atacly aTe&. '· 
: ~ . ~ ' 

: . 

. .• ,, . ~:: ...... ·. •. . . . . . 
: : · · Oru:a the above meana of maximizins saltwater tnnuence within the atucly, 

ana have been ascertainecl, ancl once the hydrau~ica of the area are undezo

: atoocl, it ~oulcl then be poaaible to refine enhancement recommenclaticma • 

Tentatively,·: breachina the dike and the extensio~ of additi~ai channels 

in atratesic locations aeems aclviaable • 
. 

Ill orcler to augment water availability and to diversify wetland 

11Wl8&ement options, it would seem highly desira~le to constructivel;r use 

water runoff from future development of adjacent upland nreas. However, 

before this option can be~operl;r evaluated, many questions will have to 

be answered by the~~astal Commission. Among the most important questions 

are: 

1. Are the extensive fill areas within tbe study area "degraded wet

lands•• "by Coastal Act definition? (These areas .m. primarily 

historic wetland~ which have been degraded). 

2. 'What type of land use is appropriate for these "upland/fill" 

areas if, in fact, they are not considered "desraded wetlandst" 

Development ~lana for the subject area have not yet been formally 
... 

submitted for review. However, we wderstand that significant portions of 

tbe Bellman property·are tentatively planned for retention as open space 

(a jolf course) •. Thus, it would seem possible (and highly desirable f~om 

a biolo&ieal standpoint) to retain significant open space in the form of 

a restored wetlancl area. Ve would welcome the opportunity to work with .. 
the property owner, the Coastal Commission, and (perhaps) the Coastal Con

servancy reaardin& the resolution of wetland enhancement issues on the 
• 

subject property. 

. . .. 

. .... ~ .. 
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t!lat auda faaa1bla ahance11ent uasurea u those outlined above are n-

: quira4 bJ' the Coastal Act. · MeasU'I'U neceaaar,. to aaaUTe that potential 

wetlanda yaluea of thia area are maxtmize4 ahoultl be incorporated into the 

Local Coutal Proara for tha City of Seal. leach, and/or incorporated into . . . 
~ · U,. Coaatal Development Pemtt for tha area. ,. .. \ 
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SubJHts Btllmaa (tor .Jolla A)'Oilll) . . . 
IJ•tc: Fri. 51un 98 8:01:49 PDT . 
Prom:~eiD Lu • .mil> (Eric D Steia) 

Tot 
CCa <'Mlacn p .uuce.army.mll> (SpencttD MuNen CO.llx34171oc 11016) 

JOim, 
2: only have a few IIWNt••• •o I Gamaot be .. deta:i.lecl u Z wcnald likla, INt. 
hen an a few thought• em. the llellm.m pro~ect. 

Aa ~ II::Dow, the Cor:p• believe• muoh of tl:ut 1ow1qcb would ntain COr:p8 
:tu:ru<U.ot :Lora wder SeGtion 10 of the 2i 'ffara an4 Barbora Mt. fta •ill 
cha11en,e to reato:ring tbe aite would ._ gettiag eno~sh tidal volume oa-. 
tla •:l.te to aupport a laz:ver wetluda CC~~>l•. X doa.•t tlt.izllt it u 
imposaible, but probably Woulcl require a mdl lar;er cc:mduit from the Ia 
cab:riel tiwr (e.g. an open •ide Cbannll1 'd. a pi,.). '1"here ma:r l:lle 
oppo:tt\Ulitie• either through the I. ea. COaatal Wetluda eleadnghouae en: 
related veau.. to aec:un funcling for 1ueb a •ftol't. Bowtver, btt'o:re .ay 
:reatoratioa. plan• for the aite are oonti4era4 tbe qpticna for inoreaata; 
the tidal pr1n IIUat. a ~¥cughl.y explon4. _ 

~ other maiA COC'Ifttnt f.e r-sardiftf t:he J'eb. 1JJ8 fua.oticm.al evalu.aticm dane 
b)' Gl.nn LW:.oa Mace. for tbt p:ro,ect • JU tl:t.o\la'b the intent of tM az:aalyai• 
i• pod, tM aotual ~~DAlyd• b highly flawed. l wou14 oot baae uy 
deciaiQJl on the analyaia contained in t.bb doc:\&IMIDt clue to ita funaa..atal. 
errore in &lleumpUone and 4eei!IP1• ~ pzool)l...., are nuqro\UI, but • few · 
inoluclet . 

•• 

'l'hare ia DO apparct tie to reference clata (or &Ill' data for tb&t matter) • 
The •ealios of nriabla awea.ra a:tbit.rary with litUe foun.dation iA 
eeienoa. J'or exa~le, t.ha flood!Da duration ~iable ia ba.£oa11y ~ 
relicScee Umrt/::1.0. 'l'be" i1 no baai• that :r ean aee for thia a.,.umptian of 
p:roportioaality between :reaidence ttm. ameS tbt variable ''·I· it •••ume• 
that -r:r, • 1 daya ia 4 timea •• sroo4 •• '1'Z' • 2 days). Al&o, aeveru of t:!ut 
functione ~•• the axaGt aame variable• reaultiag in •doUble count~• of • 
certain aite attdD\Itea (i.e. aeveral fun~1011.1 W1ll al,.YI uve the , ... 
acore1 •• each other) • The vay the functional analy&ia 11 duigDec!, rt'% u 
driven by v1!1Jflt6tion and 1:1.11. Therefore all that tbe proponent would. u8d 
to ·do ia plant app:ropdat.e 1fPP and increaae the aice of' wetloda aU.ptly 
and the analya:le will abow a large flmct:lanal booat. Por aueb an IID&lyaia 
to be valid in mu1t be ~lad in aound 1cicce aDd fi:.ly ti•d to a :r:'Obuat 
Gata 1et. T.beaa fundament attribute• ~· lacktn; ~ Glean ~oa analywi•. 

Hope this iafo helJlll. t will be naa.hable by email early ~ week wbc X 
a in W. Take care . 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Brie 'D. StaiD 
u. 8. Army Corp• of Znt'inMr• 
Lol Ansr•l•• J)iat:riot:, Jleg\llar.o~ »:ruacb 
eat:ein•apl.uaace.a~.m£1 
21S-U2-Jf11 (pbcm.e) 
213J&I2•,111 (fax) 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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Office of the Chief 
Regulatory Branch 

• ' . 

Hellman Properties LLC 
·Attn: Dave Bartlett 
P.O. Box 2398 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEEIIS 

P.O SOX 1327tt 
LOS ANGELES. CAUFORNIA IOOSMUS 

; . 
March 23, 1998 

Seal Bea~ California 90740 

Dear Mr. Bartlett . 
We have received copies of correspondence from yourself and the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service (Service) discussing issues related to projected wetland impacts associated 
With the proposed Hellman Ranch Development (DA File No. 98..00219-ES) in Seal Bea~ 
California. The purpose of this letter is to clarify the Corps of Engineers current status of 
review 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 
tiiscussed at a December 15, 1997 site visit and a March 18, 1998 phone call between yourself 
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. The 
lowland portion of the site was partially filled with dredge spoils during construction 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 part, be 
reasonably returned to tidal influence, we believe that a portion of the lowlands is still 
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 alternatives and 
impacts. 

The Cean Water Ad Section 404(b}(1) guidelines stipulate that aU practicab~ efforts 
must be made to avoid ~d minimize impacts to aquatic resources and that the Corps am 
only authorize the least environmentally damaging practicable projed alternative. 
Furthermpre, for non-water dependent projects, such as residential and recreational 
. d~elopment, the guidelines establish a rebuttable presumption that a less damaging . 
alternative exists that would not affect special aquatic sites (e.g. wetlands). In~ mse, the 
burden of proof is on the applicant to demonstrate that less damaging alternatives are I\Ot 
practicable. At this time, we do not have sufficient information to determine whether the . 
proposed project would constitute the least environmentally damaging practicable al~tive. 
The objectives of our analysis wUI be to ensure that impacts to aU Corps jurisdictional area 
(under both Section 404 and Section 10) are avoided and minimized to the uwdmum extent 
practic:al and that all.opportunities to restore wetlands on the project site are maximized. • 
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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 CO& 
of the Clean Water Act and/or Section 10 of the Rivers and H~ Ad. . 

: 
Several comments in your and the Service's letters reference mitigation for the proposed 

project. The Section 404(b)(t) guidelines require that compensatory mitigation be used Gilly 
to offset impacts that cannot be avoided or minlmizecl. Therefore, until we have completed 
our alternatives analysis and know what the project impacts will be, it Is difficult 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 resfcmal 
guidebook to assess hydrogeomorphic function (not values) of riverine wetlands In Souther~_\ 
California. Currently, no regional hydrogeomorphic model exists to assess functions of 
estuarine fringe or depressional wetlands, such u those found on the proposed project lite. 
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 US. Environmental Protection 
Agency. When you submit your application for a Corps permit, please Include a detailed 
description of your "fun~onal 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 proc:ess. · 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 Usted or eliga'ble for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places. II such sites exist within the Area of Potentill Effect 
of our permit action, we wW be required to coordinate with the State Histone Presenration 
Officer In order to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act. This determination wW partially depend on the resolution of the extent of Corps 
jurisdic:lion. 

· Ju part of the Corps of Engineers permit process, we wW distribute a public notice to· 
fadlitate our required public·lnterest review and our analysis under Section 404(b)(l) and the 
National Environmental Policy Act. 'l'his process rnay 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~ (EIS). 

· Jn summary, we do not currently have Jumdent information· to inalce conClusions on 
the merits of the proposed project or its compliance with the requiremeilts of the Corps' 
permit program under Section CO& of the Oean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivera and 
Harbors Act. Unresolved substantive issues Include the extent of Corps jurisdicti~ 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 propose!=! project. When you submit your application for a Cozpa 
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permit, please include information relevant to these issues (as descnoed above) to assist in 
our review. U you have questions or wish to schedule a meeting to discuss ~ese Issues in 
more detail# please contact Eric Stein of my staff at (213) 452·3415. 

ct USFWS; Attn: Robert James 
tJSEPA; Attn: Rebecca Tuden 
CCC·Lona Beach; Aan: Jolm AU,YCIDI 
CDFG; Attn: Scott Harris 
RWQCB·Santa Ana; Attn: Undl Gllrcia 

• 

I . . 

~:J_[J .G)11 
Mark Durham 
Chief, South Coast Section 
Regulatory Branch 
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__ ..um- 5-98 FII 11:43 AI FWS PAX 19~ 760 431 5902 

United States Department of the Interior 
PlSH AND WII.DUFB SERVICE 

.......,.... ... ".-r·,.·;.t:"'\:': =~= 
2730 Loker Avenue Will 

C.lsbed, CaJifomia 92008 

Mr. John T. Auyons, Staff Analylt. 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangatc, 1Oth PJoor 
Long Beach, California 90102-4302 

JUN Os 1998 

lte: Revised Staff' Report for Hellman Ranch Devclopmefrt. City of Seal Beach, Celifomia 
(Coastal Development Pennit Applieation 5-97-367) 

Dear Mr. Auyona: 

This letter provides Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) comments on the revised staff report 
dated May 26, 1998. We are aware that a hearing before the CaJifomia CoastaJ Commission 

P. l 

• 

(Commission) regarding this project is scheduled for Juno 10, 1998, but we are unable to attend • 
to give testimony. Our comments and recommendations arc based on the above referenced staff 
report; our letter to you, dated March 13, 1998; a letter to Mr. Dave Bart1ett, dated March 26, 
1998; a telephone conference with you on June 3. 1998; and other infonnation available to the 
Service. 

1bc new staff report modified the report dated March 19, 1998, by recommendina approval of 
the residential housin& component of the project, approval of land divisions u modified by 
conditions, and deletion of the proposed golf course. No wetlands would be directly impacted by 
the revised proposal. With the exception of the "State Lancls Parcel," the lowland area would . 
remain in its present condition. We believe the staff report isthorou&hly written md is an 
excellent explanation of coastal act issues. 

The Serv~cc expresses support of the revised staft'n>eommendation u the plan addresses om 
concerns expressed in our earlier lettcra. The project now recotiUilCDded by Commission ltd 
avoids fUrther loss of wetland end reduces impacts to arassJand areas by pmcrving foraaloa and 
wintering habitat for raptors. lu related in the revised staff 1cport and u we believe, feasible 
opportunities are available to support a sufticie.n.t tidal prism for wetlud rutoratio.n other tbm 
1he applicant's proposal. MOlt Importantly, in our view, fbture 'tWJtlad JeStoratfon consiJteDt 
with the Califomia Coastal Act remains possible. Consequemly, the Service recommeads the 
Commission adopt the staffrecommeodltiOD. 

• 



• 

• 

5-98 Fil 11:44 AM 'FWS FAX HQ 760 431 5902 F. 2 

Mr.1ohn T. Auyoug JUN 0:51998 

The Service bas substantial expertise in the area of coastal wetland restoration and offers ita 
services in furthering wetland restoration projects at the subj~t property. 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. 

Sincezely, 

Assistant FieJd Supervisor 

1-6·98·TA·l09 
cc: see enclosed Hst 
cc: CE, Regulatory Branch. Los Angeles, CA (Attn: Eric Stein) 

EPA, San Francisco, CA (Attn: Becky Tuden) . 
California Department ofFish and Game, Lona Beach, CA (Attn: Scott Harris) 
Regional Water Quality ControJ Boani, Riverside, CA (Attn: Linda Garcia) 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

COPIES TO: 

RE: 

MEMORANDUM 
via United States Mall 

MAY8,1998 lo) 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION Ill! lt,/f,'~·~r 0 II 
AIT: JOHNAUYONG Ill ft.JI/ ift'jl:' 

rt/y ' 'l/) It' J 

DAVE BARTLm Co;qS. C'-1Lt~ J 1.9aa. '(jj 
!;qL a O,t,. •. 

CLEM SHUTE 
DWIGHT WORDEN 
SUSAN HORI 
JERRY TONE 

OAA:vtq 
. r"'-1/ss~. 

01\: 

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. 

AprU 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. 

• 

June 5, 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 bad over 90 days to respond to the project 
but did not. 

6 .. 't7- 3(, 7 tt;Ji tJjt" Jr 
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,Aemorandum 
Re: USFWS Timeline 
May8,1998 
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 any response to the 
technical reports that were sent to the USFWS for review . 

October 20,1997. The. City of Seal Beach certifies the Environmental Impact Report 
"for the project. . 

November 1997. Hellman Properties submits for a Coastal Development Permit from 
the California Coastal Commission. 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 information 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 be 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 he would be unable to 
visit the site that afternoon; and 6) that he 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 he would 
write a letter in response to the Hellman Properties letter to the USFWS letter dated March 
17 . 

,, 



/ 
/ 

/ 
United States .Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDUFE SERVICE 
Ecological Services 

Carlsbad Field Office 
2730 Loker Avenue West 

Carlsbad, California 9·~~ I . 

Mr. Dave Bartlett, Project Manapr 
HeUman Properties UC 

( 
t1AR 8 01998 

P.O. Box 2398 
711 Seal Beach Blvd 
Seal Beach, California 90740 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO .C.O..ST DISTRICT 

·Re: HeUman Ranch Development, City of Seal Beach, California (Coastal Development Permit 
Application 5-97-367) · 

Dear Mr. Bartlett:· 

'Ibis responds to your letter of March 17, 1998, in which you objected to concerns raised in our. 
letter ofMarch 13, 1998, regarding the HeUman Ranch Development in the City of Seal Beach. 
This letter follows meetings with you and Jeny 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 Wddlife 
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 
information bas been generated about the proposed project site involving, at least, four project 
designs over a period of sevenl 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 DOt at 
issue here. Moreover, the Service notes that this defimct proposal actuaiiy proposed peater 
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 ofthis 
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 Jess than a 1:1 mitigation ratio. Though you 
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Mr. Dave Bartlett 2 

noted on page 7 of your letter that the proposed project is "nearly 80% open space," the limited 
wildlife use of golf course areas cannot be viewed "biological open space." 

With regard to the biological infonnation, we discussed the shortcomings of the hydrogeomorphic 
(HGM) analysis. Although the Service recognizes the.utility of professional opinion in biological 
efforts, we agreed that the HGM analysis was not derived from field data and that a lack of 
incorporation of other relevant variabl~s (e.g., edge effects) exists that could influence the results 
and conclusions. · 

~- The Service also further detailed our concern regarding adverse, project-related edge effects, 
especially to migratory 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 oitime-activity budgets, and increases 
in heart rates and other disturbance-related effects documented to occur in birds. We believe that 
the proposed freshwater restoration area would have limited wildlife value. 

The Service remain~ concerned about wetland impacts, "edge" effects, impacts to raptors, and 
loss of grassland habitat ofthe 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 note~ the potential availability of outside funding 
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 WJ.Idlife Biologist, or me at the letterhead address or at (760) 431-9440. 

Assistant Field Supervisor 

1-6.98-TA-86 
HEI.LMA1WPD 

cc: California Coastal Commission, San Diego, CA (Attn: Charles Damm) 
California Coastal Commission, Long Beach, CA (Attn: John Auyong) 
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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· Hetrman Properties UC 
Post omce sox uta 

n I Seal leadt loulevanl 
seal Be-ach. eenromta 'tore 

(562) 431 -eo2.Z Fax: (562) 491-1'1. 

Marc:h 17, UN 

Mr. Jfm A. 'Bartel, Assistant Pield SYpet'Yilor 
FISH & WILDUFB SERVJCB 
2730 Loker Avenue W• 

• Carlsbad., CA 92008 

,ru ~c~~w~ f[jl 
UTI MAR 1 7 1998 . illJ 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Rz: LBTTEJt (No DAft) ro JoliN T. AvroHC, CALJFOINIA CoAJTAL 
COMMISSION RJ.GAlblSC B'Et.LMA.N ~CR Rr.tta\-'E P.I.Oac:l' 
COASTAL DEVELOPMBh'T PERMIT No. I·H.., 

t>e&r Mr. June~: 

This Jetter ls ift response tO your Jetter to the Catifomta Coutal Coll'UI'duian 
regarding the Hellman RAnch ltesoerve project. We shaft the same pal of 
resource protection and enhancement, and have planned this project tD 
accomplish that sOil and be cons!atent with all app!Jcable pro\1siON of Cout:a1 
AetpolJcy. 

We have incluc!td a preliminary resposue to yciur stated fuues below atuS Oft the 
foUowing pages. Your comment$ have' been num.'bered and tw::n.ma.rized for eue 
of review, wjth our respontes noted below your co:mments. We would NIII'Ye 
the right to comznent N:ther on your letter If Ne4 be. . 
There is a cON1deral:alt AD\OW\t of fnformatlon. that lw bMn developed with 
respect to this property and implemtntaiion 11\e.&IUfll and prOJram& that wtJ1 M 
a pan of this proJect tl\at we 'believe add.reu IJW\)' of your c:oncema. . 'I CcD'U:Zf'ent fmm Jttter; •No '"«frlJ rf .,fcafMc bs mvirPnmcnyUy .,., 
a1#Cnt4fiPA. • 

The Coutal Ad dlfiftu feu!ble • 

•Capable ofbefn&•ceoznpllshed In a ~ 
11\aN\el' wi~ a ftuona.ble 'period of t~me_ tal&:t.ftl 
into accoW\l enviro:n~nental. todal ud technk:a1 
fac:.1Ca.• 
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Mr. Jim Bartel 
:Fish & Wildlilc Senice 
March 17, 1998 
Page2 

On the contrary, there has been sisnffica.nt alternatives analysts u f1:rt ol the EDt 
a.nd previous studies that demonstrates that this project Is the most feasible 11\4 
the Jeast environment.aUy damagin& alternative, white providin& sufBdent 
return to restore and protect in perpetuity, the habitat areas propo&ed on-site, aD 
within the framework of land uses consistent with Cot.stal Act polidu and the 
City of Seal Beach General Plta. 

Pactors wrud\ support tnt condUJJon that the proposed project 1s Jea 
en\rironmentally damaging Include: (1) a go1l coW'H provides pealllr . 
opportunities to integrate wetland habitats a.nd buHers with open 
space/recreational use and has been au~t.ssful in many projed:S; (2) •soli CO\IDe 
is a visitor-serving, commercial recreational pub!Jt ue that promotes greater 
aeeess to, and enjoyment of, the restored wetland$ than other uses whiCh may be 
more restriCtive; (3) the got! course will be actively managed to protea the 
viability of the created and restored habitats; and (4) the proposed course and 
wetlands restoration proJect requires far less srading tha:n either. boanns facWty 
or the p~lous. Coastal Conurds$ion·approved residential development (1.6 
million cubic yards of cut and rill for the RESERVE project versus 2..'1 ~ 
cubic yards of p-ading for the prtviOUJ propasal). 

Add.itionaUy, the California Department oE Pish and Game, Catilom!a Coutal 
Conservancy and the California Coastal Commis,ion have made findiftp 
regarding the Helhnan wetlands thAt you ahould be &Wile of. Th.e~e lru:lude: 

-Jtestoration of 11\e wetlancb natural vaJueJ, metuding 'biolopcat 
productivity and wildlife features, may 'be feasibly acl\lf'f'e4 D7 
tombinma re~toration aetivitie.s with the developmeat of · 
adjacent property.• -cclijomlll Dqmtmmt II! 1il1t f# Gall, 
Dctmninatitm of Ow Stata11 of'"' HeUman "Wtaanu. 

'The Department of filh & Game determined that the wetlmcb 
on the 5ite are severely degraded and II\ need Df maJor 
ft$toration. This Fish A Game determin.at:ion pamlll tl\e . 
Commiuion fiexibiUIJ II\ conaolldatlns eel restorfn& 'tWillaD.dl 
In order to lncreut the produc.tlvit)• aNI 'f'fa.bWfJ of the 
w•tleda.• ..C.ltfomu Couflll COJU'""'IIC)t Ji114inll, ll.elbuft 
Wttl.tnb •nl CDJUtrNrtq pro}tt:l 11-12 • 

..,., Commitsion therefore condllclet_that 1ft thlJ put:lcalar 
weUand, maintainifta the ttatus qao flo udesin.'ble plazmma 
option.. Under 802!.3, the JtahU 'l"O Is Aot lheleut 
environmentally damaging altematlve.•-c:tiifomu OJatat 
Commission Tintlinp, CNsttl CoutTNJ'IC)' Prt1je~ •2-12, 
Hillman Wttlanb . , ,_. ·:~-'h 
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Additiona1l)', the FJ$h & WJlcUife Service su~rtccf a prevlous!y·appzovecl 
Coastal Development Permit for this site that Included S29 houma unit:L 1'IU 
project indue! eel houset pi&Mtdl.n existins _weUand uta$ and adjacent to .a 
propos.td restoration area. along with a 200-room hote1 sfte directly adjacent tiD 
the propor.td res.toratfon area. 1his project did not meet the onpw .Pith aru1 
Came goal of wetland consolidation (the restoration area was cfivldecl b;r a 
arteriaf hip way) and left open the possfbfli, of future te$1dentiat or coD\JNI:I'Cia1 
c!evtlopmtl\t OZ\ OD production property, ldJacent to the hfJhWI)' and the 

_ proposed ~toration ana. · 

·Unlike the previous proposal, the RESERVE restoration project 

• Provides for a eonsoUdated eoaatal talt lnAt$1\ ec~ 
• Eliminates the hoteJ adjacent to the restored wet.IaNI.t 
• Eliminates the arterial highway throup· the lite 
• R~uca residential 'density from 329 hcm.tfn& un1t1 to 70 
• Removes housing out ot lowland anu 

.. .. 
• 

.. 

• Plans appropriately for I1.Jtu:e uses of oD proc!ucticm propertJ (wetlmda • 
mitisation Nnk). 

.. 2. Comment from JeHcr; • Apcziuw mffl:«flors «Mvll k Jv.rtlan uplqrc4, • 

The avoidance issues hu been thoroud\ly adc!reNeclln the Coulll 
Development Permit, Environmental Impact Report and the Wetluul 
.Restoratiol\ Plll\ for the RESERVE projeet. AI. backsrou.nd, znOft of the edJt:ifta 
Hellm.an Rand\ a.nd surroundina area were all pan of the Los Carit:os Wltlaru:ll 
complex and San Cabriel River estuary. In the 1930'1 when the C'.oJpa Df 
Engineer• chamelizecl the San Gabriel River, dredp ftl1 material wu plac:td Oft 
the Ranch. TN CotpS alto created a c!Jtch on the tite so tht land couJd c:ondnue 
to drain towa.rdi the dve.r. Whm the 1Ds Anptn Departme:nt of Water INI 
Power COftdemned land for the Haynes Coolin& O..Met clredge ftJl material wu 
also plaeed on the JW\cb. When the Cou:nty of Orqe created the Lot Alamltot . 
Retardln& buln. flU materlil wu plated on the Ranch. The point II, the caneat 
design ucl conf1_1ur•tioa of the uktin& wetland~ are ~ot the ntalt of NotM:r 
Nahm. Jtather, ~ are the n~Wt of major urbll'l inlrastn.1c:turt pi'Ojldl 
undertaken by federal and JocaJsovenunentl. BJoJopsts famlUar witt. tlw 11M 
agree, and the Depart:&nent of Fish It Game Jw made the determ!nadon, that the 
wetla:ndt on the t.lte art frapentec!, M\~ depded aN! depcltc!. Avolcllnae 
mitiptlon leaves 1 wetlancf that hu no ~tsal va!uea, 1 wetland that wD1 
continue to dtFade and a wetland t:Nat. Ia not conJOUdatec!. 11ab It exactlr the 
reucm. why the Coutal Commlulon Md Coufal Conaervanq havt 'both 
previoutl)' made the findJng that "under SectJon J0233 of the Coastal A&:t, the 
1tatus quo it not the Jeut environment.ally dama&tn& altemattve.• 

5" .. 1f1·?N1 .,4~·~'11" l/-jf6 ~Jqi Pi* p . , .. 
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Additionally, a wetland 11'\Jtl'gatfon 'bank for approx:hnattly 90 acres of the 
Ht1hna.n Ranch site wu considered u part of the EI.R for the p:ojeet. Thla 
proposal included redudng the number unJts approv•d lot the site hom tM 
Comm.fssion approved 329 to 250. The environmental ef!eds assochtecl the 
hou.sins del·eloprnent were ol major concern to the Oty of Seal Beach, tfteluclmc 
traffic, air quaUty, water quality and public: semees., as weD u the feulbllit)' of a 
wetlands project of this magnitude~ lndvd.ins grading requirementa, lim!ted 
tidal comed:ion. timing, etc. Also talen into oonsfderation Is that directly 

. adjacent to this site, within the Oty·of Sui ~ach.-11 the 1,000 aae Naticnal 
Wildlife Refuge and Anaheim B&J wetland$, adrn.i.nisterec! by the Fl.ih and 
Wildllfe Service. . 

3. Comment from tetteti *Ecfp l!ftcts JDUl @gr1U tbt enrironmmtpl rcsmm;c 
l!dvc. spuifir.llltv tbt .gtff covru, • 

The edge condition u it relatr:e to tht golf course has been fully-doc'umented 1ft 
the EIR1 the WetlAnds Restoration Pla.n, the Coutal Oeveloprneftt Pennit and 
the report prepared by Audubon International for the RESERVE, entitled • An 
Environ.met~tal Approac:h to Golf ·course Development and Managemmt.• 1he 
.RESERVE golf COU%$e and this project has been a member of the Audubon 
Cooperative Sanetu.ary Prop-am for o\·er two years with plans to Implement lhe 
Audubon principles into the final design and operations of the ~OW'H. 'I'M 
buHers Incorporated Jnto tht RESERVE project inelucfe edge conditions relat:ina 
to existing and planned land wu. For the surrounding us.es, the RESERVE hu 
planned for appropriate edge conditions and buffers, espedally corwlderi:ftl the 
urban constraints and the «mtext of the tWTOW'IclinS environment that this 
wetland re.storation project is wJthin. The golf course is proposed to be alinb 

· style course, designed to at:rict envlroNnentalatanda.rda In cooperation with the 
Audubon Cooperative Saru:tuary Sfpture Prop~n criteria lr:ir 
environmentally ~ltive solf CO\UIMS. • 

1he golf course u designee! .In an Jnmnc:es to keep 'hw:n.IN out or the Wetltmd 
areas. The course will be sraded 10 that aU dralnlge l5 eoDected on the CIOmle 
and filtered through Best Management Practices, a &ubsta.nttil improvii:DIIlt 
over exating coru5Jtion.$ and ove:z typical golf course design. Strict J:nltc'1lla 
applications, and other course D'Wl&geznent Jtanc!arcls will he bnposed to protect 
the wetlands. RousJu and fairwaya, ma.na&ecf comctly, provf4e exctlltm 
vesetated buffera in and of fhe2:nle'1ft&. • 

P.S 

1here II 'both tuftident tc:ie:ntific: unc!e:stanctfng of how to lenlitively 4fJip 
11.1ch a course, and sufficient precedent, to comfortabl7 eonc:lude that a p•RJ&Cb . 
designed and maintained course will be tOmpatible wtth wetlands restoration, 
while providf.ns controlled opportunities for viewing; recreation_ and related 
public ac:cess activities. The activity o! golfen on the goll COWM wDl be teparatecl 
from nestins and foraging a:eas 10 u ~ ~ disNrb habitat or wilc!lile. ~ !Jt, 

5·,1·~r,7.,4t'tlrmJw:c< 'iftY.. s=xl9t ~'-' P. .,_a or Y" 
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activities wtD be not d.i$slmltar to bird watc:J\!nc trails and other controDed aa.. 
. opportunJties for humans In habitat areas. The Audubon aiteria, the deaip of 
the wetlands 61\d goll course themselves, u.d the provitions for onaoll\i 
monitoring and maintenance 'Will ensure that the projec:t meets Its obJectivet 
ov~ the king-term. A bonus of the RESERVE project wm be a wetlancla · · 
Jntt~pretive facility, publir acuss, dedication of a park site, and opportunJH• for 
research, IChool •isitt, bird watchins, and related activities that wiU be OpeD to 
the public, sollet and nem-solfer •• 

.AddltionaUy, th~ residential project Jw been planne4 to be s.ttbaek ovft UOO 
feet from the proposed restoration ue~ a subttant5al improvement over the 
previously approved plan tNt the Service auppcrted. 

•~ Comment from letter: -rlnmifjptd 1m f/ 7 •era t4 tlbU lltf. locumenk4 
to k usd b' tbt tnD~ rlppq. • I 

P.l 

• 

The west em mowy plover Is a resident shorebird of J>e.ac:hes and playu. Thla 
specie$ been recorded at the 1,000 acre National Wildlife :Refuge at Anaheim lay, • 
adjacent to the RESERVE project IJ'U, Mort thin five biolopcaliW'Veys of the 
property within the last year, u part ol tht Environmental Impact Report, have 
not reC'Orded the snowy plover on this site. Aecordlng to wildlile bSologfsta, dw 
alkali tlat on the property is severely degraded, not tidalJy infh.aenc.-ed and iiiiOt 
suitable breecUns hAbitat for the anowy plover. Additionally, the RESERVE 
restoration (mitigation) project proposes tidally !nflueneed mud flatl that wdJ 
have mueh sreater values than existinJ conditions. Fwihennore, the 
Deplltment ol Pilh IE Game, in their dearactect wetW\d analysllltltll that 

-ro the 10utheut of the dwmtlls II\ 1.1 wetland --, 
consistin& of 7aC%es of nlt llat. ~intense adjacmt 
development, It Mtml unlikely that this 8.1 acre wetland would 
function viably. Human fntNslon and the effKt of adjac:mt I 

disturbance would Ukely p:event this wetland from pfovidiltc 
hlsh value to wSJdW..• I 

Tht Fish & Ca#lt detenninatian 1011 ora to ltate that IDUftJthJI 
wrtland combined with autiraa wetlancls ·~m ftOI\-Wetlaftc! ueu nc:h 
that a conaolidated environment would be· c::ratld, would be h .
feasible sneana of enhandftc wetland mu.. 
5. Comment from Jetter; •wr 1Mn 2:% ylttpqtcr mga& ratcmrtfa Rtip • 

The RESERVE &oll course wiD lmpad.11.9 ac:ra of eating. MVerel)' depded 
and depdecL frapented wetlands and propose$ a 28.1 aere consoUdatld • 
restoration project, nprumting a 1.,:1 mJtrsatlcm ratio. This representl m 11% _'i, 
Increase In wetland acreage, aceord.tn& to federal aiteria. "l'hii project a1lo y · 

,6./11·'*1 Jt;11J 'lSisaese ,Y'( .eilti &i § .:P ~ 
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represents 1 3.6:1 mitigation ratio fn terms of IN:rease m lunc:tions and Yalua, 
accordins to an hydrogeomorphic: analysis ae.ated by the Army Corps of . 
EngJnetrs and completed by wildlife biotosists. AdditionaUy, there is fremwatc 
wetland habitat associated with the RP.SERVE goll course that Is not included ill 
the quantitative or quatitaHve. mitigation ratio. Further, the COa.ttal 
Comm!Jtion hu not undut:a.ken any comprehensive edefttiSC ttudy to 
determine any fixed rule tor miti,ation ratios in an cases. The Procedual 
~uidance for the Review of WeUand l'roJefjs in California's Coastal Z'&>De.. ata-. 
that "[wetla.nd] replacement ratJO$ vary de-pending on the aavage, lu.nctions, and 
values lost to developmmt and the type of mitigation p~ • 

§. Comment from ldfet; •smzkt ucommtnlt miiions IMt woul4 rmlt In a 
jtictt.pSt in tbt ,,, mqrsb c~ystem acre~~t Clutf imprppCI tbt etudif.¥ '1/ the 
cxistint t.ptflGnd arcp."' . . 

Ac-cording to the Department of Fuh & Cunt and RESER.VE J:,iotogitts,major 
restoration of the wetlands iJ required in order to inaease the biolopcal 

·productivity of the lite. To establish a fuUy·fundioning ecosysteD'lt impfOVina 
the quality of the existing severely degr1.dtd a.ncl degraded wetlands III\Ot an 
option that would •ubstantially increase wetland values and has Hl!ft 
determined to be inleasible. 

z, Commmt from let1er: -nr •rcsf!"Dd lands ~rca• pprljpn rf tbr mjtipt;m 
I"PJIPStd flJDUld bt pftwt4 inde;ptndtntl)t ani npt ac:twd{f ~scttjnz wctZ,nl 
lo•~ prQ:pQJca with tbia ,rqj«l: · 

We eerta!nly agree with the above ttateanent. At the request of the CaJiloz:a.ia 
Coastal Col'l'U:nlssion r;tall, we N\'t propoHd to JGUVt adclitionallmdl 
currently in oil production for 1 wetland& mitigation hank. The reservation of 
these lands Ja above and beyond the RESERVE'S wetland reftQratiOft project. 
However, pli.Nling appropriately for thee lands will ensure that n:~lde:ntial aDd 
COU\ll'\ercial development wiU not occur adjacent to the proposed ratoration 
area (which was I\Ot the cue with the previously appf?ved Com.zniNIOI\ project 
whJc:h the Service aupporlell). 

a. Comment from tetter: •rm 1'1/ DJ!m "'"' g;ratl4n4 Capt l!Z ac;m. an1 w 
"' ,, ,, p;m oaca in Sal lsb) 

. 

.. . ., 

The lou of open spaee puslanc! wu evaluated u part ol the CUift1\t IDt, 
biological technical reports and. several 'biologists worlins for the Ot:y of Sal 
Beach and the appiicanL The Joss ot non-native ve&etation that ~portiiiiO · 
federal or st.att liSted end.anp-ed species wu considered to bt a less thin 
tignifiW\t impact and 1\0 INt:iption meuures were requlrtd u put of the Em.~ 

!.2.1 _.., 1 , ,,. ., ,. a ,~r &Wh; hit o ~ 
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N lu at the 1otln& one or the last open tpam fn Seal Bead\, tNt If tlmply not a 
true statement. Pirst of aD, adjacent to the site, In the City of Seal Bead\, II the 
'1,000 ac:re National Wildlife Refuge u part of the 5.000 a(J'f Naval Wcapau 
Station, which Is predomJnaatly open apace. Seeoftdly, tlae RESERVE proJect Ja 
nearly 80% open space, that will be avallable for pub!Sc use In conju.t\CtfOI\ with 
this project. PubliC areas to the sfte Ia lnaeas!na flOC\,,. (today) _, 1\Ufl)' an. 
with implementation or the RBSERVE projtd. 

f. Comment from ]ettcr; "l:Jc,urfmmf f/M & G4mt noftl fMf •, s(plfiqmt 
it1l124ef fQ r4.9for qrdc• list«4 g C41(fqm14 fPAci" v/ tpecial conum• fP!ZIIll fate 
,!4t:t. Tltt smi" CQncur& Chit tMt c signtfit.~~nf cmount fl! rapfM ,fin!Jilr 
N&it4t wJll k l•L • 

Project biologists have determined that areu within the RESERVE proJec.t l'1te . 

P.l 

• 

wm contmue to provfde tome lora~ value lor raptozs. Mlfty of these lpedlt 
are expected to be winter vilitors to 1he site, although some are potential 
breeders. Additionally, project biologists ha\•e detennined, hued on leW 
•urveys, that rap tors, includina "epedes or tptc:ial concem,. a1lo forap m open 
tpate areu t\UTOW"'d.ing the Hell.m.an p~, tuch u the open field.t tD the 
north anc! northeast (approximately 3()..40 acres) u weD u the exte:natve .._. of • 
tuita'ble habitat on the 5,000 acre Seal Beach Naval Weapons Station, dinlct1y M.lt ·-
of HeUman tfte. The eertifiecl ElR for the RES!ItVE project ttates that, "clue tD 
the fact that fairly exten$lve raptor foraging habitat exiltJ on the neazt,y Sill · 
Beach Weapons Station, and the primarily temporary Joss of foraging Nbltat Oft. 
the projeet sfte, tl\se impacts are not expected t.o be lignlfteat\t under CIQA.." 
Additionally, the .RESERVE project lnvol\-es the dedic:aticm of Cum Grove 
Nature Park. an historic eouc:alyptus grove, which hu docw:nented nestinllhll 
for raptoa. 

10. Comment from Jettee •Owt«l wfkal ratomHon IDa •Df Rfvirc IJZD'P"l 
g,f .. npn tpqfcc-lfpcnlcnt" qr Owtal Ad jncom;affl!lc J4MI In tptUm4t If[ . 
bovsint gnd 1-Plf ,ovad to k gmlj4tud Ja•fkk, • 

Jteetoratton b a petmltted ute under Section 10m of the Coutal Ad, • II a 
boatingfadlity fn a degraded wetland, pmwant to Section 10411 of the CaulaJ 
Act. A boatfng fac!Iity hu bten c!etennlned by Piih & Came ftOt to he ~ 
30611 aUows approvll of UMI other than boatin& fadlftl• to promote lllljor 
~e~toration of wetlancls. Sedica 30&11 be ItaiM: 

-whether restoration ol the wet.lal'ld't utura! nlu•, irdudirtc 
Its bloll>gicaJ prcdudivity and 'Wildlife habitat features, CD IDOit 
feasibly be achieved and ma!nta!ned In c:onJuN:tlOft with a . 
boa tins facility or wNtl\cr there a:e otN:: ftulble WIJI tD 
achieve such values. • 
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11\e StatewJde Interpret!ve GuJdeUnes provide the Commission pldaftce 
regardins projecb perznltte-d under 30411 other than boa tins fadlfU-. 'lbtle 
projects should "'result in no net lost or wetlAnd habitat on the Jlte u a 
minimum, [and) proJects whic:h result !n a net Jn.ereue b\ wetland haWtat areu 
are greatly preferred", both under the Coastal Ad and under Senate Concuae:r.\t 
Resolution 29. . 

Purther guidance is provided to the CoDUniilion In that the Interpretive 
Guidelines also state that "other preferred options include re:storatlcm In 
conjunction with Yisitor·servins commercial recr~aflonal opportunltiet 
dt$lgntd to lncrtA$t publJ.c opportu.n!ties for coutal reaeatiort.." 

It is our opinion, and we believe the opinion of Coutat Commiasion stall, the 
RESERVE project il fn compliance with all applica.ble provisions of Coastal Act 
policy. 

We hope this letter clarifies the issues of concern. We would be please to meet 
with you u a.oon as possible to answer any remaining questiON you ~y hnc. . 

,., 

P.8 

• 



- -
United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WilDUFE. SERVICE 
Ecological Services 

Carlsbad Field Office • 
2730 Loker Avenue West 

Carlsbad, California 92008 ,oJ ~~~~w~ fiTi 
UTI MAR 19 1998 !J1; Mr. John T. Auyong 

Staff Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area Office 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth floor 
Long Beach, California 90802-4302 

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 W~tlands 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 sta.f:t: 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 iheir 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 . 

6 .. '11 .. 3~ 7 ..£~thi hl l D • 
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The original extent of coastal wetlands along the Los Angeles-Orange County coastline has been 
estimated at over 17,300 acres. River channelization, marina development, roads and urbanizing 
developments have reduced and fragmented these wetlands to a few remaining salt marshes. 
Several of the species first added to the list of species endangered with extinction 28 years ago, 
are dependent upon this habitat type. The surviving wetlands on the applicant's property are an 
historic remnant, along with the Los Cerritos wetlands just to the north, of the historic Alamitos 
Bay ecosystem once spanning 2,400 acres. Although battered and ill-cared for, these remnant . 
wetlands are all that remains of those once biologically diverse and productive ecosystems. 
Protecting these remnants from further loss or degradation and restoring them to their maximum 
possible biological integrity and productivity should a high priority • 

• The proposed action involves the development of a master-planned community within about a 
231-acre area of the City of Seal Beach, just south of the San Gabriel River channel and the 
boundary line between Orange and Los Angeles Counties. Features of the proposed 
development include an 18-hole golf course (107.5 acres), retention ofthe existing Los Alamitos 
Retarding Basin (34.7 acres}, mineral production (28.2 acres), wetland restoration (26.0 acre salt 
marsh and 6.8 acre freshwater marsh, for a total of32.8 acres), single-family residential (14.7 
acres}, and Gum Grove Park (10.2 acres). The existing wetlands consist of27.0 acres, as 
measured by State criteria, or 23.2 acres, as measured by Federal criteria. These wetlands 
consist of .:vegetated and unvegetated wetlands (seasonally ponded water and alkaline flats), and. 
tidal channel. Construction of the golf course will impact about 17.9 acres of wetlands, as 
defined by State wetland criteria. 

To compensate for wetland impacts, Hellman Properties, LLC (applicant), proposes to construct 
32.8" acres of wetland, comprised of a 26.0 acre salt marsh and a 6.8 acre freshwater marsh. In 
addition, the applicant proposes to reserve an additional 15.4 acres of uplands, currently in oil 
production, as a wetlands mitigation bank. With wetland restoration of this area, a total of 48.2 
acres of wetlands could be restored in the future. Purchase and restoration of the area within the 
proposed mitigation bank would be the responsibility of other parties, and presumably used as 
compensatory mitigation for other wetland impacts. Restoration plans also consist of 
maintenance and monitoring requirements, proposed remedial actions, and performance criteria. 

This Service is concerned that there is no analysis of feasible less environmentally damaging 
project alternatives and appears inconsistent with §30233 of the California.Coastal Act of 1976. 
Consistent with the guidance under the California Environmental Quality Act adopted by the 
Commission in the document Procedural Guidance for Evaluating Wetland Mitigation Projects 
in California's Coastal Zone, dated September 1995, avoidance mitigation should be further 
explored. Our recommendation to further analyze avoidance as the primary form of mitigation is 
also consistent with Federal wetland regulatory policy. (A Clean Water Act section~ permit, 
as well as compliance with the Environmental Protection Agency 404(bX1) Guidelines are 
necessary, but we are not aware of any application pending.) • 
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The Service is also concerned that "edae effects" will degrade the environmental resource value 
of the mitigation area with a golf course adjacent and interdigitated among the proposed 
restoration areas. These effects include human disturbance and noise. Although some 
habituation can occur for shorebirds and waterfowl, they are sensitive to disturbance. Individual 
birds engaged in 1ranscontinental miarations where foraging and roosting are crucial to their 
survival can be adversely affected. Buffer areas between the aolf course and the restoration areas 
appear to be proposed as less than 100 feet. According to the golf course plans, balls will be hit 
over restoration areas, which likely will trigger a periodic ball recovery program in the wetlands. 

""' Little analySis is provided to justify the proposed "out of kind" wetland mitigation. The site now 
supports limited freshwater wetlands,'yet 6.8 acre of freshwater restoration is proposed. The 
unmitigated loss of 7.0 acres of alkali flat wetlands, documented to be used by the snowy plover . 
(Charadrlus alexandrinus ntvosus), a Federal threatened species, is not addressed. The Service 
acknowledges that the re-created wetlands may have some increased ecological value, as 
purported by the applicant in the above referenced technical reports. However, considering the 
State wetland criterion, and making an acreage comparison, the proposed saltwater marsh · 
restoration ratio would be Jess than 1:1. 

The Service recommends plan revisions that would result in an increase in the salt marsh 
ecosystem acreage that improves the quality of the existing wetlands areas.. The Service is also 

• 

supportive of a concept to reserve areas for future wetland restoration and would like further • 
details. However, the interlacing of human activities around and between these "habitat" areas 
also should be strongly discouraged. Future restoration would be to offset permissible wetland 
losses elsewhere; therefore, the "reserved lands area" portion of the mitigation proposed would 
be viewed independently and not actually offsetting wetland losses proposed with this project. 

Also not addressed by the applicant is the loss of open space arasslands (about 137 acres, and one 
of the last open spaces in Seal Beach) associated with the proposed development The California 
Department of Fish and Game noted that "a significant impact to raptor species listed as 
California Species of Special Concern" would take place Tlie Service concurs that a sipificant 
amount of raptor foraging and wintering habitat will be lost. 

In conclusion, the Service recommends that the Commission not approve a Coastal Development 
Permit for the project as proposed. Opportunities to avoid wetland impacts from urbanizing 
developments, reduce "edge effects", address impacts to raptors, and maximize coastal wetland 
restoration should be further explored. Further, the Service observes that coastal wetland 
restoration does not require the approval of "non-water dependent" or Coastal Act 
"incompatible" uses in wetlands (i.e., housing and golf course) to be considered feasible. 

• 



• 

• 
I 

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. 

~M 
~.Bartel 

Assistant Field Supervisor 

1,-6-98-TA-83 
HElJ..MAN.WPD 

cc: USACOE, Regulatory Branchs 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 

to : Mr. John T. Auyong, Staff Analyst . 
California Coastal Commission 
200, Oceangate. 10 Floor 
long Beach, California 90802 

Depal't!Mnt of Fish and Game - South Coast Region CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Request for Comments for the Hellman Ranch Development under Coastal 
Development Application t# 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 • 

6A'l·~ ~ 
~ 
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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 vafue 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 project. If you have any question regardir:_tg 
this issue, please contact Mr. Scott Harris, Wildlife Biologist, at (562) 590-5100. 

cc: Mr. Scott Harris 
Department of Fish and Game 
Long Beach, Califomia 

Ms. Terri Dickerson 
Department of Fish and Game 
Laguna Niguel, Califomia 

Ms. Maryln Fluhearty 
Department of Fish and Game 
San Diego, California 

Mr. Robert Tasto 
Department of Fish and Game 
Menlo Park, Califomia 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Carlsbad, Califomia 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Los Angeles, California 

Sincerely, 

~.,...,.a~'::b~~ 
Ronald D. Rempel 
Regional Manager 
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Mt. Lee Whlllenbef'g 
Mlly2t.1997 
Page Two 

IIIUrl8d ~If at lent one lurowlng owl has been obleMtd occupying a burrow I u. -t. 
on lhe sHe within the last ttne years. Y 

Based on the fed lhllt Burrowing owls require habitat which ccnslsts of open 
-with shaft growing vegetation. It Is doubtfullhat lhe DEIR mitigation proposal to 
AICft8le roosting and breeding ..... alone will be adequate to ottset the loss of what 
wiD lie the majority of for8glng habitat for lkm::Ming Owls at lhe pn:!pOIIed project site. ( 5~-!> 
The vegetative communities lhat win exlsl following wetland restoralion and gulf coarse 
conllnlclion edlvities will not encourage Burrowing owls to remain In the area for 
wlnlath 10 or breeding PIJ'PORI. 

. The Depa1ment UICOfllli8111dllhat the EIR propose llppnlpriate mitigation J 
fi'IMIUresiUCh as avoldala a'1dfor etlhalament of open ..... that win otfset 
lmpllclsto rap1or foraging. In particular the Depar'.mesd nteamn1etlds adhering to the <I_ f 
enclosed mitigation measunt~ prepared by the California BUITOWing Owl Consortium ..,. • 
whk:h speeifl8l minlmLm for8glng and buler areas from disturbance aroe.m active 
IMI'ows. 

Wetland Ruourcea 

Beldlnrf• .. ,......,. ..-row (PIIu.eutua andwldHHts,. belding#)- Page 
5-<48, Vol~.me I, of the DEIR lndlcataslhat the breeding status of the Belding's 
IIIVII1I'18h sparmw "could not be dalennined" at the time that surveys were performed In 
1998. Page 4, Voh.me 2.lndlcales that an additional survey during the breeding 
IHIDn would be conducted In 1997. Pn:ljed c:onstrucllon taking place during the 
8pl'lng will have an Impact on nesting Balding's savannah lf)8ITOWI. n Is Imperative IS'-~ 
that the pnt1811Ce of breeding pairs be conllrmed between March 1 and June 30 during 
the re•lmmediately prior to 8ny proposed springtime grading or other disUbances 
that .. scheduled to take place In or adjacent to any remaining Belding's savannah 
lp8lftiW breeding habitat. The final EIR shall Include a discussion of performing a 
foculed II.I'Ye)' for breeding Belding's savannah apaTOWS and rneutntS to be taken In 
ordw to plan project construction accordlngfy to evolcl take of this apeeies. 

Southem Tllf'Pin ,,.,_,,.,.,.,. • .,.,..,.,.The Depertn~e~ll 
recon~tletlds IMiidanc:e of rare, threatened or sensitive plant lp8Cies and ganerallr 
do8l noiiiUppOft the usa of relocation. slllvaga, a'1dfor trensplanlation as mitigation for 
projte:t Impacts. Departmanlltudles have shown that lhesa efforts .. ex.perimentalln 1 S(,-" 
nalure and largely msuccessful. llha mitigation mt8Sll'el ... implemented 8s stated 

.:;: In lha DEIR, there should be a discussion as to what further action will be tllkan to 
.:$' ~for IUViYal of the Soulhem t.-plant and other If relocation etforts ... not 

considered successful after the proposed five year monitoring period. 

Couttet'• goldfields (ladenlil .,..,_,..,. COflltflrlJ, P.tsh'a brlllfescalel fA,.,_ ,.,_,IIJ, Gambers watw c:ren (ltodppa ;.,.,., • The DEIR Indicates 
that tprlng 1997 tUVeyS win be petfouned for Coufter's goldfields, Parish's briftlescale, so- 7 
and Coulter's water cress. 

\ ~ ~1-7/,1 B¥:11.:1,//c~ 

.. 

.._, 

56-!J 

56-6 

56-7 

...... ...... : ..... .... - -· .. 
Updated fOCUMCI sune,s t'or ban..Wina owls wiD be conducted in die spring prior to the 
!nidation of project COfiStnlction. ' 

A sprlng~UrYeY for Belding's laVIIIII'IIh spmow wu c:onduc:ted by Michael Brar.tman 
Associates in Aprill997. No breeding pain oflpii1"0WS wen: four.t during this suney. 
Ttten:fore, the EIR concludes that the proposed project will not implld Belding's 
ssvalll'llh sparrows. Also mer to rcspoase to c:ommeftl 86-6, above. The sprina survey 
for sparrows and the California burrowing owl is inducled as Appemill. A to die ReYised 
Draft EIR for the HeDman Ranch Specific Plan. 

Based on review of die proposed mitiption measures t'or die southern tarplsnt (Hmtlz.Drt~G 
panyi ssp. tJUStrtllis) by the Project biologist In coordination with die botanist from P.t.D 
CoasultantJ, the following dlangea were iiiCOfliOUded in the project mitipdon proJI'IIII 
to pn:McJe for • hiaher problbilitJ of nc:ceu: 

83.6 The southern tarplanltopiOil ... will be respreld in die lelec:ted location as 
spprowd by the~' bioloP .. lhe.e will .. 69 ~ pen:eat Ill die IOUlhenl 
tuplant seeds IIIJ( .•. ·. lpfad hi the fall foltoWlnl loil pn::piiftdon. ForlJ 
percent of the · ·· · ,. . ~ will be 1ept In ttoraF t'or aublequeM llt'Jedlng, if 
necessary. 

83.10 If the gemaiation pd of 60 percent Is not rdtiewd followina die first season, 
remediation measures IJii1l will be implemented prior to seeding with die 
remaining 40 percent ot Seed. Remedial measures ifiUI will include at a 
minimum: soils testina. control of Invasive species, soilameooments sncl physic~~~ 
disturbance (to provide searific:alion of the llt'Jed) of the planted areas by rakina 
or similar actions. Additional mitiplion measures may be sugested as 
determined ~ .., •• illle by the project bicJioaist. . 

83.11 Pocentillllt'Jed IIOUI'CflS from lllclilional ~ sitelll@l will also f!.ldenti~ In 
cue it becomes nec:a11111 to collect .witional teed tor use on the lite foliOWJIII 
perfonnlnc::e of remedial -· 

Survey results sncl mitigation measures t'or Coulter's pldftelds are provided in the 
Hellman Ranch Specific Plan Reviled Draft Environmental Impact Report. Based on 
review of the mitiaation measures for the Coulter's Boldflelds (IMfhmill ,,.,_ ssp. 
ctlfllteri) by the project biologist in coordination with the botanist from PclD Consaltants, 
the followina changes will be incorporated into the mitiption proJI'IIII to pnMde for a 
hi&her probability of suc:ceu: 

84.3 The Coulter's aoldfiekls topsoil ... will be respreMt in the reJected location as 
spprowd by the ~biologist: ·1=11e.e will he 69 .. m percent of the Couller's 
Joldfiekls seeds Jl!l.f .. willlpfad in the till follOWina soil prepntion. ForlJ 
pen:ent of the li:ed 11!1 will be 1ept hi storaae for subsequent seecl"mg, if 
necessary. 

3-27 



~-~~ r• fl lfll :r:·! 
• 1!" 11'"1 

ti !lU c -1 ·e 1 
-1.81) .I ,.i: lr 
].ri] .· n r~· "'h·.Jll .. s·-1'8 lt1m J · II ·dtlt 1Jttt. Ul:;j1t .• 't IJtl .. ~ ·JIJll· •· 'tt t·rt '8!j ' ~-=- ... 111 I I. 11.11 ·t .. ·· ··t · n· t.~ !i&!l •.•. • 1~ .. , ~ 

. :1 IJ.a ~ !lhhJ .. •t• ; .~.t 
IG ~ I ~l.te J 

;. ; 
. • 



• 

• 

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, . 
pl~ase send a message to !chapman@ igc.org. 

********************************************************** 

*************************************** 

<center>Southern California Wetlands Clearinghouse 

Update -- August, 1998</center> 

Board of Governors CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSIOt-.~ 

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.gov/clearhouse/cleardex.html. At this 

7/31/.98 



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 

7/31/98 Am!ri.ca Q'lJ ine ·: J:lAa\Rl' 
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• 

• 

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 America QJJ i ne : mB1tRI' 



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 (jrhartmann@ 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 0 igc.org> 
Received: from rly-za05.mx.aol.com (rly-zaOS.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 [192.82.1 08.35]) 
by rly-za05.mx.aol.com (8.8.8/8.8.5/ AOL-4.0.0) 

with ESMTP id TAA 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@ 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.PAA26691 @igce.igc.org> 
From: Trish Chapman <tchapman@ igc.org> 
To: Clearinghouse <tchapman@ igc.org> 
Subject: Wetlands Clearinghouse Update 
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CONCEPTUAL WETLANDS 

RESTORATION PLAN 

FOR THE HELLMAN RANCH 

Prepared for: 

HELLMAN PROPERnES, 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 (HR.SP) proposes development on land which is mostly 

vacant, but bas limited oil field uses and 23.2 to 27.0 acres of degraded wetlands depending on 

whether State or Federal criteria are considered. Proposed development includes Conservation 

Planning Areas and Development Planning Areas which are described in the HRSP. The 

Planning Areas call for creation, restoration and/or preservation of environmentally sensitive 

habitats and development oflow-intensity urban land uses including: 

• Restoration of a severely degraded saltwater marsh and creation of new saltwater 

m~h with a substantially improved tidal connection; 

• Creation of new freshwater wetlands; 

• Preservation of Gum Grove Nature Park; 

• Provision of an interpretive and historical center; 

~nstruction of the golf course wiiJ impact 17.9 acres of the existing wetland, and creation of 

new wetlands will affect 9.1 acres of existing wetlands, for a total of 27.0 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 

consist of coastal salt marsh with a 5.4 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 incoipOrated 

into its design. The course with extensive use of native vegetation will serve to buffer tbe 

wetlands from residential land uses and increase site biodiversity, while still providing recreation 

and public access, preserving open space, and realizing economic benefits for the project. The 

proposed project is shown in Figme E-1 . 

i 



all 
bm1llls 

=:::::1 -4.0 +0.3 IASIN - c:tWML 
:i;{i:i:i:!:M +4U- +U UJMa!TA11D MUIIF\.AT 

'~\\'.'1\\'.11 41.3 - +U COIIIGRASS IIMSH 

~ +1.5 - +2.2 PICIIlEtGD - 11M. 

:: ~ -;::. ~ 1 +U- +U PICIIlEtGD - HIGH IIMSH 

- +4.5- +tO.O 1UFFUt MEA 
10TM. 

'·' . 
.1.1 

5.7 
5.4 
23.t 

'/'• 

' 

c:::oc:J 

' 0 
•0 

.b 
ooO 

COOL\NG 

PEDESTRIAN 
VIEW NODE 

I 

.. ..OIL 
PRODUCTION 

(END OF PEDESTRIAN TRAIL) 

---------.- jj---

• 2 3 

leU: ,._,70" 
..... JWal .......... 

~IIOFFATTafQCIIOL 
~£ N 0 I N £ £ R I SALT MARSH PLl.rmNG PLAN 

~ 

wr ..... AW ........ ------------------------------~--==~---



;0: 

The existing wetlands have been described as degraded to severely degraded 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 confirmed that wetlands on the 

property are tenned degraded to severely degraded. Table E-1 shows areas of existing wetland 

defined according to State and Federal delineation criteria. 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 sparrow, has been 

recently documented. The alkaline meadows on the site also support one sensitive plant species~ 

~e 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 are 

discussed relative to the potential impact on the proposed marsh. The marsh will likely adapt to 

River conditions and will be a dynamic system responding to flow conditions. Certain species 

like pickleweed will be more tolerant of conditions in the marsh than other species such as 

cord grass. 

As shown in Figure E-2, the proposed salt marsh consists of a central tidal basin separated from 

the golf course by a buffer area and drainage divide. A conceptual pading 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 through the existing 

48-inch culvert. 
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AREAS OF EXISTING WETLANDS ON HELLMAN PROPERTY . 

Area AeeordiD& Area AeeordiD& 
Habitat Type to State to Federal 

Criteria' (Acres) Criteria2 (Acres) 

Veaetated Wetlands 14.9 15.3 

Unveaetated Wetlands (mcludes 9.0 5.9 
seasonally ponded water and alkaline flat) 

Tidal Channel 3.1 2.0 

TOTAL 27.0 23.2 

Notes: 

) 1) State criteria requires a site to contain one of the followina characteristics to be classified 
as wetland: a) permanent or periodic dominance by wetland plant species, b) subS1rate 
dominated by undrained hydric soil, and c) non·soil substrate saturated or inundated 
during the arowing 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 characterized by a sinale lona and nmow tidal channel. The 

channel is connected to the River with a culvert and has several constrictions along its length. 

Measured tides show substantial muting of tides (3 feet) in the channel, and phase lajs at high 

and low tides. 

!fYdraulic modeling indicates that the proposed tide will also be muted, and that the tidal nmge 

will reach 1.9 feet between mean lower low' water (MLL 'W) and mean higher high water . 
(MHH\V). The model also shows the residence times of tidal waters 'Within the salt marsh to be 

approximately 1.3 to 1. 7 days, depending on location within ~e salt marsh. Residence time of 

tidal waters is an indicator of the frequency of tidal tlushina and water quality. Existina 

A plantina plan is proposed which will encomP-ss the ranaes of habitat required by sensitive and 

• 

• 

• 

endangered species iii the area. The plan emphasizes habitat for the Belding~s savannah sparrow. • 

Habitat for this sensitive species has been·plamwl for the portiOD of the salt marsh farthest from 

" 



• 

• 
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the golf course to minimize golf-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 

Picldeweed· Tidal 3.6 

Picldeweed-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, inigation, 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 of7 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 

·-

... . ; .,. 

·-.I ... 
... 
I • 

I 

.. 
i' .. 

-
• ! • 
• l • 
~ 

I • 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 j 
Jresbwater ponds will be lined with impermeable material to prevent subsurface drainage from "7 l 
the salt marsh and golf course from entering the :freshwater marsh. lbe planting plan fbr'the ~ 

~ 4Jv- • 
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• 

&esbwater marsh includes a variety of native hydroph~c species. Table E·3 shows the acreages • 

of the proposed fteshwater marsh habitats.' and Figures E-3A 'and B show the freshwater marsh 

plan. 

' 

TABLEE-3 

PROPOSED FRESHWATER MARSH 

HABITAT AREAS 

Habitat Type Area (acres) 

Open water 4.2 

Emergent Marsh 3.1 
(Buln.Jshes & Cattails) 

Emergent Marsh 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 necessary by the biological monitor. Monitoring 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 existing 

· · degraded wetlands on-site. Wetland restoration is proposed as mitigation for project impacts. 

The 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: 

1. Grading; 

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. 
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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, Talben Marsh, 

,c?. Bolsa Chica, Anaheim Bay, the Santa Ana Rivermouth, 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 recognized 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 • 
. 

• wetl~md 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 

,.. plan proposes isolating wetland areas from storm drainage origin~ting 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 

·~ ·principals, allowing the golf 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 OBJECTIVES 

As stated in the HR.SP, "The pwpose of the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan (HRSP) project is 

"" based on the following undedying principle: 

To create Q sttzte of the art project that will balemce the land use. environmentell benefits 

tlnd ownership economics of the property, while meeting or exceeding elll tlpplletible 

·- federell. state and local plans and regukztions. " 

The overall objective of the project is to develop the Hellman Ranch property in accordance with 

the ~p, ~hich proposes to construct a aolf comse, 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 degraded wetlands. The . 

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 management requirements drive the design 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 designed to be compatible with the biological resources on site. A 

· comprehensive review of the requirements and design parameters at the federal, state and local 

level was completed to develop a state of the art restoration plan that incorporates the habitat 

zones necessmy to achieve maximum biodiversity while attracting target sensitive species . 

. The 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 California 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) impacted during coDStriJCiion will be compensated for by the 

creation of 23.1 acres of tidal saltwater marsh and 9. 7 acres of freshwater marsh, for 32.8 total 

acres of new wetlands. Specific objectives of the restoration program include: 

• Restore a permanent tidal connection; 

• Maximize the fUnctioning and etlide.t.IC)' of the cxistiDJ hydraulic ecmDeCdOD; 

~· 

• 

• 
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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 WETLAND CONDITIONS 

Wetland delineations on the project site indicate that approximately 27.0 acres of wetland exiSt 
lr on the site according to State of California criteria, while 23.2 acres exist according to Federal 

-~ government (U.S. Army Co~ps of Engineers) criteriL Two recent delineations were done to 
-~ 

·· ·· calculate these areas. LSA did a delineation according to State criteria and CRM delineated 

"- wetlands according to Federal criteriL (LSA, 1989 and CRM, 1996). The condition oftbe 

. . . existing wetlands is "degraded" and "severely degrad~" as described in the delineation 

, performed by LS~ in 1989 for the previous Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) 

: • for the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan (Michael Brandman Associates, MBA, 1989). CRM 

confirmed the degraded condition of the wetland in 1996 (CRM, 1996) . . 
3.1 Habitat 

A detailed survey was performed by Mr. Robert Radovich of the California Department ofFish 

and G~ (CDFG) in 1980 which is referred to extensively throughout this section. This section 

. . summarizes pertinent information from the restoration plan prepare4 by LSA (1990). ·~· 

-A. Information is also included from CRM (1996) and MBA (1996) . . . . 
~·- The Hellman property is located within the bistori~ footprint of salt marsh and tidal channels 

t: comprising the Alamitos Bay wetland, which is part of the larger regional system. The wetland, 

like others in Southern California, have been reduced in area and fragmented by development 

(Zedler, 1984A). The Hellman property has also been significantly altered from its original 

· condition by oil drilling starting in the 1930's and flood control in the early 1960's. The most 
~ 

important of these alterations was the channelization of the San Gabriel River by the U.S~ Army 

Corps of Engineers in 1961-1962 (L. Flannery, Personal Communication, 1996), and the 

resultant removal of tidal influence over much of the lower-lying portions of the site. When the 

river was channelized, a culvert and flap gate were installed to maintain drainage from a swale on 

· the Hellman property. The flap gate became propped partially 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 large quantities of fill and dredge spoils to 

portions of the site during excavation of the Haynes Cooling Channel in 1962. Additional 
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disturbance has resulted from many years of historical off-road vehicle use, soil discing, addition 
' • -" . 

~f small quantities of fill, and other types of human intrusion. 

The result 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 defmed by wetland 

delineation according to State guidelines, which are generally more expansive than area 

delineations performed according to Federal auideline (State auidelines require the presence of 
~ .. 
only a single wetland parameter [vegetation, soils and hydrology] whereas, federal auidelines, 
-. 
pursuant to Section 404 of the Cleanwater Act, require the presence of all three parameters). 

. 3.1.1 Tidal Channel 

• - ~ '-· ipproximately 3.2 ·acres of tidal channels exist on the site according to DFG criteria. The 
' 
~ow 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 
-\ 
~ud, while the upper banks are vegetated primarily with common picldeweed (Salcornia 

virginica). A large quantity of algae, primarily Enteromorpha 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 Marsh 

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 term salt marsh is therefore used here to 
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describe the vegetation rather than the physical characteristics of this habitat type. It 

encompasses S(.)me of the smaller vegetated areas ~ch were classified as alkaline flats 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 (Spartintlfoliosa), 

and saltwort (Baris maritima). However, the existing vegetation can be roughly compared to the 

vegetation types associated with normal tidal zones as described by ZedJer (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 pickleweed and samphire 

(Salicornia subtermiMiis) which form nearly pure stands in some locations. Other vegetation in . . 
these wetter areas includes such plants as fleshy jawnea (Jaumea carnosa), 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 

(Distich/is spicata), alkali weed (Cressa truxil/ensis) and fivehook bassia (Bassia h;yssopifolia): . . 
. In addition to these species, the drier wetland areas support a significant component of upland 

weeds such as annual grasses (Bromus spp., A.ventl barbata}, Russian thistle (Sa/sola tragus) and 

cheeseweed (Malva parviflora). 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 Oats, and field studies have shown that ponding for a significant 

length of time is limited to only certain portions ofthe alkaline Oats. 

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 ponded 
9 
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water stands for months durin& a no~ rainy season. while in other areas the ponds may last for 
. . . 

several weeks after sigmficant rains. Most of these seasonal pond areas are completely lackin& 

veaetation, whereas others support small patches of pickleweed and other species. These areas 
: ~ .. 

were also originally descn"bed as "severely degraded" by Radovich (1980) and confmned by 

LSA (1989) and CRM (1996) • 
.. . 

3.1.4 AlkaliDe Flab 

.,. 
Approximately 7.0 acres of alkaline flats exist on the Hellman site. The classification of alkaline 

· flats is ~pplied in this summary to describe bmen areas, i.e. less than 300/o vegetative cover, 

which exhibit some hydrological indicators of wetlands. Small patches of pickleweed and 

facultative halophytes occur in some areas of these alkaline flats. Excluding the seasonal ponds, 

this is essentially the same classification originally used by Radovich (1980) and LSA (1989). 

3.2 Wildlife 

~':1· 
In general, the wildlife use of the site is quite low when compared with other, more fully 
' tt:·. . . ~ ~ ' 

functional salt marshes in the region (MBA 1996 and Levine, 1995). This is partly due a lack of 
~ ~ . . 
~equate tidal flushing which in tum bas resulted in low habitat diversity (LSA, 1990). 

~~clitionally, the historical disturbance of the site bas contributed to this lack of diversity, 
~t 

through both the destruction of vegetation and by contributing to poor soil conditions (Ibid). ... 
Finally, site use by off-road vehicles, bikers, off-road bicyclists and domestic animals bas 

severely limited wildlife use of the site (Ibid). The property was fenced in approximately 1990, 

eliminating illegal ~ 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 
... 
qbservation was confirmed by CRM and MBA in 1996. 
l, 

The two sensitive animal species that were identified as potentially occurring on the wetland 

portions of the site include the: 1) California least tern; and 2) Belding's savannah sparrow 

"(Levine, 1995). . 

3.2.1 California Least Tem 

The California least tein (SterntJ tmti//QT1D1J browni) is listed as an encJ.anaered species by both 

the CDPG IDid U.S. FISh aDd W"JldJife Service (USFWS). Tbis small tern fcnacs pimarily .in 

·10 

:t 
fi 
I 
l 
! 
lt 

• ·I 
JI 
l! 
~ 
·II 
~ 
1; 

II 
ti 
:I 

• l 
~ -



l 
l 
j· 

l 
l 
J 

• 
l 
l 
j 

j 

:1 
l 

~ 
l 

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 tem 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 tem 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 tem occasionally 

. forages in the tidal channel on-site, but the tidal channel would not be a primacy foraging area. 

Since this species typically breeds on open, sandy beaches, there is no potential breeding habitat 

on-site. A survey of the 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 (Passerculus 

sandwichensis beldingi) is listed as an endangered subspecies by the CDFG. This subspecies is a 

resident in coastal salt marshes in Santa Barbara, V entuia, Los Angeles, Orange and San Diego 

., counties. 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 indica~ 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 Belding9s 

savannah sparrow is not likely to occur on the site, but occasional breeding by very low numbers 

of these birds is conceivable as confumed by MBA during the most recent surveys in 1996 

(MBA 1996). During these most recent surveys three Belding's savannah sparrows were 

identified onsite; however. because of the seasonality of the survey it is not known if the birds 
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identified are breedin& .onsite. It is more likely that the ~ite is beina used as a stopover point 
' . 

between bleedina populations at Anaheim Bay and Los Ctrritos wetland (Wuner, 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 ~res 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 wlrlch 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 regulatory agencies (U.S. Army Coxps of 

Engineers and California Coastal Commission) has occurred, and will likely continue, in order to 

maximize compliance with State and Federal mitigation requirements, and to solicit agency input 

j concerning the restoration plan. 

j 
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TABLE! 

WETLAND IMPAcrs 

OVERALL PROJECT IMP ACTS TO WETLA:NDS (IN ACRES) 
HABITAT SALT FRESHWATER FRESHWATER GOLF' TOTAL 

TYPE MARSH MARSH WEST MARSH EAST COURSE ACRES 
Tidal . 039 0.00 0.26 2.50 3.1S 
Channel 

SeasoDilly 0.79 0.00 0.00 1.24 2.03 
Ponded 
Water 

Alkaline Flat 2.72 0.00 0.62 3.67 7.01 

SaltMarsh 2.87 0.00 1.43 lO.Sl 14.81 

TOTAL 6.77 0.00 2.31 17.92 27.00 

Note: Acreages are relative to wetland criteria of the CDFG. 

4.1 Wetland Functions and Values 

This section provides quantification of how the proposed wetlands will chanae habitat values over 

Cxistina wetlands. ; 

Accordina to the hydroaeomorphic classification, (Brinson, 1993) the wetland in question is tidal 

salt marsh. The guidebook for assessing wetland fUnctions (Smith. et.al., 199S) lists a number of 

hydrogeommpbic functions for wetlands (including tidal fringe wetlands), and specific quantitative 

variables and combination models for each. These functions are grouped in four cateaories: 

Hydroloaic, Biogeochemical, Plant Habitat, and Animal Habitat. A full HGM assessment requites 

that a group ofR.eference Wetlands be measured so that Site Potential may be measured apinst 

Reference Standards. Reference wetlands have not yet been identified for coastal saltmarshes 

Within this region, and the scope of this project does not warrant the creation a reference wetlaDd 

domain to facilitate this process. However, for the purposes ·of this analysis, the wetland on the: 
Hellman Ranch can be qualitatively evaluated for taCh HGM 1\mction comparing the existing 

conditions to the expected conditions upon completion of the proposed restoration pmject 

(expected conditions would be similar with other regional habitats of similar hydrogeomOzpbic 

positioDs SUt".h as Bo1sa CIDca, ADiheim Bay, Upper Newpar Bay, etc.). Definitions 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 Conditions Low 

The wetlands at the site provide only minimal temporary storage of nuisance flows and 

stonn runoff within areas identified as seasonal ponds. Significant runoff 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 stonn runoff. 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 Conditions 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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.. NIA. En erg)· Dissipation-Existing Condltiou 

·•· 

Currently the site receives only muted tidal flows and has no input :&om an associated 

riverine system; therefore, the site does not provide important energy dissipation functions. 

. 
Energy Dissipation-With Project N/A 

Upon implementation of the project, the site would still receive muted tidal flows and will 

receive relatively low inflow iiom an associated riverine system; therefore, the site would 

not provide important energy dissipation fi.mctions. 

Biogeochemical 

Nutrient Cycling-Existing Conditioas 

The poten~al for natural cr,cting of e:arOOn and nitrogen at the site is low. The lack of • 

significant tidal influence prevents exchange of nutrients between the wetJand habitats and 

the aquatic ecosystem. In addition, few animals are supported by the wetJands at the site 

and few are dependent upon these wetJands as either a breeding site or year-round site of 

residence. 

Nutrient Cycting-Restored Saltmarsh 

Natural cycling of carbon and nitrogen would be greatly enhanced through restored tidal 

flushing which would provide a mechanism for nutrient-rich ocean waters to be cmied to 

the site as well as for orpnics, which accumulate in the marsh to be carried out of the 

marsh into the aquatic environment In addition, the eDhanced habitat would proVide for 

much higher u5age by wildlife species which would, in tum, also increase nutrient cycHDg. 
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Removal ofEiem~nts and Compounds-Existing Conditions 

Wetland vegetation often acts as a filter, removing nutrients, contaminants, and other 

compounds from the aquatic system which are subsequently buried, 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 perfonn this natural wetland function 

in a manner comparable to coastal salt marshes in the region. 

Retention of Particulates-Existing 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. 

Low 

Retention of Particulates-Restored Saltmanh Medium-High 

Restoration of the saltmarsh including tidal flushing 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 region. 
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Orzanic Carboa Export-Exlstin& ConditioDJ ·. . . Low 

Saltmarsbes are a net exporter of carbon. Areas dominated by succulents produce 

approximately 40 grams of Carbon per square meter per year (& C/m21yr) and areas of 

mixed cordgrass and succulents export approximately 110 1 C/m2/yr. Deeper areas, within 

the znarsb. which support epibentbic algae export between liS and 340 g Clm2/yr. 

Essentiany 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. AdditionaDy, areas such as the allc:ali 

flats and alkali meadow, ev~ if subject to tidal flushing would produce less carbon for 

export due to the lower productivity. A quantitative analysis of carbon export by the 27 .,. 
acres of wetlands at the Hellman Ranch bas not been conductecl; however; only the tidal 

channel (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. 

OflaDic Carbon Export-Restored Saltmanh 

The restored saltmarsb will have deepwater areas which support epibentbic algae, areas of 

t 
c: 
c 
t: 
t 
c 
-~ ... 
t 

cordgrass, and a predominance of succulent vegetation (picldeweed} in conjunction with t. 
regular tidal fiushing and would be expected to export carbon at the rate typical of healthy 

salt marsh habitats characteristic of the reaion. t 
, 

~lant Habitat 

Maintain Characteristic Plant Communlties-Exlstin& CondltioDS 

1he wetlands on the site have been characteriz.ed as degraded to severely degraded. The 

lack of tidal influence for the majority of the wetlands bas resulted in a convemon from 

picldeweed mm:sJt to areas of saltpss (Distichlis spiellla), alkali weed (Cressa truxfllensis), 

five-hooked bassia (Bassla 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 

cord grass, pickleweed, as well as upper marsh vegetation. 

Maintain Characteristic Detrital Biomass-Existing Conditions 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 lack 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 Characteristic Detrital Biomass-Restored Saltmanh 

The detrital biomass maintained by the restored wetlands is expected to be consistent with 

i~ 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 I-405 bridge. The brackish water marsh 

consists primarily of cattails and rush. Blue herons, black-crowned night herons, snowy egrets, 

' great egrets, various dabbling ducks, pelicans, and terns have been observed along the marsh 

banks, in the inarsh 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, whicli suggest that invertebrate and fish prey are also abundant enough to 

provide a food base for these birds. 



.. 
Water Quality · 'f 

Water temperature is typieally elevated year around m the river IS a result of thermal discbazps 

nom the Haynes Alamitos and Scattergood Generating Statious. Seasonal fluctuations in water 

temperatw"es, dissolved oxyaen, and pH occur alona 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 thennal discharge into the River, tidal influence from San Pedro Bay, low-flow conditioDS in · 

the River, and periodic high-flow nmo~ in the River which drains the Los Angeles 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 milliarams per liter (mall) at offshore stations during most of the year, but frequently 

·fall under lower than S mg/1, which are below the threshold levels needed to sustain aquatic life. 

• ;Regional 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 

05.9 dep-ees F, and ranged between 48.8 to 88.8 degrees Fah:reDheit (F). S~ fluctuations 

Occur, but water temperatures above the mean temperature of7S.9 degrees F occur fi:equently, 

~ve of season. Thermal maxima, dissolved oxygen minima, (<S mgll), and lower pH 

(<7 .S) occur most frequently between June and September. 

The impacts on aquatic and marine life during these periods will include increased pbysioloaical 

stresses that could reduce species diversity and abundances .of both water column (i.e, fish and 

plankton) and benthic species (animaJs that live on or in the channel bottoms). These conditions 

however, are not unlike natural conditions which occur in higher reaches of southern· California 
. . 

bays and estuaries, such IS Upper Newport Bay, lrmer Bolsa Bay, and the Tijuana Estuary. 

DuriDa 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 ~porarily 

become the dominant forms until seasonal extremes in water quality co~ditions pass. The only 

difference is that because the temperatures in the San Gabriel River are elevated for a Ionaer 

period during the year,_ the biological communities of water column and benthic species may be 

suppressed to a peater degree than areas which are not subjected to coDStant thermal stresS. 
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The Hellman Ranch lies within the Lower Reaches of the San Gabriel River within the tidal 

prism (Hydro Unit 405.15, 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 impairment resulting from both point 

source and non-point sources. 

To put these terms, "impaired and intennediate" water quality in perspective, other "impaired" 

estuarine and coastal water quality bodies in the vicinity include the Ballona Wetlands, Colorado 

Lagoon (Alamitos Bay), Upper Newport Bay and Mugu Lagoon (two of the most productive 

t• 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 Cree~ San Juan 

•. C~e~ Tijuana R!_ver, 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 QuaUty on the Proposed Hellman Wetluds 

Iuvertebrates, Fish, and Shorebirds. Water quality conditions will likely mirror seasonal 

changes that occur in the San Gabriel River and because tidal flow is present, there will be a 

constant inflow ofwaters 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 occur 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 

''Blue 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 and 

fish. lbe communities would consist of fewer species but perhaps large numbers of 

opportunistic species. Worms (polychaetes and oliaochaetes), clams, and insect larvae would 

be present year around and would provide a food base for resident fishes, (i.e, aobies), transient 

fishes (i.e, topsmelt and halibut), overwinterina and resident species of shorebirds, waterfowl, 

and marsh birds. 

Wetlud plants-..4/gae. ProJonaed hip temperatures would result in a greater abundance of 

· opportuDistic plants, such as the benthic alaaes Enteromorpha and Ulva which commonly occur . 
on mudflats of bays, coastal lagoons, and estuaries of southern California. While these alaaes 

commonly occur year around in southern California, high temperatures, plus the addition of 

nutrients and limited water circulation will stimulate algal growth and could result in a eutrophic 
' (overproductive) shallow water body. 1be worse-case, sbort·term event would be a die off of 

benthic organsims and fishes in the wetland channels when stagnation occurs, due to hi&h 

temperatures and low concentrations of dissolved oxygen. This would triager further decay and 

stagnaUon if the waters could not be circulated out of the system. 

'Vascular marsh 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 limiting 

factors, as these vascular plants are not submergent vegetation and they obtain their oxygen 

through their leaves and shoots, and 1ransp0rt it into their root system. 

The Hellman marsh community will underao a long-term and dynamic evolution in terms of the 

types of plants which will be present, relative·coveraae, and distribution based upon their · 

adaptation to the factors listed above. Plant distributions may vary over time, because some 

species. (such as pickleweed) are more tolerant of drought conditions and hi&her soil salinities 

than others (such as cordgrass). Periodic floods will stimulate salt marshes through increased 

seed production ofpickleweed and cordgrass. However, longer periods of inundation and 

retention of fresh water will promote the establishment ofbracldsh marsh species. such as Typha 

and cattails which decreases the habitat value and the fUnction of the coastal wetland. 

NuttiaJIS (u. Ditroaen and phosphate) willlbould not be J.imitina. Ove.rstimulation of the 

Wetlands through po()r golf course management would however ovestimulation the system and 
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could result in eU1rophic conditions. Based upon the proposed golf course fertilization and 

manageme~t plans, this potential problem should not occur. ·· · . 
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5.0 SALTWATER MARSH RESTORATION PLAN 

The restoration plan for the saltwater marsh consists of site padina, hydraulics, and plantiq. 

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 aoal of the saltwater marsh restoration plan is to create 17.7 acres of self..sustainina habitat 

to mitiaate for project impacts and improve overall wetland quality. Review of wetland 

restoration/creation implemented at other sites (Anaheim Bay Mitigation 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 (MacDonal41, 1977 and Zedler, 1984B). 

The vegetation zones of the saltwater marsh are descn"bed relative to tidal zones. These tidal 

zones are associated with the mixed tides of Soutbem California as presented in Table 2. The 

specific acreage 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 foragina habitat on the mudflats; 

• Restore salt marsh veaetation that will serve as foracinJ and nesting habitat for the· 

endangered Beldina's savannah sparrow and light-footed clapper rail; 

• Restore functioning habitat that will support plant and animal species found in these 

natural communities, as defined by plant diversity, composition, productivity, 

stJUcture, and wildlife use; 
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• Establish species of salt marsh plants with low maintenance requirements; 

' .... · .. • · Beach area wetlands; 

• Establish vegetation that will be self-sustaining over the long-tenDs and 

• Implement a monitoring and maintenance propam. 

On a day to day basis, f:be existing salt marsh experiences VeJY little use by birds and fish. It is 

assumed that this is due to a Jack of resources attn"butable to the severely degraded condition of 

the marsh caused by a lack of tidal flusbina 

In'contrast, the proposed project 'Will restore regular tidal flushing to the marsh, resulting in tidal 

conditions associated with habitat exhibiting increased functions and values. Tidal flushing 'Will 

. improve water quality to the level required for fish and will result in improved sediment 

conditions to better support invertebrates, a major component of the food web. This increase in 

resources, that is, an expansion of the food web, will most likely result in an increase of migrant 

~ of the site. It is also anticipated that the number of resident birds breeding and/or foraaing at 

the site 'Will also increase. 

5.2 Gradin& 

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 coolina water to the Haynes 

Generatina Station. The project site slopes generally from northeast to southwest and is. . . 

rel_atively flat and low lying with elevations ranJina from + 11.5 feet MSL on the fill area to 

+1.0 foot MSL in the tidal cbennet 

Proposed grading has been desianed to provide elevations that correspond to the required 

"bands" of salt marsh habitat Habitat 'Will be established at the specific elevation ranges that . 

couespond to the tidal regime controlled by the renovated culvert. The wetland 'Will be located 

alona the edge of the property. The golf course will be situated between the wetland and the . ' 

residential area to isolate the wetland from most human activity, includiq the intrusion of pets, 

iloise, 1iJht, mban runoff and other 4evclopmeDt-mated poten1ia1 impacu. 
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TABLE2 

PROPOSED SALT MARSH TIDAL ZONES 

Utilization and Proposed Area 
Total Acreage: 23.1 1. Shallow Subtidal Zone (Basins and Channels) 
~----~~~--~~----~ Type: Fish and seabirds The lowest zone is the shallow subtidal zone, defined as the area 

Acres: 4.1 

Type: Fish and invertebrates 

Acres: Area included within 
- ·subtidal zone above 

Type: Birds and invertebrates 

Acres: 3.2 
i· 
:.;. ~ 

Type: Shorebirds 

Acres: 4.7 

Type: Birds and Rodents 

Acres: 5.7 

below extreme low water (ELW), as determined by the lowest 
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. 
2. Occasionally Exposed-Subtidal ~ 

The zone is occasionally exposed subtidal zone, defined as the 
area between ELW and mean lower low water (MLL W). This 
area remains inundated at low tides, all 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 ~(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 cllying preclude the growth of 
most vascular plants, resulting in a mudflat, or mud bank in the 
case of the steeper grades . 
4. Upper Intertidal ~ {Low Marsh) 

The next highest zone is the upper intertidal (low marsh), ranging 
from MHW (+1.3' 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. 
5. Suoer Tidal ~!High Marsh) 

The uppermost marsh zone is the super tidal (high marsh) defmed 
as the zone above MmiW (+1.9' to +4.5' MSL) in this marsh. 
This zone is inundated only by the higher tides, occurring Jess 
often than once per day, and is ch~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 habi~t for the 
Belding's savannah sparrow. 
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Type: Birds and Rodents 

Acres: 5.4 

. 

6. 

TABLE2 
(Continued) . 

Transition Args 

Transition and buffer areas lie above the influence of tides (+4.5' 
MSL) and provide a zone offoraJing for birds and rodents. Dis 
zone is very significant in that it provides a band of separation 
between sensitive salt marsh species and human activities. This 
zone shields the marsh from disturbance while providina 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 designed to provide the 

.: appropriate area of each habitat type resulting in a balanced ecosystem. Slopes within the basin 

~-were designed to maximize son stability. Excavated material. which is largely accumulated silt 

and artificial fill. will be reused on other portions of the Specific Plan Area. No soil export is 

expected to occur. 

All elevations discussed below are referenced to MSL. The proposed arading plan is shown in 

.·, Figure 4. The saltwater marsh will consist of a single tidal basin. The basin bas an elongated 

·~plan form of irreplar outline based on the property lines and golf course development. 

Elevations within the basin range from -4.0 to+ 10.0 feet MSL. A deep channel 8l'e! is proposed 

nearest the golf course to provide fish habitat and minimize golf 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 shallow channel 

connecting the culvert mouth to the -4 foot contour in the marsh. The channel eut 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 Areas 

Subtidal areas are proposed within the central portion of the marsh. Elevations ranae between 

0.0 and -4.0 feet MSL. The lowest elevations exist near the mouth of the existina culvert. This 

area will provide subtidal habitat for fish. 

5.2.2 Tidal Channels 

The shape of the basin bottom is contoured to provide several sinuous tidal channels read,jna 

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 channels also provide habitat for fish. 

• 
5:U Mudflats 

Mudflat &rea$ 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 Jt high tide. The mudflat slopes are approximately 1:7. They provide habitat for 

invertebrates and feeding shorebirds. 

D.4 LowManh 

Low Jllll'Sh 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 Belding's savannah sparrow. lbe 

padina plan maximizes this area within the wetland. Slopes oflow marsh areas are relatively 

flat, at approximately 1 :SO. 

5.2.5 High Manh 

High marsh areas lie alona the highest margins of the wetland. Their elevations range from +1.9 

to +4.5 feet MSL. The slope of the high marsh is approximately 1:15. This area is infrequently 

inund~ by the tide, yet receives tidal influence in the son. High marsh provides "tranSitional . 

and buffer habitat for sensitive salt marsh bird species. 
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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. 

lbree road crossings existing along the channel. From downstream to upstream, the frrst is the 

main access road from First Street in Seat Beach. A cutve11 conveys flows under ihe 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 Ele\'ations 

Tides were measured using automatic tide gages from November 3nt to 101h, 1997. Manual tide 
~; 

~tneasurements were also made on November 4m to verify the gage readings. The locations of the 
.. 
gages is shown in ~igure 8. Results of the tidal readings are shown in Figure 9, which shows the 

tid~ in the ocean, and at both gage locations in the tidal channel. The tides in the existing tidal 
- ~! .. . ; . . 
~bannel are severely muted from that of the ocean .. The high tides are muted by about O.S feet 

ftom 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 

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 
i·. 

+O.S MSL. The channel is able to fill with seawater, but is unable to completely drain. 

Phase Lags 

Phase lags, or time delays benveen high and low tide in the San Gabriel River and the existing 

marsh occur. Figure 9 shows the tides in the marsh relative to those in the River. The high tide 

phase lag is approximately 1 hour, wbile the low tide phase lag is approximately 4 to S hours . 

Phase lags are caused by culvert and channel constrictions. 
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. TABLE3 '. 

RECORDED WATER LEVELS AT LOS ANGELES OUTER HARBOR 

Datum Datum 
(ft,MLLW) (ft, MSL) 

Extreme High Water (1/27/83) 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 (ML W) 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 1 S shows the reservoir storage curve of the wetland as defined by the proposed grading 

plan. The total area of wetland below elevation +4.S 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 

~upy about S. 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 ofS.S feet. As sho'Wil 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 \Vill 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 BI.l increment of age at each time step, and the model is run for several tide 

periods until the age in each node reaches an approximately steady state. The final 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. 

~t 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 we~and 

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 Jess are optimal for 

restoration purposes (County of Orange, 1996). Drainage into the wetlands ~om the land side 

Will be excluded by the graded berm surrounding the site thereby keeping nmoff from the golf 
.. 
. -Course and urban areas from entering the salt marsh. Figure 17 shows residence times 
~ . 
'J'. 

throughout the salt marsh. For comparison, existing residence times at Bolsa Chica range from 
~ 

20 to 28 days," depending on locati~n (Moffatt & Nichol Engineers, 1994). 

Flooding 

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 l>e necessary to control water levels in the marsh dmiilg 

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 Planting 

The species of plants to be incorporated into the saltwater marsh project occW' 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 

systems, will restore important wildlife habitat values to the Hellman Property. 
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TABLE6 . 

SALTMARSH. 

PLANT PALEITE 

Spacing on Container 
Plant Species Center (feet) Type/Size 

Cord grass 3 1 gallon 
(Spartina foliosa) cont. stock 

Perennial Picldeweed 2 1 gallon 
(Salicornia -virginica) cont. stock 

Samphire 2 1 gallon 
(Salicornia subrerminalis) cont. stock 
Fleshy jaumea 2 flats 

(Jaumea carnosa) (6"x6" 
outplants) 

Frankenia 2 1 gallon 
(Frankenia grandiflora) cont. stock 

California sea lavender 2. 1 gallon 
(Limonium californicum) 
Salt grass 2 flats 
(Distich/is spicata) (6"x6" 

outplants) 
Emory's bacchari.s 4 1 gallon 
(Baccharis emoryz} · cont. stock 

Southwestern spiny rush scattered 1 gallon 
Juncus acutus ssp 

leopoldii 

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 
Picldeweed-Tidal 3.6 
·Pickleweed-High Marsh 5.7 
Transition Zone/Buffers S.4 
TOTAL .23.1 
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Source 
commercial 

on-site, 
commercial 
on-site, 
commercial 
commercial, 
on-site 

commercial, 
on-site 
commercial, 
on-site 
commercial, 

commercial 
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TABLE 8 

TARGET BIRD SPECIES FOR 

THE SALT MARSH 

, .:. .,<.;.,:~~~z::~:·;4t~1rr~r.: -·b::~~!:\: ;,;~~t=~=!: 
Gavia immer sse o/WM uN siW 
common loon 

Peltcanus erythrorhynduts 
American white pelican 

Pelecanus occidentali.s califomicus 
California brown pelican 

Phaltlcrocortl% Qll1"/.nu 
double-crested cormorant 

Plegadis chihl 
white-faced ibis 

Pandion haliaems 
osprey 

EIDnus leUCIUJIS 
white-tailed kite 

Circus eyaneus 
northern harrier 

Falco peregrinus anazum 
American peregrine falcon 

RaJJus longiro.mis lev/pes 
light-footed clapper rail 

Chllradris alaandrinus ntvo.rus 
western sncrwj plover 

Nwnerius a.naerit:tlnlls 
lona-billed curlew 

StemD elefiiiU 
elegant tem 

Stt1'NJ antillarwn b1'DW11i 
California least tern 

Rkync:luJps mrtr · · 
black skimmer 

sse 

FE SE 

sse 

sse 

sse 

fP 

sse 

FE SE 

FE SE 

sse 

sse 

sse 

sse 

FE SE 

o!W ciW aiW 

. 
u/SW ciS u/W 

u/R ciW 

siW o!W I 

o!WS u/V 

uiR ciR. o/R. 

ollt · uiW 

uiW uiW sfW 

oiV u/R. 

oiR. fiW 

fiW fiR 

fill ciW ciR. 

ciS fiS 

fiS ciS f/S 

o/R. f/S 

1\ ~· 
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Weed Removal- Weed species that establish within the s81t marsh area prior to and during 

planting will be removed manually or by use of the product Rodeo, an herbicide. 

Injgation • Irrigation is recommended at higher portions of the salt marsh to augment tidal 

tlqws. Buffer areas will require freshwater irrigation for plant establishment. 

5.~.7 Construction Sequence of the Salt Manh 

Construction of the salt marsh requires completion of a series of tasks. The following sequence 

is proposed for the planting tasks: 

j·: 

• 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 ~ restoration ~ntours an~ 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 ~h; 

• Introduce .tidal action; 

• Initiate post-construction momtoring and maintenance programs, and 

• Evaluate and report project findings. 

A biological monitor sba1l be on-site during all salvage, grading, and replanting operatioDS 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 qencies, and sba11 have experience in 

monitoring and implementing wetland restoration projects. Construction may occur during the 

t: 
I: 
t 
I: 
t 
t 
t 
t 
~ 

It 
r; 
~ 

~ 

l 
aesting season or from September to March since the present nesting potential on the site is low. l 
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5.5.1 Maintenance 

Regular intervals of maintenance are recommended; these should be more ~quent 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 the 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 Jando\Vller and property manager. 
,,4, 

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 shalJ be installed at the 

lagoon end of the culvert to catch flotsam and jetsam if observations indicate a need for ·. 

the protection. 

·•. 2. 

3. 

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 perf~nned as 

necessary. Monitoring will provide infonnation on the need for replanting . 

. ,. 4. Culvert Maintenance- The culvert will be visually inspected if the tidal elevations in 

the marsh drop substantially (greater than 0.5 feet) from the target elevations. Regular 

inspection shall also occur quarterly for the first year, and semiannually into perpetuity to 

identify obstructions and the rate of marine gro'Wih. If obstructions or excessive gro'Wth 

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 

operatio~ and semiannually thereafter. If the depth of the tidal basin becomes shallower 

l 
l 
I 
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• Pre·plant ~vage, during plant salvage, during the grading process, and post-grading. 

• 
·. . 

Post-planting surveys weekly for the frrst 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 

gro\Yth appears. Once vegetative spreading has begun. total aerial cover and plant 

height 'Will be used as a meas\U'C 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 follo'Wing the transplant. Organisms will be 

1:! 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 0.5 mm mesh screen . 

., Samples "Will be returned to the laboratory where the organisms will be sorted and 

identifi_ed to the lowest possible taxonomic category. The abundance, richness, and 

diversity of the community 'Will be detennined 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 number of birds using the 

project area. Based on the time of observation, the number of sightings per hour will 

be ca}culated. Behavioral data that Will be collected will focus on foraging be~vior, 

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 anaually for the. 

remaining four years (ten surveys) . 
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Such measures may include: l 

' 

· • Utilize aeration systems within the culvert and in areas of the wetlands to increase the 

level of dissolved oxygen when levels fall below S mall. 

• 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. 

• Install a trash and debris screen on the culvert to reduce the inflow oftrash 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 eooler waters from the Haynes Alamitos Cooling Channel rather than the 

thennally:elevated waters of the Sari 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 ~annels to plan for potential times when water quality may 

become adverse to the wetlands. 

5.5.3 Salt Marsh Performance Criteria 

Short-term and long-term success criteria are needed because of the relatively slow~ 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 reso~ agencies and the project team 

when monitoring reports are submitted. . 

Preliminary criteria that will be evaluated for vegetation and wildlife habitat use include: 

• Maintenan:e of soil salinities between 10 and 45 parts per thousand by ~ing ·soil 

additives for five years of monitoring; 

• 90 percent surviva1 of replanted material at the end of the third month of monitoring; 
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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 

~stems, adjusting the tidal regimes, modifying the culvert system (additional culverts), and 

weed eradication. 

Contingency Plan 
""" 

If at the 3-year milestone within the S-year monitoring period the site is not functioning as 

anticipated, remedial measures \\'ill 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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6.4.2 Planting Palette 

Vegetation will consist of emergent hydrophytes which will be established on the shelves in 

water between 0.5 and 1.5 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 bulrush (Scirpus americanus) and narrow-leaved cattail (Typha. 

, angustifolia) with sub dominants including coastal bulrush (Scirpus robu.stus)2, small .. fruited 

bulrush (Scirpus microcarpus), and California bulrush (Scirpus californicus). Near the shore of 

the ponds ~here the water is only inches deep, smaller stature species 'Will be utilized including 

creeping spikerush (Eleocharis macrostachya), needle-stemmed spikerush (Eleocharls 

acicularis), rugulose rush (Juncus rugulosus) and iris·leaved rush (Juncus xiphioides). · 

Olney's bulrush, narrow-leaved cattail, small-:fiuited 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 15 feet). This will allow for better lines-of-sight over the pond/marsh m:eas for the golfers 

• while stili providing dense cover and large seeds for 'Wildlife. Areas away from tees and greens 

If. will receive scattered plantings of the taller California bulrush, adding greater struc~ diversity 
•• 

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. 

I 

I 

• 
• 
• 
• 

~aritime bubush (Scirpus maritimllS) is closely related to the coastal bulrush and may be substituted if necessary ., 
due to availability. / -' 
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6.4.3 Fresh'\\·ater Marsh Buffers 

·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 (Carex praegracilis) and Mexican NSh 
·. 
~(Juncus mexicanus). The buffer will provide a transition area from the freshwater marsh to the 

turfgrass of the golf course.• 

. ·. 

· 6.4.4 Target 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 lllists 

the target species, their residential status and types of habitat (freshwater versus saltwater) most 

;~mmonly utilized. 

TABLE II 
TARGET BIRD SPECIES 

OPEN WATER/FRESHWATER CREATION AREAS 

Resident Fresb'\\'ater (F) 
Tartzet Species Period or Saltwater {S) Comments 

Podilymbus podiceps Winter 
pied-billed grebe 

F&S High Potential 

.A.rdea herodias Resident F&S High Potential 
great blue heron 

.A.rdea albus 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 
black-crowned night-
heron 

Resident F&S High Potential 

.4nas platyrhynchos Resident F&S-Open High Potential 
mallard Water 

-nt wet meadow species are typically low growing ud will not require mowiDg or sprayiDJ with herbicides. 
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6.4.5 Freshwater Marsh Habitat Site Prepara~oa 
.. . . -, . 

A biological monitor 'Will be on-site on an as-needed basis to facilitate appropriate IOU 

treatments, weed removal activities, etc. 

Site Grading· 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 performe<fprior to the development of construction·level 

documents to detennine the necessity of any soils amendments. Soil will be tested for salinity 

levels and petroleum content (from heavy machinery). It is anticipated that little or no _ 

.. 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 (Brassica 

spp.), pigweed (Amaranthus spp.), tumbleweed (Salsola lcalz}, mustard (Brassica spp.), and non-

-native grasses. 

Irrigatiou- Because the basins \\ill 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 

Construction of the freshwater marsh req~s completion of a series of tasks. Co~ction 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 construction \\ill be prohibited during any documented nesting. 

Creation of the freshwater marsh will include pading and construction of the basins, purchase 

and installation of the vegetation, maintenance and five years of biological monitoring . 
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Container species will be stored onsite in a secure area and will not be allowed to dry out, 

become sun-burned, or suffer any type of mechanical dainage. Plant rootballs will not be 

. exposed to drying or heating conditions . . ' 
~ 

6.5 Maintenance and MonitoriD1 

6.5.1 Maintenance 

• A landscape maintenance Contractor experienced in maintaining revegetationlm.itigation projects 

will be retained. The maintenance Contractor will be responsible for performing weed control, ..... 

replacing failed plant species, providing general site .maintenance, and performing any other -

maintenance tasks necessacy to facilitate the successful establishment of the revegetation species 

as determined by the Project Restoration Specialist 5 The maintenance Contractor will also ~ 

responsible for coordinating with the Project Restoration Specialist regarding site maintenance 

:activities and any neces~ remedial measures. At the end of each month, the maintenance 

Contractor will provide the Project Restoration Specialist with a report that summarizes all 

maintenance activities. The responsibility for maintenance will ultimately rest with the 

landowner and property manager. · · 

·Debris Clearing- As needed, debris which may become deposited within the freshwater marsh 

babitat will be cleared and removed nom 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 iD the 

freshwater marsh areas are, giant borseweed (Conyza canadensis), cocklebur (Xanthium. 

strumarium), 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 Contractor 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 . 

'\\'here appropriate, the golf course groundskeeper may perform routine maintenance such as weed conttol and 
replanting at the directiOD of lbe Restoration Spec:i•Ust. · 
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of a general site walkover and characterization of the revegetaiion sites will be completed during 

each monitoring vi~lf General observations, such ~ fitnes·s and health of the vegetation and 

weed problems will be noted in each site walkover • 

. Information gathered during quantitative surveys will include species• densities, and species' 

coverage for all target plant species within the habitat creation areas. An average percent 

.oc· coverage and species .. density will be calculated 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 requirements, 

compliance will be ensured by perfonning appropriate remedial procedures listed in 'fable 12. 

:. 

Monitoring procedures will be as follows: 

• During the first year, monitoring will occur every month. One quantitative SUlVey 

will be performed to detennine planted species' growth performance and compare the 

revegetation site to existing similar habitats (control sites) . 

• During:.~e second year, third, fourth, and fifth years, monitoring will occur on a 

quarterly basis. One quantitative survey will be performed to determine planted 

species' growth performance. 

~· .. 
·t 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 $t the ~d of~ of the 

S years . 
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6.5.3 Freshwater.Marsh Performance Criteria. 

The 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 S years following planting. The performance standards and guidelines listed below 

will be used as guidelines for providing functional habitat for wildlife species and for 

dete~g revegetation success. 

• 3S·percent coverage of target wetland species (<5-percent deviation allowed) at the 

end of rust year of monitorins. 

• 80-percent survival of all planted wetland species (<I 0-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. 

• 85-percent coverage oftarget wetland sPecies ( <5-percent deviation allo~ed) at the 

end of the fourth year. 

• 90-Fcent 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, fo~ and fifth years. · 

The 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' composition/densities; and coverages are achieved and the site proVides adequate habitat ~ 
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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 Plaa 
! 

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 perfonnance 

criteriL Specific remedial measures will be detetmined at that time in coordination with 

l, regulatory/resource agencies. 
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• 8.0 RESPONSmLE 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 

~vironmental Quality Act to evaluate potential environmental impacts, project alternatives, and 

the need for mitigation measures. Ultimately, the Coastal Commission and the U.S. Army Cotps 

of Engineers will make key permitting decisions with the input of the U.S. Fish and W'tldlife 

Service, California Department ofFish and Game, National Marine Fisherie~ Service, Regional 

Water Quality Con1rol Board and others including the City of Seal Beach. As described in the 

i 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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FUNCTIONAL AS~ESSMENT •''··: 

~- ·· ·A fUnctional assessment of the existing approximately 27 acres of degraded and severely 
'· degraded wetland habitat, on the Hellman Ranch Reserve, (Reserve) \\·as conducted in order to 
·· compare the functions performed by the existing wetlands with the functions that would be 
- expected within 26 acres of restored coastal salt marsh wetlands. For pwposes of this analysis, 

he fteshv.'ater marsh associated with ·the Reserve Golf Course was not included. The fUnctional 
assessment was perfonned using the Hydrogeomorphic (HOM) approach developed by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps).1 . 

lntroduetiop 

In order to assess functions provided by wetlands, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) bas 
• 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 functional capacity of wetlands, due .to project
related impacts can be quantified. This is accomplished by assigning values (functional indices) · 
to each of the functions performed by the wetland being assessed which can then be compared· 
\\ith knov.n indices from reference wetlands in the same regional subclass. 

The same type of assessment can also be used to compare wetland functions performed by a 
given wetland with 1fae functions perfolllled by the same wetland following restoration or 
enhancement effons. This functional 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. Bomkamp has extensive 
experience in wetland delineation, wetland functional assessment, and wetland restoration. In 

.. addition to his work as a consultant Mr. Bomkarnp is a part·time instructor at CaJ·State Fullerton 
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 includina coastal salt 
marsh. Mr. \Vare has particular expertise in fisheries biology· and ecology as well as in wetland 

· restoration. 

Metbodoloty 

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 hydrogeomorpbic classification for wetlands" Technical Report 
"WRP-DE-4, U.S. Army Engineer Waterways Experiment Station, Vicksberg, MS. 
Smith, R.D., D. A. Ammann, C. Bartoldus, and M.M. Brinson. 1995. "An approach for 

assessing wetland fu,nctions using hydrogeomorphic classification, reference wetlands, and 
functional indices," Technical Report "WRP-DE·9, U.S. Anny Engineer \\1aterways Experiment 
Station. Vicksber&, MS. ~.~,~ 
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Calculation or Functional CapaeitY 

.· In order to calculate fUnctional capacity (FC), it is necessacy to consider the size of the wetland 
(or portion of the wetland) in conjunction with the FCJ. This is important, because consideration 
ofFCI alone could lead to erroneous conclusions. A 10 acre coastal salt marsh 'With a FCI of 0.8 ;:: 

"-: 
would be more valuable than a 2 acre coastal salt marsh with an FCI of 0.8. In order to calculate 
Functional Capacity it is therefore necessacy to multiply the FCI by the size of the target wetland. 

ANALYSIS OF FUNCTIONS 

Tidal SurKe AttenuatioD 

Because tidal exchange on the site is muted by a culvert wruch connects the site to the San 
Gabriel River, this function is not provided by the wetlands on the site. Because tidal exchange 
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 swnmary for. 
of the Functional Capacity values detennined for each wetland function including existing·· 
conditions and restored conditions). · 

Sediment Deposition 

.. Existing Conditions· Determination of Functional Capaelty 

~e only area of\\'etlands on the site \\'hich receives tidal flow is the 3.1-acre tidal channel which 
r varies in width from a few feet to 1 S feet in some areas and extends for approximately 3,000 feet. 

The ability of the channel to remove sediments from inflo'Wing tides or runoff from the site, 
discharging through the channel to the San Gabriel River is based upon three variables (V): 

V(fd) • FJooding Duration 

V(d) • Distance 

V(r) • Rouglmess 

The FCl 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 (Flooding Duration) is four 
days, meaning that a complete exchange of tidal waters occms every four days at the extmne end 
of the tidal channel. It is expected that the difference in the V(f'd) 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, conesponding to a residence time of 4 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). 

6-ft 7• '~ 7 ,~,.,-..., <f{1t 3 
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For coastal salt marsh habitats, roughness is generally a measure of the cover or density of the 
vegetation within the wetland which would serve to ••fitter" the water as it moves through the 
wetland. The channel exhibits approximately 40-percent vegetative cover with a corresponding 
V(r) value of 0.4 (100-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 ~hove is detennined by multiplying the FCI by the size of 
the wetland area. Therefore, under the existing conditions, the FC for sediment deposit is 
determined to be .367 multiplied by 3.1 (acres) which equals 1.14 

Restored Conditions· Determination or Functional Capaelty 

Under restored conditions, the residence time of the wetland (Flooding Duration) would be 
approximately two days, meaning the a complete exchange of tidal \\'aters would occur every two 
days \\ithin 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 
\\ith 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) . 

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 existing conditions when compared 
\\ith the conditions _after mitigation are expected to be proportional to the distance ttaveled. 

·'·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 will 
·~ serve to "filter" the '\\·ater as it moves through the wetland. The target cover for the restored 
.· wetland is 75-percent which is reflected in a V(r) value of0.75. 

Therefore the FCI for sediment deposit under restored conditions is expected to be: 0.2 + 0.23 + 
0.1513-0.393 . 

Functional Capacity (FC), as discussed above is determined by multiplying the FCI by the size of . 
: the wetland area. Therefore, under restored conditions, the FC for sediment deposit is 

determined to be .393 multiplied by 14.5 acres(of subtidal, mudflat, and low marsh) which 
equals 5.7. 

Thus, upon implementation of the project the Functional Capacity for Sediment Deposition 
would increase from 1.14 to 5.7 or an increase ofS:l • 
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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· conditions. the FC for sediment deposit is 
detennined to be .. 333 multiplied by 3.1 (acres) which equals 1.0 

Restored Conditio~s • Determinatio_n or 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 P!Oportionality would have a V (fd) value of 0.8). 

The restored salt marsh would include 2.4 acres of cordgrass habjtat u 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 pickJeweed marsh areas, the lower portions of the restored 
saJtmarsh would incl!Jde alkali heath, sa]tgrass, 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 - 0.51 

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 
~ determined 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 Oreanic Carbon E1port 

: Existing Conditions - Determination or Functional Capacity 

Much of the wetland habitat on the site is in isolated depressions or in areas separated from tidal 
influence by berms. roads or filJ and are therefore not connected to the 3.1-aere tidal channel. 
However, there are approximately 7.0 acres of wetlands that during times of flooding exhibit 
sufficient connection to the channel that they contribute through surface flow to the tidal channel 
thereby contributing to Particulate Organic Carbon Expon. The ability ~f 1he wetlands to 
contribute to organic carbon expon is based upori .three variables (V): · 

7 
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• Restored Conditions· Determination of Functional Capacity 

Under restored conditions the residence time of the wetland (FJoodina Duration) would be 
approximately two days, meaning the a complete exchange of tidal waters would occur every two 
days within the created wetland. Jt 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 ofB days would result in proportional amount of sediment settling out of the water column 
and based upon proportionality would have a V(fd) value of 0.8) . 

. The restored salt marsh would include 2.4 acres of cordgrass habitat, 3.6 acres of 'ddal 
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 0.75 • 

In addition to the emergent cordgrass and pickleweed marsh areas, the lower portions of the 
restored saltmarsh would incJude alkali heath, saltgrass, California sea lavender (Limonium 
californicum), and fleshy jaumea. The moderate diversity of species coupled with the minimum 
of7S·percent cover results in a V(s) value of 0.75. 

.. /' Therefore . the FCI for Panjculate 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 detennined by multiplying the FCJ by the size of 
" the wetland area. Therefore, under the restored conditions, the FC for Particulate Organic 
,. Carbon Export is detennined 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 Compositipp 

Existing Conditions -Determination or Fuactioaal Capacity 

~ . . . 
•:. The wetlands on the site have been detennined to be degraded to severely de,graded due to a lack 

of tidal influence for all areas outside of the tidal channel.. As such many of the wetland a:rca.s 
support non-native species such as five-book bassia (Bassia hyssopifolia) and otherwise exhibit 

. significant disturbance. 

V(cc) • Emeraent Macrophyte Community Composition 

V (s) -= Macrophtye Structure 

The FCI is detennined according to the following equation: 

S·'l7·" 1 ~,.....,.. 4/'f1 
9 



•• 
' I 
I 

• • • 
I 
I 
t 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

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 0.7S, multiplied by 13.4 (acres) which equals 10.0 

# 

.._ Thus, upon implementation of tbe project the Functional Capacity for Plant Structure and 

;;., 

Composition would increase &om 3.6 to 10.0 or an increase of 2.8:1. 

Non-Resident Nekton Potential 

Existing 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 
nursery habjtat. 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, S 1 0 foot-long culven Jeadina 
nom the San Gabriel River. This culvert supplies brackish-to-marine influenced tidaJ v.'lters and 
flows from the San Gabriel Rjver to 3.1-acre tidal channel on the property. For the subject site, 
three variables were identified which are imponant in determining tbe Non-resident Nekton 
Potential: 

V(ae) • AquaticEdge 

V(id) • Flooding Duration · 

V(hc) • Habitat Complexity 

? f. 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 

wet1and and upJand 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. 
v nektonic potential is low due to the eXtremely reduced, muted tidaJ regime, tbe poorly maintained 

culvert and resulting limited tidal circulation, and limited area in the tidal channel. In addition, 
direct observations indicate that only pan of the channel appear t.o be deep enough to support water 
column nekton (i.e., t.opsmelt) near the culvert at the southwest section of the property. Species 
which may occasionally OCCW' include juvenile topsmelt (Atherinops offinis) and deepbody 
anchovy (Anchoa 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 cbann~l onJy. The tidal 
channel consists of a narrow linear man-made ditch which is generally mtvegetated except on 
1be banks. Habitat complexity is vay low ~1h a V(hc) value of 0.2. · 

5·'17--3(,7 Ml'•'*"••ttrrs' ~} r _ 
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Resident Nekton Potential .. 

·- Existing Conditions· Determination of Functional Capacity 

Resident "nekton" as defined here includes species of fish and macrocrustac~a 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 Jarvae and eggs 
of futme adult resident nekton enter the wetland channels through tidal flows of lhe San Gabriel 

... River through the nearly-closed tidal gate. Eggs and larvae of residents are aJso transferred out 
··· tlu-ough the system through the muted-tidal outflows. It is not currently kno\Vll if any resident fishes 

occur in the 3.1-acre tidal channel.. For the subject site, three variables were identified which are· 
important in determining the Resident Nekton Potential: · 

· '·· V(ae) • Aquatic Edge 

V(fd) • Flooding DW'Btion 

V(hc) = Habitat Complexity 

.. Aquatic edge considers the relationship between tidal channels and other deepwater areas with 
r.~~. wetland areas. Because of the narrowness of the channel, its proximity to severely degraded 

w~tland 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 following. Although the bottom of 
r the narrO\\' 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.e, cheekspot-goby /1/;ypnus gilberli, longjaw mudsucker Gillichtlf>'s mirabilis, and the highly 
opportunistic yellowfin goby Acanthogobius jlavimonus); killifish (Fundulus parvipinnus); and 
mosquito fish ( Gambusia ajfinis). 

During prolonged ftesb\\'lter flows, crayfish (Procambaris clark:ii) may occur in the upstream 
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 tid.al 
channel consists of a nmow linear man-made ditch which is generally unvegetated except on 
the banks. Habitat complexity is very low with a V(hc) value of0.2. 

• 
The FCI for Resident Nekton Potential under existing conditions is: 0.3 + 0.1 + 0.2 /3 • 0.2 

.. 
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Nekton Prey PooJ 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) • Floodina Duration 

V(ae) • Aquatic Edge 

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 al\\•ays has • reservoir 
of standing water, the conditions in the channel exhibit very poor quality for nekton prey. ne· · · 
resident nektonic prey pool potential under existing conditions is low for the same reasons that 
potential for resident and non-resident is low, 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 narrov..11ess 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 
-unvegetated. At high tides, the water levels will reach some of the vegetated areas for shon 
duration. Because of the Jack of vegetation in the ponion 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 determined by multiplying the FCI by t;he size of 
the wetland area. Therefore, under the existing conditions, the FC for Non-Resident Necton 
Potential is determined to be 0.23, multiplied by 3.1 (acres) which equals 0.71 

Restored Conditions- Determiaatioa ofFunctioaal Capacity 

The restored wetland VrilJ have have deepwater areas to -4.0MSL meanina 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 wiU increase water quality in the system. Improved tidal ranges and 
lower residence times \\ill improve the water quality in the system, thus increasina the overall 

6·'17'~"7 ".,4Q(;~,&.o,,. 1/13 
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n.~deral habitats, and developed areas (roads, drilling 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 
: monocultural stands ofsa1tgrass or alkali weed (Cressa truxil/ensis). 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 FCJ for WiJdlife 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 detennined to be 0.33, multiplied by 27 (acres) which equals 8.~ 

Restored Conditions· Determination of F~nttional Capacity 

_.. The restored wetland v.ill 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 

~ deep\\'ater and mudflat habitats. The presence of significant areas of native wetland habitat 
adjacent to the deepwater areas including numerous fmger channels will result in a V(ae) value 

., or 0.75. . 

~ The restored wetland will have a transition zone which \\'ill 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 ofO.S. 

~ The 27-acre restored wetland will incorporate deepwater habitats, mudflats, low marsh areas with 
~. cordgrass and pickleweed, high marsh areas with picldeweed, samphire, alkali heath, and fleshy. 

jaumea, and transition zones with transitional species resulting iDa V(hc) value of0.75. 

The FCI for Wildlife Habitat Utilization Potential under existing conditions b 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 8.9 to 17.9 or an iDc.rel.s:c! ofl:l . .,. 

£·f1J7·3f,7 Jt,/dWI44 .. u ~111 
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GRADING PLANS 

Phase t 

Grading for Phase 1 is conceived to provid~ 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 

,\Vas modified from the ini~al Restoration Plan to provide a channel extending further northeast 

., towards the Phase 2 area, and an interim dike separating the Phase l and 2 areas. The dike will 

·;reach an elevation or +10 feet relative to mean sea level (MSL) and extend along the Phase 

~undary. 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 Al shows the grading plan for Phase 1. The 

total area in Phase 1 would be 26.0 acres. 

Phase2 

The grading 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 for the 

4 ~·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 

Zthen be completed. Figure A2 shows the grading plan for Phase 2. The additional area in Phase 

.~- 2 is 6. 7 acres for a total salt marsh area of 32.7 acres. 

Phase3 

Phase 3 consists of8.7 acres efland 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 

~plementation 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 mars~ grading plan for Phase 3. 
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high tides occur in the marsh wh~n the tide ranges in the River are most even, during the period 

between 0 and 100 hours, and between 225 and 325 hours. 

The lowest low tide in the marsh reaches +O.S feet MSL, and occurs after the lowest high tide in 

the River (at approximately hour 170). During this condition, tow high 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 sever:aJ hours occurs between high and low tides in the River and high and low 

tides in the marsh. The lag is a function of the constriction imposed by the culvert. 

The storage curve of the Phase 1 marsh is shown in Figure A6. The figure shows the areas 

calc~lated 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 detennined. 

Residence times in the salt marsh during Phase 1 are shown in Figure A7. Residence time 

represents the relative frequency of tidal flushing of the marsh and is an indirect indicator ~f 

·water quality. The maximum residence time in Phase 1 will be approximately 1.3 days. 

Phase 2 Tidal Hydraulics and Residence Times 

Th~ link-node system used for modeling the Phase 2 area is shown in Figme AI. 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 ~e River as compared to Phase 1. The tidal 

range is approxiuiately 1.2 feet, with a spring low tide at -t-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 

high tide in the River. A phase lag of several hours occurs between high and low tides in the 
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Residence times in the salt marsh dwing Phase 3 arc shown in Figw-e AlS. The maximum 

residence time will be appro~atcly 2.8 days in the most distant pool. Implementation ofPhue 

3 will cause residence times to increase throughout the system • 

SALT MARSH PLANTING M'D 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 ~bitat 

type are provided below for each phase. 

A breakdown ofthe areas for each habitat within the Phase 1 area is shown in Table Al. 

TABLE AI 

PHASE 1 HABITAT AREAS 

HabitatType . 
Subtidal Basin and Channels 
Unvegetatcd Mudflat 
Pickleweed - Low Marsh 
Pickleweed- High Marsh 
Transition Zone/Buffers 
TOTAL 

Area (acres) 
9.5 

. 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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tidal elevations. The habitat will have to natw-ally adjust to the modified tidal range at eaCh 

Phase. The effect generated from Pluise 1 to Phase 2 'may not be significant, but the effect from 

Phase 1 to Phase 3 is more pronounced. ~o 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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DAVB BAR7LB'I"r 

G. VICTOR lEIPZIG, ILD. 

REVIEW 07 BBUMAN 'WBTLANDS PLAN AND 
COASTA£ COMMISSION STAFP ltEPOilT 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Jour plart for the restoration of Ilk 
marsh at Helftnan Rand\. I have reviewed both the ltestoration Plan (and Its 
.Addendum) and the Coastal CoJNnisston staff comments and recommen.cled. 
modificaticma. · · . 

My overaD brtpression is that the restoration plan seemJ qu!te weU crafted, SiVIftllt 
good prospects to achieve amccessNL funetionlns saltmarah ecosystem. · 

01 the modifieaHON suggested by CoDUnission staff, there are two oa which I would 
Jike to comment:· 

P.a 

L Suasntr4 Expm~lon of tbe PJwe I leptoraticm Ana, 
As proposed by the applicant, the Phase I restoration would create a muted ticlat 

system ~ith expected tidal range of approximately 1..5 feet (from +0.6 tD +2..1 feet MSL). 
Alter addition of Pha.!.e 2, this range 1VlD drop to 1.21eet (from *+G.7 to 
-tl .. 9leet MSL). With Phase 3, this range chops further to about 1.0 loot. 

kay further expansion of the aaea1e of the proJed wDI havt the effect of red"dq 
this muted ran1e even fwther and ahould be aYOidecL 

A muted tidal system il pnerally I\Ot u desirable u one with a fall dd.aJ ttnp. It II 
the intertidal zone wbJch Is the most •aluable component of a saltmarsh. and th.ia IOftt 
II ma.xfmlzed when the tidal range II maxim.izec!, u 1ft na.tu.ral bays cad est:uadll · 
which communicate lreely with the CXMft. 

Unfortunately, a muteCJ tlcfll range II Inevitable at thtJ .tte hc:ause the c:ulvert to tbe 
San Gabriel River restricts the supply of water. The c!iameter of the culvert llmftl the 
total atn.OUJ\t of water that can flOW m or out on a Sfven tlcle eyde. II the 1atoration 
mea were larger, the same amount of water woulclltlll be e~ed, but, .,,.d. over a 
larger area, the tidal range would be even rwrower. As a result, the fnterl:klalane 
would be even ID\IDer, and the value of the resto:ed habitat would 'be rec!U<:ed ratbr.r 
than enhal\ced. 

Other lrWShes provide valuable comparilcn. 1Wo of the more IUCCfSiful p.rcjlctl 
in recent ye.us are Talbct Marsh in Huntlnpon Beach an4 lltiquital Lapat. ID 
Carlsbad.. Both rely on a fuDy open~ c:onneetioft directly to the ocea1\ ad both 
bve relatively NJh tidal ....-. 

The 1978 restoration that crated Inner lolla lay II moderately ttiCCellfu1 lta tklaJ 
nnp is only about 1.5 feet, but the nlue of the llte wu enhanced by cnatiCD of two 

,-.q1- ~~7 l 7i§' i 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
..,1 HOWARD STREET. 4TH FI.OOI 
~N FRANCISCO. CA 9410$-3973 

(415) 5Q.I555 
Heoring l..'!pCiii'H/TOD (415) .,.1125 

Filed: 
49th Day: 
180th Day: 
Staff: 
Staff Report: 
Hearing Date: 

GEORGE OEUKMEJIAN, Go-.mor 

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 Coast Highway and Seal Beach 
Boulevard, in the City of Seal Beach. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Subdivision of the 1 92-ac re He 1 lman -Ranch property 1 nto 
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 corrmunity 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 SIDE: Calvo, Cervantes, Franco, G11ckfeld, 
Howard, MacElvaine, Malcom, Nathanson, Neely, Wornum, and Wright. 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
'· The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following revised findings 

1n support of the Commission's action on January 12, 1990, approving with 
- special conditions coastal development penm1t 5-89-1087 for wetland 

restoration and res1dent~a1 development at the Hellman Ranch, Seal Beach, 
Orange County. 
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I. APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS. 

Page 3 
5-89-1087 

~ . 
· The Conniss1on 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 1 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 Acknowledgement. The permit is not valid and 
development shall not commence until a copy of the penmit, signed by the 
penmittee or authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the pe~it and 
acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to the Commission 
office. · 

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the penmit will expire two 
years from the date on which the Commission voted on the application. 

' Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in 1 
reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the penmit must 
be made prior to the expiration date. 

·3. Compliance. All development must occur in strict compliance with the 
proposal as set forth below. Any deviation from the approved plans must 
be reviewed and approved by the staff and may·raquire 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 development during construction, subject to 24-hour advance notice. 

6. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person. provi_ded 
assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all teMms and 
conditions of the pe~1t. 

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

·111. SPECIAL CONDITIONS:. 

~hase t Special Conditions. 

1. Permit for Conveyance Purposes Only. 

Phase I of the development, as shown on Exhibit 4, is limited to creating 
seven parcels for conveyance purposes only. Wo permission for new future 
development on the created parcels shall be inferred from this phase. 
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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 co~dit1on '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 interty1dal revetted slope. 

(2) Adjacent to First Street (buffer conditions •a• 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•). 

d. 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. 

e. Specific perfonmance 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 w\thin the following three 
wetland areas: 

f. 

g. 

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 1181 Departmwent of Fish and Game 
wetland detenminat1on for Los Cerritos. 

The specific habitat restoration performance standards shall be based 
on and reflect the renge of variability for comparable areas in the 
above three wetland complexes. 

Prior to the occupancy of the Phase III units, the applicant s~a11 
establish a capital fund (e.g. by means of assessment district or 
Mello-Roos) sufficient to generate annual revenues to meet projected 
annual maintenance and corrective action needs, conditional upon 
ExecutiY.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 expan~ion area, mitigation credits for future 
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reports and documents: leighton and Associates, •Preliminary Subsurface 
. Investigation for,.,,vesting Tentati.ve Tract Map 13198, City of Sea~ Beach, 
California,• October 31, 1989; leighton and Associates, •Addendum to 
Preliminary Investigation for Vesting Tentative Tract 13198, City of Seal 

·aeach, Orange County, California,• November B, 1989; ~CL Associates, Inc., 
, •Environmental Site Audit and field Investigation, Hellman Oilfield, Seal 
Beach, California,• June 1987; and The Earth Technology Corporation, •oraft 
Scope of Work and Bid Specifications, Hellman 011 Field Site Remediation, Seal 
Beach, California,• October 1989. 

8. Assumption of Risk. 

Prior to issuance of the penmit for Phase II development, the applicant shall 
execute and record a deed restriction as to Phases II and III, in a fonm 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 liquafaction 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 detenmines may 

~affect the interest being conveyed. 

~9. Drainage Design Plans. 

·As to Phases II and III, final drainage design shall include desilting and 
pollution filter:i119 devices for all drains which flow into the 4l.4-acre 
wetland restoration complex.-

f:lO. Temporary Erosion Control for Phase II. 

Prior to issuance of the penmit 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 
minimal soil loss from the Phase II construction s1te through the use of such 
temporary erosion control measures as benms, 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 penmit for Phase II development, the applicant shall 
provide for the review and approval of the Executive Director a subsurface 
archeological_study and mitigation plan for the site. The plan shall include 
aethods 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 
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The tenrtis c~urts identified ·1n the community park, Lot D of Tentative Tract 
_Map 13198, shall not be lighted, and adjacent Lot B (restored wetland area) 

t shall be shielded from adverse lighting impacts. 

IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS. 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

~A.· PROJECT DESCRIPTION. The Mola Development Corporation proposes to 
construct a joint 36.8-acre wetland restoration project and 355-unit single 
family residential housing development on the Hell~n Ranch property 1n Seal 
Beach. Construction of the wetland complex would be completed prior to 
occupancy of the Phase III residential units, the restored wetland complex 
would be dedicated in fee to a qualified public agency 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 by LSA Associates 
and dated December 15, 1989; .this plan calls for a restored wetland and· 

~ buffers within the 36.8-acre parcel designated for wetland restoration. 
Prov1sions.for phased implementation, monitoring, remedial work, end 

:maintenance of the project are included in the LSA plan. Detailed analysis of 
:the prop~sed restoration plan will follow later in this report. 
1 The project site is located between.:Pacific Coast H_ighway, Seal Beac·h 

Boulevard, and the San Gabriel River flood control channel, in the City of 
. Seal Beach, approximately one mile from the Pacific Ocean (Exhibits 1-3). The 
~ applicant proposes to subdivide the 192-acre Hellman Ranch property into seven 
~parcels. Four parcels totaling 42.3 acres would remain in oil production 
··under the ownership of the Hellman Trust, and three remaining parcels totaling 
149.7 acres would be purchased and developed by the applicant. The applicant 
proposes to further subdivide the 14g.7 acres 1nto 355 residential lots and 22 
non-residential lots: construct 355 single family dwellings (ranging between 
2,100-3,800 sq.ft.), 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 construct a 36.8-acre wetland restoration complex. The 
proposed development includes 2.7 million cubic yards of grading (1.3 million 
c.y. cut and 1.4 million c.y. fill). 

The applicant proposes to phase the development as follows: 
. ... 

Phase I. Land division of the 192.3. acre Hellman property into seven 
parcels for conveyance purposes as shown on City of Seal Beach Tentative 
Parcel Map No. 86-34g. Three of the newly-created parcels (1, 2, and A) 
are designated for development by the applicant; the remaining parcels 
would remain in oil production (Exhibit 4). · 

Phase II. Creation of residential lots 1 through 1g3, and lots A, B, F, 
I, J, K, L, M, N, 0, P, R, and S, all as shown on the City of Seal Beach 
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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 1 substantial degree of productivity 

~ (Exhibit l). 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 
:. production in the 1920 1 s, which resulted in fill of wetlands for access roads 
·and production facilities. In addition to expansion of oil production, other 
ofill 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 

channel;zation 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 in 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 
marsh. · 

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 penmitted 
fill to be placed on the property from 1960 through 1975, and the Coastal Zone 
Conservation Commission approved fill activity here between 1i72-l5. · 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 (DFG) 
stated that:~-

~ . ; -

••• the wetland area south of the San Gabriel River is a heavily impacted 
remnant of its foMmer grandeur. 



• 

• 

• •• 

Page 13 
5-89-1087 

Away from the central channel, the remaining wetland areas have been 
significan~ly altered from their original condition by fill or ~jor 
disturbances such as discing 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 much of the fill soil, rather 
than the river morphology and tidal influence, which originally created 
the wetlands. 

Finally, the subject ~roperty 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 permitted 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, high and moderate liquifaction zones have been mapped on the site 
~by numerous consulting geologists (Exhibits 9 and 9a). 

C. WETLAND RESTORATION. Prior to the analysis of the proposed wetland 
,restoration an~ residential development - and its implications for existing 
~on-site wetlands and other California wetland resources subject to permit 
~--control by the Conmission -.it 'is -helpful to examine four related topics 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 regu1atory and policy framework regarding development in and 

.. restoration of coastal wetlands, 1n particular, severely degraded wetlands; 
and feasibility of wetland restoration. 

(1) Definitions. As several wetland-related tenms 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 ~Y be covered periodically or penmanently with shallow water 
and include saltwater marshes, freshwater marshes, open or closed brackish 
water marshes, swamps, mudflats, and fens. Section 13577(b) of the 
Commission's Administrative Guidelines and Appendix D of the Commission's 
Wetla~d Guidelines also provide definitions of wetlands. 

Severely degraded wetland: Under Section 30411, a wetland with natural 
processes so severely impaired that it is not capable of recovering and 
maintaining a high level of biological productivity without major 
restoration activities. . · · 

Wetland buffer: Under Section VII of the Conrnission•s Wetlands Guideline, 
an area that provides essential open space between development and a 
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~In western Los Angeles·(ounty, Ballona Lagoon has a severely reduced area of 
tidal wetlands, salt marsh, and fresh water marsh, down from 1,550 historic 
acres. (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, 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 
approximately 852 acres of functioning wetlands (EPA calculates that 127 acres 
of wetlands exist). Historically, Bolsa Chica included an esti~ted 2,300 
ac~es. The separate Huntington Beach and Santa Ana River mouth wetlands 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 totaled 2,150 
acres. Within the City of Huntington Beach, DFG 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 112 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 1n 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 
presentl~ developed • 

.. 
Protecting, enhancing, and restoring wetlands has over the past several ~ears 
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 policy that calls for no net loss of 
wetlands, enhancement of damaged wetlands, restoration of lost wetlands, and 
creation of new wetlands. EPA is becoming more 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 
water Act pe~it. In addition, the Corps and EPA have executed a Memorandum 
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-~ , Conmission also ·considers 1ts 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 1n 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-teMm 
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 ~rine 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 
txi~ting navigational channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and 
mooring areas, and boat launching ramps. 

(3) In wetland areas only, entrance channels for new or expanded 
'·· boating facilities; and 1n 1 degraded wetland, identified by the · 

-~:· Departmenmt of Fish and Game pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 
30411, for boating facilities tf, 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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3) Whether restoration of the of the wetland•s natura.l values,. 
including its biological productivity and wildlife habitat feature~ 
can most feasibly be achieved and maintained in conjuction with a 
boating facility or whether there are other feasible ways to achieve 
such values. 

Once the California Department of Fish and Game designates a particular 
wetland as •degraded• and 1n 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 1n 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 detenmination for the Hellman Ranch wetlands; see page 12 above.]-

In 1982 the Commission gave conceptual approval, under Section 30233(1)(3) of 
the Coastal Act and provisions in the Wetland Guidelines, to California 
Coastal Conservancy wetland restoration projectt (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 finding~_of conformance with Coastal Act policies -

·until more detailed restoration plans and feasibility analyses were 
submitted. However, none·came forth • .. 

· The Commission also approved 1 Conservancy wetland enhancement and restoration 
:project that also included construction of flood control channel improvements 

(CP-2-87, 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 a~d Game] ~Y have recommended 
as appropriate under the.requirements of Section 30411.• Clearly then, the 
wetland restoration project and residential housing project proposed by the 
applicant must meet the strict allowable use, alternative, and mitigation 
tests of Section 30233 in order for the Commission to grant 1ts_approval. 

(4) Feasibility. Feasibility is in important consideration under some but 
not all of the coastal Act•s wetland policies. ·wetlands must be protected, 
regardless of the -feasibility of protection or 1ts effect on perceived 
property values. However, in dealing with restoration. there are a number of 
different feasibility tests. First, restoration in general is encouraged by 
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are at their most"producttve only when winter rains introduce ponded water to 
'f:: ·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 is an undesirable planning option, and 
-·that restoration or enhancement should be actively and intelligently pursued, 

providing such activity otherwise confo~s to the Chapter 3 resource 
protection poljcies of the Coastal Act. 

D. HELLMAN RANCH WETLAND RESTORATION PLAN. 

(1) Proposed Plan. There are presently on1y 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]aximize the restoration of fish and wildlife· habitat within a 36~8 acre 
~·· dedication area and ensure that this restoration provides for a minimum 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·meetfngs between the applicant, consultants, 
·'-State and federal fish and wildlife agencies,·and Conrnission staff. The plan 

currently calls for 13.2 acres of shallow subtidal habitat, 6.6 acres of lower 
t:1ntertida1 habitat, 7.3 acres of low marsh habitat, and 9.3 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 stoMms 
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; 
repla~es 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 materiils will be transported to adjacent areas on the 
Hellman site for incorporation into th~ residential development plan. Jn 

·addition, four acres of existing degraded wetlands will be filled as a part of 
·the overall development project. Tidal water currently reaches the site 
through a 4-foot-diameter 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. tbe·san Gabriel River, around the Haynes Channel, to the small 
rectangular restoration parcel; a box culvert underneath the proposed First 
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Grading, planting, irrigation, and monitoring of pickleweed in the 
6.5-acre Phase·2 restoration area adjacent to the First Street extension; 
planting <ompleted prior to first Certif:lcate of Occupancy of Phase 2 
residences. 

The concurrent steps proposed 1n Phase 3 are: 

Recordation of Phase 3 trac~ map. 

Grading and construction of Phase 3 residences. 

Site improvement and dedication of remainder of Community Park. and Gum 
&rove Park. 

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 w111 be completed prior to first 
Certificate of Occupancy of Phase 3 residences. 

The ownership of the wetland restoration area would change as the project 
- moves through its phases: 

Phase 1:·Mo1a gains ownership of the restoration area from the Hellman 
Estate, upon rec~rdatfon of the parcel map • 

Phase 2: Cor{current with approval of the"' grading plans by Co111111ssion staff 
and grading permits by local government, Mola will 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 tenminate. 

In order to provide financial assurance that wetland restoration will be 
implemented, the applicant would post bonds to cover the cost of restoration, 
1n 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 work. This latter 
remediation bond and the operation and maintenance bond vtll be held for a 
period of five years following completion of restoration, or achievement of 
the perfo~nce standards, whichever is longer. 

The restoration plan includes provisions for monitoring, remediation, and 
naintenance of the wetland. Nola is responsible for monitoring during Phase 
2; IDOnitoring 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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of culvert flap gates, maintenance of perimeter fencing). Mola 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 w111 be funded by Mola, 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 i$ a qualified 
restoration plan under Section 30233(a)(7). The proposed Hellman Ranch 
wetland restoration is the primary component of the penmit 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 .commission detenmines that 
~there will be no net loss of wetlands; but rather that as a result of the 
proposed wetl•nd restoration plan there will be a net increase in wetland 
habitat acreage on the Hellman property. Currently there are 25.6 acres of 
degraded and severely degraded wetlands on the site, as detenmined by the 

_,California Department of Fish and Game in its 1980 and 1982 Hellman Ranch 
·wetland system assessment reports. Under this conditionally-approved project, 
four of those acres will be filled (16S 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 DFG (Exhibit 13) • 

. Nevertheless, the applicant•s currently submitted proposal does not meet the 
Section 30233 test as completely as it •ight. The Commission finds that ~th 
certain additional modifications and refinements, the development can be ~de 
.are fully consistent with the wetland resource policies of the Coastal Act. 
Primary among the modifications 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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to prevent impacts wbich would significantly degrade such areas, and shall 
be compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas • 

... ~ l .. .f 

30253. New development shall: · 

(1) Minimize 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 thJt would substantially alter 
natural landfonms along bluffs and cliffs. 

(1) Seismic Stab111t,. 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 7. page 6, above). The Seal Beach fault 
splay of the Newport-Inglewood fault system runs through the property, and the 
site is also subject to ground shaking from the Palos Verdes Fault, the 
Whittier-Elsinore Fault, the Sierra Madre Fault, the Malibu-Santa Monica 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 peMmitted 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 locati_ons of active fault 
traces. The California State Mining 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 a estimated depth of over 
1 4,000 feet. A geologic investigation performed on the site by Medall, Aragon, 
Worswick and Associates, Inc. (MAWA) (December 11, 1981) for the then-proposed 
Ponderosa Home development, recommended tha~: 

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·line 1s more than two times the total width of the Mapped 
fault zone. Because no fault splays were observed to diverge from the 
strikingly linear trend, 50-feet ts deemed to be a·conservatfve setback • 

... 
The applicants have incorporated thfs 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 1n a different location than the 
Fault trace identified 1n the amended Hellman Spectftc Plan EIR (1189). The 
geologic data presented in the 1981 Hellman EIR was revised and updated by a 

·subsequent geologic report prepared by Medall. Aragon, Worswick and 
Associates, Inc. (1981) shortly after the EIR was released. The subsequent 
geologic report was able to document the accurate fault trace through a acre 
complete geologic investigation. 
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a peak groun~. acceleration of 0.2Bg. 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 l''lquefactton 
potential are shown on Attachment 1. 

Mitigation of the liquefaction hazard to the proposed development will 
consist 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 during 
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 fee.t 
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 stonm drain system will be required. 
Because of ·the low elevation of. some building pads, pump stations may be 
needed ·locally to sati.sfy this reconrnendation. 

Foundations for the proposed residential units will consist of 
post-tensioned slabs for those areas labeled as having low to moderate 
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 mind. 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 1nto consideration in 
plan~1ng 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 Conmfs.sion finds that the applicant must 
adhere to the recommendations contained in the following geologic rep~rts: 

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 Prelimfnar~ Investigation for 
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review and written approval of the Executive Director. As condi.tioned, the 
Corrmission finds that the proposed development confoms 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 
1 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 detenmine 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 1s 
accomplished. Reconmended mitigation could include preservation, .salvage 
excavation, and grading monitoring of the the areas deemed important. 

Based on the above findings, the Commission detenmines that a special 
: condition is necessary to require that prior to issuance of the penmit 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 m~terials, 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 pemit. As conditioned, the Commission finds that the 
proposed development confonms to Section 30244 of the Coast~l_Act. 

I 

6. STATE LANDS. Before the San Gabriel River was channelized, portions of 
the Hellman site were state lands. Commission staff received 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, in 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 must submit evidence from 
the State Lands Commission indicating that: no state lands are involved in the 
project; that state lands are involved and all penmits have been obtained; or 
that state lands may be involved, but pending a final detemination, an 
agreement has been made with the State Lands Commission for the project to 
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1. Provide a second northbound left-turn lane at the intersection of PCH 
and Westm1n1ster Avenue. · · 

2. Connect Regency Court with First Street. 

Caltrans 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 City of. Seal Beach includes the connection of Regency Court 
with First Street. Therefore, the Commission finds, that with these two 
mitigation 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 woul~ not impede access the coast. Finally, the 
project does provide alternate forms of transit though the development in the 
fonm 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 

irecreation 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 
ibovel. 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 required 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 penmit. In addition, in order to minimize impacts to 
wildlife resources found in the restored wetland complex, the C011111ission finds 
that the tennis courts located in the community park shall !21 be lighted, and 
that the wetland complex shall be shielded from adverse lighting impacts. As 
conditioned, the Commission finds that the proposed development confonms to 
the natural hazards, wetland protection, and development policies of the 
Coastal Act. · 

... 
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• Mr. Pat·er Douqlaa, :~xecutive Oi:rectar 
California Coastal tommisaion 
631 Howard Street, 4th Floor 
S~ Franci•co, CA 94105 

January 9, l.990 

r-
J :.. fi'Oftl • DepCII"trrrent ef Rah anti Ch~~~e 

: 
...!J 

I Svbfect•. Kola Restcratiol\ Plan for the Hellman Property, City of Saal 
.. -::. · · ·-··- !nc!t; ... Ol:anqe Cou:nq .. 

I 
J -.. ~ .. -· . . 
·- :.:~ --.:~ ·~· ::.i.rbi.- i~. in··.;asponae .:to your- recant-inquiry to. X:- Don yjollock:; · · j Chief cf our Environmental Services Division, concerninq the. :-: :. ·-· 

1 t Department of Fish and Game'• pcaition en the houainq project and 
i restoration plan. You aslcac! if the Dep~..:ment had •ai;ned off" en : J both of them.· 

·• ··.. 'l'he l)eparbent haa Dot "sic;ned off" on the houainq project 
proposal; Wa have detarred thi• decision to the local, State, ana 

J Federal regul~tory aqanciaa· responsibla: fo~ is.suin; per:nits unc:tar 
- State and Fec!aral law• The Depart=ent ·ia not opposed to the 

housinq project providad tha restoration and p~otacticn of 
wetlands.is properly tmplamantac:t. C&li~or.nia has only tan percent 
of ita h~sto:r:ical wetlands re.maininq functicnal thrcuc;hout the 
Stat•. It is essential for requlatory aqanciea to requi=e· 
projects which ma~ affect wetland• tc comply with the wetland 
protacti~n provis~ona ct State and Federal laws and tc prevent a.~y 
further losses of thi• ilrlponan-e resource. We t..,_st that t...'1a 
Coastal Commission will •••ur• that any approval ot ~is project 
will fully maet -the requirements cf the Coastal Act an4 
impleJDentin; guideline•. Ih our view, the Co'Jmlliaaion 1D\lat d.ecic!e 
whether thi• proposal is primarily a restoration project or some 
other type ct project ant! wbethu the prcpoaal ~41lly meeta the 

_ .. 
J 

.] 

J 
1 
j 

J 
t .. 
J 
1 

.... 

wetlands proteCtion prov~•iofta. ··· . · · 
t 

Wa have reviewed the •:aatoration plan" submitted ~Y th• prcjec~ 
applicant on December 11, 1111. Wa otter the followinq comments. 
Prior to thia time, the ·Daparblent. ha• wcrkac! in fJOocS faith with 
the applicant and other &9encies·anc! haa atated it• approval for a 
wetland reatoration proqram within the general concept of no net 
loss of wetland acreage or values which encompaaaea maximum · 
avcic!anca of development on •xi8tin; wetland•, consolidation of 
watlan4a, appropriate buffera between wetland• and new 
c!.evelopment, and. appropriate pha•in; of development .with 
implementation cf fiah an4 wildlife habitat mitiqat!on and 
restora~icn measures. 

EXHIBIT NO •. l~ 
APPUCATJON NO. 

~-OQ_ ltl\e-t 
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Mr. Pater Douglas 3anuaey 9, 1990 

,·,•o• r 

·~ 4. We must request that per.toxr..ance ·atandarda tor the restoration · 
plan l:le incorporatec1 into the permit. currently the 
applicant'• restoration plan state• that no standards can be 
determined fer. invertebrata abundance, bird usage, and fishery 
reaour~•• since tha·condition for theaa parameters prior to 
degradation· ot the exist·ing wetlands ·are not known. wa · 
baliava appropriate atandarda can be develcpe4 ~y requiring 
that sampling demonstrate the existence of thaaa resources at 

· dansiti••·and dLversitie~.co=parable to those associated with. 
non~eqradad tidaL wetlands in· southern Calitornia. 
Additionally, the standard tor hydrology involves the tara 

. "substantial .. conformance" with planned hY.4rology anc! appears, 
. .. for· thia· raaaon, to be la:rgal.y unentorceable. ·· . 

-~:-~~-=..:..·:=:--=..-=:-:-~·: .... :.~-~:.-· ·~: .. - ••. :.;... ·:. _:~:-.~~ ··~.;..;._ ...... -=-=· -~. : .... " .:~·.::.:. -..... ~·=--·~=: ~ :-····.=..--~==.:; 
· .. :- ·. · .. · 'rharetore, we recommend that the· eMission condition . . ·· · 

.: . - -~:.~. :_.j:he. ,peDit·- 'to.:requt:e. t.ha .. ~eatabtlahmant._.~:_per:tcl:mance ... :: .... :.:- . .: .. ___ ~:.:.; 
-.. · _ _;.;__ .. tandarc!a--subject··to- the··approval-·ot ·tha· Commi••ion:•a-.;.- -·--·· - ---· 

... ·- ... ·: ... ZXeoutive Diracto~ in ccnsultat.ion with the Department and 
:- ·::··- .. ~ ....... .;.:-··?·:~;-applican1:. Alt.appeal·provirian. to.:.the Commiaaion could also· . 

• • · ·=-": ••• be· included. · . · . ·· . · .. · · 
--. - -: ~ . ~ 

- . ~~~~:;:~:~_s·~ ·-:~41ft~ to: maintenance· ~f. wetianc! :i:eat~rat·i~ faa~urea W.~· 
·- · ·- -... __ •.. .:·:··))a. quarantee4· for the· lite. ·of~ ·the proj·ec:-•.. · wa note· that. 

&.: ~.~;;, ::· ~:: :-.~.··=applicant·• • ra~tcration· plan:. pr~pcae. s_. maintenance. ob~igation&. 
-~:-: .:-:~~~··.·. _ _..:: ah.oultt. J:-•.; tarm1:na~ed af.tar fiva yaa:r:r •. This: basad on the~ · 
•.-.v-- .!'::f-~;:,;.~ .. "F~reasonin• that... the.· wetl.anc:l ... will.:;-b•· •~ natura~ly· functioning -· · · 
.- ~.!· ~·-.:.~~:~.-·:::·~' .. ~;ay•tar.. We: hop~ t.hia will· indeacf be .the ca••· However, in . 
.. ·.-: ..... : .· · .. ·· ·:the: event tha. ayatur fail•· t.a function. aa· anticipated, wa 
· .- :~· _. -. ·.:.. _believ~ tha appU.cant should be obliqatad to remedy;, any 

: ·.: ··. -~. problemt~ that uy occur which interfere '!ith tha. functionint; 
···;~· .. · · ·:-of the wetlanc!. 

-.:.· -.:..-· .. 
•. . · ~ Wa.hava discussed thaaa· comments. and recommendations ~ith 

:?-:::· ~ ... :.:,.·"'-:epreaentativaa of: the project applicant· and: W'l4aratand that they 
· · · .. ·- ·.have no: obj ectiona· to· these recammenda.tion•=· 

.,. ... · ... :.·:· .. .;"" - .... =:~· . . .. . . : "!' • . • • • •• ~ • . • . 

: ··: :- ·· 'l'hi .. ·concluc!•• ·cur ccnamants .. and · recommanc!ation& at this tima • 
.-.;·.: ·._··~··--· . .:,_· . ;~ 

cc: 

... ael D. McColl\DD 
ef Deputy Director 

Dr. Gordon 'F. Snow, Aaaj.stant s cretary for Resource•, 
Resource• ~9ency 

Mr. !'imothy K. Roberts, Director·ot Operations and Finance, 
Kola Development corporation · ~ 

• 
Hr • .Tack Fancher, D. S. Piah and Wilc!life Service,· Laquna 

Kiquel 

.. . . .. 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMI~SION 
621 MCW.A.ID STlCif. l'rM J\001 
~ lltAHCJSCO. CA t4101 

1 J4•l.US 

'From: . 
Subject: 

.• · .. -

Tom Crandall 

Richard K~Certhy 

November 10
1 

1988 · , - · · · 

. . 
.t • 

Geologic Review of Mola Dev1lopment Corp. Project at· 
Kellman Ranch, Sea1 Beach (pe~it # 5-89-814) -

Mola Development Corp. has applied for 1 coasto1 development pe~it for the 
Hel 1man Ranch proper1.y in Sea 1 Beach. tt 1s DIY understanding that the 
proposed development will consist .of d1v1ding 149.7 acres into· 355 
residential lots. 22 non-res1den.t1a1 lots, several parks, and a 36 ecre 
restored wtt:ind. 

On November 3, 1989, I met with the app1;cent•s.geotechnica1 representatives 
1n our S1n Francisco office •• The purpose of tb1s meeting was to ensure that 
the applicant had minimized, to the. maxiiDUII extant ftas1b1e, the 
11~uefaetion potential. et the sit• due to earthquake shaking. I requesttd 
th1 s meet1no due to the widespread liQuefaction that oceurr1d durin; tht 
Loma Pr1eta earthquake on October 11, 1189. 

My recommendations are based on the discussions held at the November 3rd 
mee"ting p1us. the information contained .in the rol1owins documents.: . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

t 

BCL ·Associe,es, June 1987 1 Env1ronm~nta1 s;tt Audit and field 
InvestiGation, Hellman 011 Field, Sea1 Beach, California. 

• • 
Earth Technology Corporation, October 1189, Scope of Work 1nd 
Bid Specifications, Hellman 011 fitld S1te Remediation, Seal 
8a4eh, Ca11fornia. . 

Leighton and Assoe1atas, October 11. 1981, Pre1iminaey · 
Subsurface Investigation for Vesting Tenative "'tract 13118. 
Cit~ of ~eal Beach, California. 

Liighton and Associates,. November 1. 1111, AddendUm to • 
·-Prtl;m;nar)' Invtstiv•tion For Ytst1ng Tentat1Ye Tract 13118, 

City of Seal Beach, Orange Count~, California • 
• . . 

o W1nche11, R. r. 1 October. I, 1t8t, 1et.ttr to Mr. .1ack 
Ainsworth. Coastal Com1ss1o~ Staff; Long leacb. 

0 
• W1nehe11, I. E., October 10, 1989, letter to California 

coastal commission. 

• .i. 
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Under;round ut111t1es should b• dws1gned and constructed with· the r1sk of 
strong tround motion and local second•~ rupturing 1n mind. For example, 
utility 11nes should be routed 1n.areas where the1 ere eas11~ accessible for 
repair in the event of damage· due to excess iva ground movement caused b1 
t.tism;c shaking. In addition, flexible pipes and Joints should be used 
~here appropriate. Emphasis should be placed on the design of the utility 
connections at re1at1ve1y r1g1d p11t-support structures. Shallow ground 
~tar conditions should also be taken into consideration in planning for tht 
1~~ta11at1on of underground ut11~~1es.. • 

~ . 
Soils contaminated with petroleum products have been 1dentif1•d in the 
southwestern portions of tht s1te. Some soils ~11 tither be treated ons1te 
via b1oremed1at1on and others w111 be excavated and disposed offs1tt. 

Thrae o11 wells wert 1dent1f1ed which had been abandoned prior to 1950. 
These we11s w111 be re-abendoned aecord1ng to currrent ta11forn1e Division 
of D11 and Gas standards. Gas bubbles were observed 1n water ponded 'over 
the we1lhaad of Well No. 17a. BCL Associates (1987, p. 54) .1dent1f1ed 

_ f1anmab1t hydrocarbon gase.s between the upper explosive limit ( 151 methane 
concentration in air) ana the lower explosive limit (SS . methane 

· eonceritration~1n air). No unusal gas concentrations were 1dent,f1ed along 
the Sea1 Beach fau1t. 

Ho s1;nif1cant htav~ metal concentrations hav~ been identified on the site. 

After ex tens i Vt ravi tW of the above documents, J am sati S f1 ed · "that the 
app1;cant has met the geohazard requirements set forth in Section 30253 of 
the Coa'stal Act. However, the app11cant must adhere to the reconznandations 
set forth in the above referenced documents, tspec1ally the specifie design 
objectives listed above. Should the Commission approve the proposed grading 
plan, staff ~11 reviaw. in data11. the final foundation design• d•~aterin; 
program, and wet1and restoration during the ne~t pha~t of the project. 

Suqgtsttd Language for Cond1tion I 5 

All Phase II and Phase III earthwork construction end foundation des;gn and 
construtt1on shall ·comply With rtcomnendations contained in the following 

·reports and documents: Leighton end Associatts, •Pra11minary Subsurface 
Investigation •for Ves~1ng Tentative Tract 13198, City of Seal leech, 
California,• October 31, 1989; Le1ghton and Assoc1ates, •Addendum to 
Pra11m1nar)' Jnvtstigit1on for Vesting Tentativt Tract· 13198,. Cit)' of Seal 
leach, Dranve Count~. Ca1ifornta, 1 November B. 1981; BCL Associates, Inc. • 
1 Environmi"ntal Site Audit and F·1e1d !nvestigat;on~ Hall1111n o;1 F1tld, Seal 
leach, California.• June, t9S7: 1nd The Earth Technology Corporation. •oraft 
Scope of Work •nd Bid Specifications, Hell•n Oil Field Site Remedfation, 
Seal leach, California,• October,•1181. 

cc: Peter Dou;1as 
Chuck Dam 
.1ack Ainsworth 
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EXHIBIT NO. \4:, 
APPUCAnON NO. 

C c::alftmll c..rar Conan:Wsn 



November a. 1989 

Re: Application No. 5-89-814 
Herrman Ranch SHe, Seal Beach 

Dear Commissioner: 

. 
TV# 

As a member of the Seal Beach City Couno1, I urge you to give serious favorable 
consideration in regards to the proposed Hellman Ranch project by Mofa Development 
Corporation. 

The City of Sear Beach. after numerous pubfic hearings· and hours of pubfic 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 Mola Development Corporation was very controversial, 
yet the overwhelming support of this project finally approved by the City ·eouncil is 
evident We are elected by district in Seal Beach and this project is in my COuncilmanic 
district. I am aware, perhaps better than anyone. of the controversy ~egarding 
development in my district. r was opposed to the project originally proposed since the 
Impacts were severe upon a sensitive parcel. The people con~n~d the City Couno1 
1hat 1he project needed serious reVisions which Mola Development Corporation has 
responded to very adequately. · 

I personilly talked to representatives from Fash and Game, the Carlfomia Coatal 
Commission, Fash and Wildlife, and other state and federal regulatory agencies. and 
disc:overed that weUands prese~on was a pfvotaJ issue regarding this project 

The original 20 acre weUand proposed was increased to 36 + acres ·and the plan 
dramatically changed. 
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121.11 C32.aGO 
October 1&, 1989 

CAUFOINIA 
COAST AI. COMIAISSION 
SOUTH COAST OISTIJCT 

ealifornia Coastal Commission 
• · State of CAlifornia 

South Coast District 
245 West Broadway, 1380 
P.O. Box 1450 
LeD; Beach, Ca. 90801-1450 

Jtez Jlola J)evelopment Proposal, Seal Beach, Ca. 

J)ear Sir•• 

I am a resident of Seal Beach and OPPOSE Coastal Ca=mission ap
proval of the.Mola J)evelopment for many important reasons: 

1. A substantial portion of the proposec! development will elim
inate historic w•tlands. I have maps showing the tic!al wetlands 
before the dredging of the San Gabriel river and the desecration 
of the land by Bellman's oil exploration. President Bush has 
aade preservation of our rap~dly diminishing wetlands one of his, 
and our country•a, first priorities. !'he State of California 
should support our President on this. 

2. Public announcements that 37. of the 149 acre developmellt will 
be restorec! wetlands are highly suspect. . 37 acres amounta to only 
25t of 'the development an• little aore than token appeasement for 
the wtlec!s available. J'urther, CouncilwCIID&D Jti-sne.r ac!mit. that 
there 1• aot:hiDg i.D the proposal t.o guarantee the wetlands will 
be .res~o.rea nor that there v111 be any uifttenance of same, •• re
ported in the Santa .ana llegister lut veet. SH att.achac!. • . . 
3. ben if the vat1aD4s a:e ~••tore&!, v114 llfe habitats ill •uch 
close praxi•i tl' t.o bou.~iDg is ·i.DCC~~pA'tJ.bla·. · . 
•· Ia spite of the 4espoilel! uture of the lllDCS, it. zo ... 1u a 
ZW,itat 1o.r vilcllife at pruet uc! this •boule! zaot. J>e upset. 

5. J.cmg Beach/%,os AD;eles Barber Depa.zt:menu have expressed • 
at.:r:ong interest J..n. this lee! for restoration •• vetlana so •• to 
aitigate their efforts to expand the harbor. It StttaU iDconais
tat .~or this Connfasicm t.o -.lee t:hia ~equiraet for ·.b.ar])or ex
pa.uicm, and then approve t•k1Dg vetlana. out. of reach for •uch 
u.p&Dalcm vi th mm .. c!ec! lacllea. 
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reaching ·a :;.:a:,ority of the electorate of the city, •·9·, thoae re
siding in Leisure World and Surfaic!e • .. . ·~ 

10. Mitigation measures 1D the EIJ\ have been ignored as ~o~~traffic 
impact anc! densities. An access road from Westminister Blvd. to the 
Mola project vas proposed to mitigate the traffic impact ~n.~'irst 
and PCB. Water vella and reservoirs were ~o be built ~o •upport 
the project. Policemen and vehicles vera to be provided for support. 
All this has been swept unc!er &he zug by i:he City and Kola anr! not 
addressee! • 

. 
11. S'he project offeDc!s the city'• General JtlaD.in t:hat1 DO low in
come residential component is included. Kola'• original proposal, 
rejected by this Commission, provider! for condos aa •1cw income,• 
but the price was never revealed and the aize of ~, conaos were 
about that of a 2-car garage. ·::.,: 

'# 
~~· """"'-

12. Last, but not least, the project lies directly ~on tltii ~ewport-
Inglewooa eart.hquake fault albeit the exact location of tpb~fault 
is unknown. !'herefore, how can Mola comply with s~tute",'by"' DQt 
building within 50 feet of the fault? Reputable engineer• and geo
logists have testifie&S a&! infinitum before the city ;thlt b.ui1ding 
a project is idiocy personified on this unstable so~l:. • ~t. ! 

\: ·# 

For all the foregoing it is urger! this Honorable C:ozdtiasion~eject 
the Mela/Seal Beach proposal as·not in the best interests oE the 

~. Coastal Act nor the people of the State of California. ·_ '":-"~.~) 
; ..... ·.- .. _~ .. '!if' 

.. ·:-·~l 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
·. 631 Howard Street, San Francisco 94105- (415) 543-8555 
·""' . .. ' 

PROPOSED FINDINGS 

APPLICATION NO.: Coastal Conservancy Project 11-82 

, APPLICANT: · Coastal Conservancy 

* 
-:-

'· .. 

DESCRIPTION: 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 %) • 

The project site is located adjacent to the intake channel 
for the Haynes Steam Generating Plan, east of Pacific Coast 
Hiqhway, 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). 

VOTE TAKEN: April 22, 1982 in Los Angeles 

ADDITIONAL SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 

1. 

2. 

"Supplemental Information on Coastal Conservancy Seal Beach Wetlands 
Kestoration Program", submitted by Bright and Associates, dated March 
25, 1982 and April S, 1982. 

"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 messaqe 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. 

5/18-21/82 
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b. Planting plans proviaing f~r 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 main~enance 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. Timini· 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. 

l. 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 ber.ms 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 basinJ 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, wat~r 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 uintenance 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, anc! periodic . JDaintenance, .at ·no 
less than annual intervals, shall be an element of maintenance plan·s. 
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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 interim, 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. ·onder Section 31258, the foliowing 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 tmple
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 Wetlanas 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 al terna
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 
Bellman 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 £or further consideration; .the other sites will be discussed 
below. 
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(6) Mineral extraction, including sand· for restor
ing 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 Boating 
and Waterways, may study degraded wetlands and iaentify 
those which can most feasibly be restorea in conjunction 
with development of a boating facility as providea 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 hiqh level of bioloqical productivity without major 
restoration activities. 

(2) Whether a substantial portion of the degraaed 
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 bioloqical 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 
guidance 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 seve~ely degraded 
wetlands in need of major restoration if they are less environmentally damaginq 
than boating facilities, or if they are more feasible than boating 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 greatly preferred", both under the Coastal Act and under 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 29. The Commission interpretea these policies for 
the first time in their approval of the Los Cerritos Conservancy Project, CP-3-81, 
finding that because the wetlands in question constituted, according to the 
Department of Fish and Game, a "severely deqraded 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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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 cleax· 
; 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 wetland1 housing is not among those 
activities. Uses other than those allowed under Section l0233 can only be 
allowed in wetlands determined by the Department of Fish and Game to be "sever~
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 

t 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 witp 

~·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 stru:ctural 
support of the adjoining Haynes Steam Plan Intake Channel would probably be xe
quired. The existing capacity of the drainage culvert is a particular constraintJ 
hy~raulically 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 J 100,000 cubic yards of materie.l 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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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 1982J 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 wetland 
determination. ) · 

The next wetland to the south is Anaheim Bay, currently a national wildlife 
refuge. The wetlands of Anahe~ 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 t~o 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 upper 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 Beldinqs Savannah Sparrow, 

·and the least tern. Restoration efforts have successfully enhanced or restored 
"'habitat 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 loca~ 
resident waterfowl benef~t from other elements of a wetlandJ 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. 
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,land in this part of Orange County are conservatively $1SO,OOO/acre ~ile m&Jket value., 
of wetlands are generally under $5,000/acre. Thus, the reconfiguration suqqested bf 
t~e Department would ~crease the value of the undeveloped land on the site by between 
$1.~ and $3.0 million--~ substantial increase in the profitability of the land •. 

,, The alternatives transferring wetlands to another area suggested by the Conservancy 
and supported by Ponderosa are even more profitable. The elimination of any regulation 
~of wetlands on 38 to 46 acres of the site would increase the value of the site 
,DJ between $5. 5 and $6.7 million. 'l'he 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 millio~ 

·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 ~eludes 
only 110 acres of the site, the overall density proposed on that site is about 9.1 units/ 
acr~s. 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 modestly increased density of 11.8 units/ 
acre. Although such an increased density might reduce the expected median sales price 
~•lightly, 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 stmply by regardin9 
the site for less than $250,000.· certainly such costs are feasible under the provision 

.. of Section 302Jl.;,that wetlands· he restored where feasible. The Commission concludes 
'therefore that feasibility is not the critical issue on which this decision should turn, · 
but rather, the overall suitability and possibility of restoration. The Commission 
~ill therefore review the suitability of the alternatives in some additional aetail. 

4 
B. Suitability of Restoration Alternatives. Two related goals are important when 

·considering restoration alternatives. The bioloqical clearly elucidated by wetland 
biologists is to reestablish a more viable wetland in the Alamitos Bay-san Gabriel River 
.system. "'!'he planning goal should be to resolve land owership questions in threatened 
wetlands. Project opponents argue convincingly that the major issue in Southern californi 
is the ownership of the wetlands, and that the biological status of the individual wetland 
is of less concern. Thus, project opponents argue that a fundamental goal in considering 
restoration alternatives must he to preserve and protect land that is Dot now protected. 

Another concern is raised by the relative vigor of the wetlands on the Bellman 
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 tha~ 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 Commission. 'l'hat 
section and the Department of Pish and Game's report_ also pointed out the severely degrade 
nature of 23 of the 25 acres of wetlands and the consistently low bird use of the site. 
Bone of the other .wetlands listed in Section 6 have these problems, nc;me are as subject 
to trespass and illegal fUl, 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 Beac· 
to the immediate north, the •no action• alternative leaves substantial values. '!'hat 
is Dot 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. ~e 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(a)·, the status quo ':is . .!!2! the .lease environmentally c!ama~ing alternative. 

When weighing the two goals presented above ag-ainst the overall need to restore 
this wetland, the Camrlission concludes that restoration is the most fundamental need 
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tidal wetland, 'l'he relatively high location ··of the pipe bottom at about. -1.1 reduces the 
available 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 ter-m tidal restoration potential. 

The developer's reluctance to support the Department's alternative stems from the 
effect on the existing tract map. '!'his 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 pr~blems 
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 opt.j.on. .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. 

h. 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 Sav~ah Sparrow. Verbal communication with Barbara Massey, 
who has done extensive field r~s'earch 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 po~sibilities adjacent 
to the retarding basin lack any opportunity for tidal action and thus replacement of 
this habitat, the Canmission finds that it must be protected and enhanced in place. 

Restoration of twenty acres adjacent to the retarding basin has several 
advantages. · '!'he 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. 'l'he 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 wi tbiD the retarding basin, further enhancing the value of 
this alternative. 

This alternative has several disadvantages related to its location adjacent to 
the retarding basin. Pirst, 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 camDuni ty park, with high numbers of children and doc;s, .is 
compatible with a wetland. The displacement of the community park also poses a 
number of questions as to wh•ther or riot the City of Seal Beach will support the 
&lternative. Third, because of its location, the restoration project will probably 
rely on .flood flows for at least some of the water supply. Thus, the restoration 
project Will be adversely affected ~ any accidental or illegal discharges from 
industries upstream, and will be subject to t:he vagaries of depending on uncertain 
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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 ar~a is expansion of military operations. Third.·. 
land in a Wildlife Refuge probably does not have the same degree of protection as 
land encumbered by a conservation easement. It i;s possible that the land could be 
modified in the event of a national emergency. 

to correct these shortcomings, it is necessary to increase the ratio of restoration 
a.nc! 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 ttmes as much area· should be restored to wetland 
as is filled. Although the land here to be restored is not presently weeland,-i~ 
is part of a former wetland system, and it is in public ownership, potentially 4 

available for future restoration. Given this legislative direction, the drawback~ 
of restoration at a site other than within the optimum wetland system (Alamitos Bay-
San Gabriel River), and the substantial windfall accruing to the landowner under i · .. 
this alternative, the Commission is convinced·that it takes 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 1 

~ prod~ctivity 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 d~qrad~ 
wetland where it is unacceptable to allow the wetland merely to continue in its ~~ · 
present situation. 'l'he Commission therefore finds it necessary to give the COnse!VI.ncy 
guidance and some flexibility in establishing how that. wetland shoUld Q& restored .• ~· 
The COmmiSiion has adjusted the habitat values of the three acceptable alternatives 
so that they are of approximately equal benefit under Coastal Act policies. In doing 
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 guidance, the COnservancy can fiilish 
the analysis needed with direction from the Commission that any of these options,1 as 
conditioned should meet the test of Section 30233(a) that they are the least envi~ 
ronmentally damaging feasible alternative. As required by the ~nitial conditionf 
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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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 t9 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 issues intrinsic to environmental re~ource protection in the highly 
urbanized South Coast region. 

'"15) ..&64-1070 
ATSS .561·1070 

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 optio~s for 
wetland restoration to implement the goals of the Coastal Act and to 
address issues whfch have.arisen in the development of the Local Coastal 
Pr.ogr~m of the City of Seal .Qeach. Each of the four options proposed 
would restore wetlands in the regi·on~ However, the four options differ 
in their efficacy in resolving the fssues which led to generation of the 
restoration program. Among 'the issues which governed the development of 
the Progra.m are the follo.wi.ng: 

- the extent and conditton of the wetlands found on. the site; 
- the feasibility .and vta.btlity of restori·ng these tletl~nds on the site; and 
- the means of reconciltng wetland restorati·on goals wtth the Hellman 

Speci.fic Plan, prev'{ously approved by the Ci·ty of Seal Beach, which 
calls for development on the site. 

Coastal Commission revtew will provide the Conservancy with direction 
needed to 1mp1ement the Restoration Program •. The Conservancy looks 
forward to prepartng spectftc site plans that will provi·de for the most 
b'{ol,ogically producttve wetlands with long tenn v'{abtl i:ty th~t ~an ·~e . 
ach1eved. 

I:n submttttng this Progra.m to the Corrmiss1on, the Conservancy is requesting 
Comm1ssion detenminatton of the feasibility of the on-site restoration 
alternatives, as well as detenminatfon·of the consistency of the Program 
.~th the Coastal Act. Feasibility is defined in the Coastal Act as 
•capable of being·accomp11shed in a successful manner within a reasonable 
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and 
technological factors... If the on-site restoration options are determi;ned 
to be not feasible by· the Conmission, the Conservancy is also seeking 
clarification of Commission policies on off-site wetland restoration, and 
of the cri~eria by which these policies can be fulfilled in the Seal 
Beach Wetlands Restoratton Program. 
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determining the feasibility of each optio~. The four options are sumr.~rized 
below and described in detai.l '·fn the enclosed Cons~rvancy staff recor;r.;endation 
and Department of Fish a~d Game memorandum. 

Option 1: Tidal salt marsh on-site. This option would consolidate and 
·restore the scattered wetlands 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 sfte, 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 
tenm viability of restored wetlands at this site is of concern because 
of the long-tenm maintenance 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. 

Option 2: Brackish water marsh near the intake culvert on-site. This · 
plan would restore a bracktsh marsh by consol i·dating and enhancing the 

, . scattered \"letland near the intake culvert.. Restoration ·would require 
dredging tidal channels, installing grease traps and other water quality 
devices, creating a buffer around the wetland, and modifying grading in 
the residential areas to direct stor:mwater runoff to the wetland. This 
plan is described in some detail in the Department of Fish and Game 
m.eroor~ndum enclosed. 

This plan ts also technically feasible although it may present problens. 
Mod1f1cat1on of the grading plans·and the conflict wi.th 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 
viabil tty of the marsh created through this option tiDuld be dependent on 
~intenance of an adequate salt water supply through the single existing 
culvert and from the urban runoff.. It may be difficult 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. . . 

i 

0 tion 3: Brackish water marsh ad acent to .the flood control basin on-site. 
Imp ementation of this p an wou d ~onsol1 ate and restore a brackish carsh 
adjacent to the flood control (retarding) basin. This basin ad~acent to 
the.marsh would provide a substantially larger buffer than otherwise would 
be available on-site. The wetlands created through this option would, in 
essence, adjoin a large seasonal wetland (the flood ba~in) and thus 
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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] a 11 O\'IS for res tor at ion 1 n conjunction with otherwise 
non-permitted land uses. It permits diking, filling or dredgfng of wetlands 
where there ts no feasible less environmentally damagtng 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 quali·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 detennination permits the Commission flexibility in 
consolidati·ng and restoring wetlands in order to increase the productivity. 
and viability of the wetlands. 

Sectton 30607.1 requtres that where fill is permitted tn a wetland, a 
m1ni.mum mitigation measure should i.nclude openi,ng up equi:valent areas of 
equal or greater b'{ological productivity or equivalent areas to tidal action· 
and that if no appropri.ate site is available, an 1n-1ieu fee sufficient to 
provide an area of equivalent productive value or surface area shall be 
provi:ded. Tbe four opti:ons offered in the Restorat'{on Program would restore 
equ'lvalent areas of greater biological producti:vi.ty and in three of the 

·( options, tidal actton could be restored. If restoration on the site is 
determi.ned by the Conmission to be not feasi.ble, the -fourth optton would 
result in restoratton of wetland with greater biological value and a larger 
~rea than exists on-site, paid through an in-lieu fee sy.stem. 

·~ 

Tl:le Conservancy requests that the Coastal Commtssion approve the Seal Beach 
'~ Wetlands Restorati.on Pr:ogram and determine tha.t the Program is in conformance 

wtth the pol tci:es and objecttves of the Coastal ~ct. 

If you have any questfons. please do not hesitate to call me. 

Very truly yours, 

~·7.~dL 
Joseph _E~trillo 

·· Executive Officer 

r 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 III 
Michael Wornum 
Michael Fischer 

Bob Lagle 
Jim McGrath 
Don lollock 
Fred Worthley 
Allen Parker 
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2. ·submit Seal Beach Wetla~ds Restoration 
Program to the City of Seal Beach for review 
and comment pursuant to ?ublic Resources 
Code 31264: 

Th·e staff further ·recorrmends th::: 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 Code Section 31251-31270). which 
authorizes the Conserva~cy to undertake coastal 
resource enhancement projec~s; and · 

· 2. The proposed project has a high priority based 
on the Conservancy's g~idelines and criteria for 
evaluation of resource !"'estoration programs. 

The Seal Beach Wetland Restoratio~ Program represents an 
attempt to conserve and restore the envrtonmental resources 
of a degraded wetland located at ~he Ponderosa Homes sit~ 
in the City of Seal Beach. Conservancy staff. ineonsult&tfon. 
with staff of the Department of Fish and Game. the Coastal 
Co~iss1on' ~and the·landowne~. d~1elo~ed 
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 per,jit: 

- resolution of a conflict tet~aen the prptection of 
wetland resources and the proposed land uses of the 
site; • 

-resolution of a major and jOtentie11y.difficult 
· issue in the Seal Beach Lc=al Coastal Program. an 

issue which otheniise might hawpar LCP progress; 

·- timely development of the last remaining develop
able parcel in Seal Beach. Development~ of this par~ 
eel will contribute to the City's needs for housing. 
public open space, roads. and sewage. 

In developing this wetland restoration program, several 
assumptions were made by Conservancy ·staff about· the t:et-
land resources of the site.: · . · . 

1. the wetland. is severely degraded and its natural • 
pr.ocesse·s 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 low habitat 
value in its own right and as part of the San 
Gabriel River wetland and riparian system. 

-133-
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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 wetlands, 
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· 
w~uld be provided through ~n 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 Sarita Ana· River pnd at Anaheim Bay (Exhibits 3 & 4). 
The offsite wetland could-function as a 111andbank" for other 
wetlands at Seal Beach.- This method would resolve land uses 
1ssues 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
ducti vi.ty of the resource.- Because the los Ange 1 es/Orange 
Counties region has suffered tremendous nab1tat detruct1on 
and alterat1on ana almost complete loss of the natural 
watershed and r1ver/r1par1an system, 1t 1s important tnat 

·· restored wetlands 1n the reg1on be aes1gned to be as large, 
\·Je 11-protected and product1 ve .as poss1bl e to prevent future 
1 oss of na tn tat. -

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 tenm 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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If.· on review, the Coastal Co~issior. determines that offs1te 
restoration of \•zetland is api)ro:;»riate ;..nder these circumstances 
the Conserva~cy will continue with pr~~~a~ da~elopment. Prior , 
to the designation of an offsite lo~ation, a detai·led report. 
similar to that prepared in the Eurek: Pocket l·larsh R~storation· 
Program, will be prepared assessing tte sites for review. 
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 
co~ment. · 

The Ponderosa Seal Beach wetlands co,sist of ±20.27* acres 
of salt/brackish water marsh and salt 71at habitats which 
have been altered by human activities :Exhibit 8). An 
additional ±4 acres of wetlands at Seal Beach exist on a 
portion of the parcel un~er different O\·:nership \•Jhich is 
not part of this plan. According to the Department of 
Fish and Game report (6/80), tr.e salt/!lrackish \·later marsh 
located on the Ponderosa property is £?~roximate1y ±3.87* 
acres. It supports typical salt rnarsh plant species in- . 
eluding pickel\•leed (Salicornia acific:.),alkali heath 
(Frankenia grandiflora , and saltgrass (Distichlis spicata). 
In the long narrow tidal channel. six fish species and two 
invertabrate species conmonly found in estuarine and marine 
environments occur. The tidal channei receives water through 
a culvert running under the Haynes ir.t:ke channel to the 
San Gabriel River.· The tidal channel was originally intended 
to drain the property. A one \·:ay flap gate, installed on 
the drainage culvert, has since corroded creating a hole · 
that allows tidal inundation. The ext~r.t of the tidal 
inundation is restricted by the convol~ted culvert providing 
tidal connection, debris and other i~~:diments to 200 feet 
east of the intake channel. Runoff from the surrounding 
hillside inundates the nontidal marsh es 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 t3.16* acres. · 

The salt flats are approximately ±13.2~* acres of scattered 
wetland adjacent to the tidal channel •. The flats have 
hypersaline so.ils inundated during the rain season by runoff 
and perhaps a high brackish groundwate~ table. As a result 
salt tolerant plants (e.g •• pickelweec) occur along the 
edges of the flats. Bird use at the site is. extremely low 
even during the rainy season.· The en:angered bi~d species. the 
the least tern and belding savannah s;!ri"'O\·t. 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 stu~y and the lando\·mer 
consultant's report. 

" 
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Su~sequent to the Commissions approval of the \·Iork program, 
the Department of Fish and Gam: \·Jere request~d by t~e regional 
C~:rmission to study the Hellman property and deter~nne the 
extent of \·letland resources. The Department of F1sh and 
Game prepared a report in June 1980;_ identif1ing t20.~7 acres 
of wetland (Exhibit 8). Subsequently Ponderosa Homes contacted 
the Conservancy to assist in the development of an appropriate 
enhancement plan and resolve potential conflicts. 

Ye.tland Restoration Alternatives 

The s·ea' Beach l~etlands Program ttas prepared to develop 
an enhancement program to restore and conserve. the wetland 
v:lues. The program evaluated three alternative restora
tlon plans: onsite restoration of a tidal salt marsh 
o~site ~estoration of a non-tidal marsh and finally off
~lt~_restoration of either a tidal or non-tidal marsh. 

Onsite Tidal Salt Marsh Restoration Alternative 

The restoration of a tldal salt marsh on-site would require 
the consolidation of the existing scattered wetlands into 
a single wetland adjacent to the existing 48" culvert supply-
ing salt water (Exhibit 9). Sin~e this single dilapedated culvert 
supplies wat~r to only a small marsh~.(less than 1.5 acres), more 
than likely hydraulic cleaning would be necessary as well 
as additional culverts to increase the water supply. In 
additio~. a problem_exis~s in maintaining ~he salt water 
supply 1n the future because it is dependent on an artificial· 
)leter regime created by th~ outflo\•1 of cooling \•:aters from 
the Edison Plant and Haynes Steam Generat·ing Plant. These 
plants are expected to close or change the facilities and 
no lange~ need the cooling waters. At that ti~e, it is 
expected that the river would diminish to preplant levels 
where_ the ma~imum extent of tidal waters reached approxi-
l!lately the ;PCH.bri4ge~ ~Other.problems with a tidal· connection 
to-the San'Gabriel River are ·tne routing 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 benthic.orqanisms.~ Additional _ 
cuaverts at-grouna.u!v·er tfo1ild requ·rre pumping water trom 
the river to the+ 8 foot dikes across another landowner's. 
property and the Haynes IntakP Channel and into the marsh. 
The program evaluated the intake channel as an alternative 
water source. Hater for the- intake channel is pumped 
and filtered from Marina Stadium to the north at 7oo.ooo 
gallons per minute. The intake channel typically has 

.lo\·ler tide levels tlhich can be .as lo,., as 1-2 feet bel ott 
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 the~ to continue the 
pu~ping/maintenance of the intake channel when the plant 
closes. 
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restorat1on \-tou1a De provHled throu;n 2n 1n 11eu ree syst.er~r 
ranging from $17a000 to $25,000 per acre of restored ~arsh 
depending on the site to be restored. A report prep!red 
by staff and revie\·ted by co::-.~issicn staff identified st.:it
able offsite restoration sites in los Angeles and Ore~~e 

. counties. Subsequently Sorenson & Associates·, the cor.sul
tant preparing the Los Angeles/Orange Counties study, refined 
the report-;.. Tt-aree o{fsite locations \·Jhich meet . 
restoration criteria developed in consultation with the DFG 
staff have been identified along the Santa Ana River (Exhibf.a:a) 
and Anaheim Bay (Seal Beach r:ationa1 Wildlife Refuge) (Exhibit(). 
Each of these si-tes offers better protection from urban 
influences, a larger area for restoration, and increase 
water availability than .the wetlancl ·restoration onsite and 
ttould restore historic \"letland habitat. 

Offsite restoration would create a larger wetland to 
compensate for the filling of the d~graded 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 dininish 
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 end 
regional habitat restoration. D~e to the restoration of the 
Los Cerritos \'ietlands, a portion of the San Gabriel \·let1and 
system, .it is expected that the habitat values tlill be 
increased in the system in any event. The proximity of the 
los Cerritos wetlands to thenorth and the Anaheim bay ~etlands 
to the south, it would appear that restoration at this site.· 
would not be critical to any avian species (e.g •• birds 
using the pacific flyway). The restoration of a wetland 
~san· 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 approved . .._-crk pt O{trum, the issue has not been addressed 
to the City's LCP. The City supports offsite restoration as 
an.effort to improve the wetland resources (Exhib~t 10). 
This plan would eliminate this conflict and allow the LCP to 
move forward. In analyzing the three alterna~ives developed 
in the Program, the staff recommends an offsite alternative 
because it not only restores a vi~al viable marsh but wil~ 
also resolve land use issues. Review by the Commission w1ll 
evaluate the feasibility and long tenn viability of all 
three aiternatives in the program and provide direction on 
the relative preference of the alternatives. The. Conservancy 
will then proceed with.the sit~ planning process in.co~
sultation with Department of F1sh and Game and _Comm1sS1on .. 
staffs. 
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6. The restored \·letland,, .. ,ill be en integral part of a 
larger \•letland system (e.g., Santa ;.na River systeml· 
and adjacent to open water, ~~~n s~::e or an area or 
·coastal \·tetla~d habitat_ vali;!. 

1. The offsite location shall ta acq~ired and the site 
specific restoration plan c!sign:rl ~rior.to the fill 

development proceeding onsite. 

Implementation 

If approved, the Conservancy s:aff w111 further pursue 
restoration at the three preferred o~fsite locations. The 
staff will designate the site tQ be restored consistent 
with the plan criteria. The site ~oJ1d be restricted 
through the necessary legal rn:chanis~ (e.g., deed restriction) 
to maintain the wetland habitat in perpetuity. A specific 
site plan \·rould be prepared, consist~nt tlith the Plan · 
elements and criterialto creete and enhance the wetlar.d. 
The Plan will be subm1tted to the De;artment of Fish and 
Game for review and comment. The specific site plan end 
engineering plans are expected to return to the Conservancy 
board for its revie\~ \'lithin the next ten months. Sub
sequently, the necessary par~its wou1d be obtained and 
construction of the wetland is antic~pated to be complete 
within the next year and a helf. Th: restoration would 
be funded through ;an in-lieu fee system similar to the 

··-- Conservancy's Bractt r~arsh 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 available to restore and enh!nce · 
additional wetlands in the reg~on providing an important 
step in improving tletland res~urces in the region. . . 

Alternative Restoration Sites 

1. Talbert-Santa Ana River Exhibit 2 : Restoration 
at th1s site cou d create + 0 acres of brackish/ 
fresh tater marsh adjacent-to the Santa Ana River. · 
The restored marsh would :e co~tiguous with an existing 
13 acre brackish water mersh. ·7he marsh would be 
surrounded by a buffer ar.~ possi~ly other open space 
would be provided on the 137 acre parcel. -Wetland 
creation at this site woul~ restore a portion of the 
historical Santa Ana Rive~ estuarine system. 

The site is currently Q\·me:! by Crange County. Th~ 
County previously had plar.s for e regional park at this 
site but funding was no l~nger e1ailable after Proposi
tion 13. The site has been considered for several 
other uses but currently ~ortions of it are being 
evaluated for revenue gen:ratinp uses. Initial 
discussions with County s~aff indicate wetland 

,, 
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CONSISTEUCV \·liTH 

Enhancement at this ~fte \·toul ~ create.!. 45. acres 
or more of sal t\"later and/or freshwater marsh. The marsh 
would be £onttguous t~ttth tAnahe~m ~Bay. wetlands and \iould · 
be surrounded by other opeQ spa~e. The pro.iect would 
restore a ·partion.of the historical Anaheim Bay . 
t1etl ands. · · 

The site is 0\·1ned by the U.S. liavy and the tlildl ife 
refuge is managed by the Fish end Wildlife Service. 
The boundary of the ttil dl i fe refuge rnay need to be 
expanded pending fina1 .deterMination of the specific 
site in order to retain the restored wetland in 
perpetuity. The Fish and Wildlife Service are just 
completing a major marsh enhence~ent project. It 
is considered un1ikely that they will have additional 
federal funding to create ne~ wetlands at the site. 

Restoration would require placing culverts through 
railroad and road dikesa dredging, p1ant1ng 
vegetation and possibly pumping f)"esh \iater 
(\·lindmill s). · 

• 

o:· COASTAL ACT: In the staff's. opinion, the proposed Seal Beach t-fetlands 
Pregram is consistent with the following.sections of the 

·'· 
.t 

,~ Coastal .Act. · · _, ; · 

Section 30231 requires that the biological productivity 
and quality of wetlands shall be r.~intained and restored 
in a manner appropriate to sustain optimum populations 
of marine organisms. 

This program provides three alternatives to restore the 
wetland. In staff•s opinion. each of these is consis~ 
tent t1ith the Section 30231 requirer.: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 would be dependent on circu~stances affecting the 
tidal flux which are beyond the control of the ·Restora-
tion program~ - Restoration of a brackish or sea~onal 
freshwater wetland onsite would maintain and restore a.habi
iat that could support large popu1ations 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 ac~~~~ed ons)te. 

Section 30240 requires that development adjacent to environ
mentally sensitive habitat areas be sited and designed to 
prevent impacts that "rould 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 

1'\ 
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CONSISTENCY WITH THE 
NSERVANCY 1 S LEGISLATION: 

..:.r 

• 
CONSISTEr:CY HITH 

lent or less biological productivity than the esist
ing degraded marsh.. The restoration of a year· round 

_;~brackish m:n·sh near the r:etension b?.sin \·Jould be to a 
level of equal or greater· ·biological pt·oductivity than· 
the existing marsh. Offs·i te r-estoration \·toul d include 
restoration of a larger v:etland area than existing on 
site to an equal or greater biological productive 
ttetland. One of the pr-eferred locations \•till open up 
substantially more wetland area to tidal action than 
no\&t exists onsite. Either of the other b·1o preferred 
locations \'till provide an area of equa1 or greater pr·o- • 
ductive value and surface area thar. the existing wetland. 
The replacement site shall be pur·chascd before the fill 
develop~~nt will proceed. 

Public Resources ·code Section 31251 p~rmits th~ Conservany 
to undertake coastal resource enhancement projects for the 
purpose of enhancing coastal resource £n"'et~s 11\~hich, because 
of indi.scriminate dredging or filling. improper location of· 
improvements, or imncompatible land uses, have suffered 1oss 
of natural and scenic values". The Conscr·vancy is therefore 
authorized to provide for the creation and enhancement of 
coastal wetlands \-Jhere it can increase the habitat values • 

The implementation of the_ Seal Beach Wetland Restoration 
fProgram is necessary due ·t.o the· incliscrimlnat~ fill inrh 
improper location of urban infrastructure and r•otent'ial 
future land uses. 

CONSERVANCY • S GUI DEL I tiES: The Conservancy's guidelines hava scv~ra 1 cri tcri a to 
evaluate the specific projects. ·rhis projc~ct has a high r 
priority based on these guidelines. 

• 

This project has a high priority due to stron~J pressure f"or 
development which may adversely aff~ct the existing degraded 

:Seal Beach wetlands making it urgent that a pN•gram be provided 
to protect and restore the ttet1ana·values. The! Cons..ervancy's 
participation in this pr\Jject is criticnl to re~olve_ the_ 
concerns of l oca 1 and state agencies and the l ando\·lner. . 
The Conservancy has the ability to resc•l ve thes~ conccr·ns 
through the Program. It will assist in resolving many of the 
critical issues and furthering the adoption ,,f the Local 
Coastal Plan~ 
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Joseph Petrillo 
E~ecutive Director 
Sta.te Coastal Conservancv 
1212. Broadway, Roo~ 514 -
Oakland, CA 94612 

Daar Joe: 

Xn a recent discussion with John Zettner, it was a~=eed 
· that 1t1e ,.,ould calculate the acrea::e for each of the va=i:;,~s 
~atland habitat designations ·aet:rnined by the C~lifo~ia 
.Depa~t~ent of Fish and Ga~e in t~e repo=t prepared by 
Robe=t R~~ovi~h. ~nclos~~ is : ;a~ ~onteining th~ c~l~~:atio~s. 

t'_:..:~...:! O"" .. O'L .... -,:::~.-..o-'- ... '!'.: ... ·""' ·::.. ;:,...'!"""'.na-..:.=.r: .,._""" "'"O .. , ~ ,.....-_\....... 1.• -. .. _ L .... J:' ... .._., ••• -...,_.. •• .r ..... _-_,_.,,.......,..,..._....,.. _..,_, .I ...., 

previously, \·:e do not agree v7i th saveral of the dasi;::.e.-=.!c!!.s 
established by the California Deja=tment of Fish and G:==· 
Certain of the differences of o~lnion relate to the e~al~ation 
of the a!\'.bient percent cover o'£ .. ••cri tical 11 v1etland ple.~-: 
species and the presence or ab:5s~ce of hydrlc soils, as 
defined by the u.s. Soils and Cc~ser~ation Service, Ja~~~~y, 
1980 •. 

John Zettner indicated that he hoped to be able to 
.schedule a meeting with you and/or others during the ~esk 
of January 12, 1981, where we ca~ continue discussio~s £imed 
at a timely resolution of differences of opinion on t~e 
e):te:-.t and ·qharacter of. the \·:et!and ha!>i tats within t.l":e 
Ponderosa Homes project site. 

Sincerely, 

~·~ ~.t01\i;~, 
Doanld B. Br~~;t{S l"i 

dbb/:mp 
Enclosure 

~· .. 

EXHIBIT 6 
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December 21. 1981 

Hs. Susa Gates, Project Analyst 
California Coastal Conservancy 
.1212 Broadway. Rm. 514 
Oakland~ California 94612 

Dear Ms. Gates: 

EXHIBIT 10 

Re: Ponderosa Seal Beach \~etlands Restoration P: ar: 
File iB0-15 

~le have thoroughly revi e\'led 'the December _1 0, 1981 staff recc,-ner:dation on 
the Ponderosa Seal Beach l~etlands Restoration Plan (File fio. SC-15). The 
City both concurs with ~nd supports the concept of the creat~or. and enhance-~ 
ment of \'letlands off-site as rnitigatioa:- .for the filling and~ =ev!lopment of 
degraded wetlands on-site. · _ 

The reasons for our support are as follows: 

1. The collective efforts of the Coastal Conservancys Cjas~al 
Commission, Fish & Game and developer to restore wet·ar~s 
\-till have a greater opportunity to achieve success i~ e · 
larger \"letland area \-there the ecosystem is sufficier::.ly large 
enough to assure a viable wetland cowmunity • 

. 2. Due to the small area of degraded wetlands in the Se!l 3each 
Ponderosa area (20+ acres) and the proposed urbanization, 1t 
is doubtful that any· restoration effort \·:ould have c lcr.g-term 
probability.of success.due to urban influence, domestic animals. 
and urban runoff. · · · · · · 

The City of Seal Beach has a history of supporting \·rildl ife :Jreservation 
and \'letland restoration. The City. strongly supported the cr:a'tfon 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 infonmatior, :iease feel 
free to contact me. · 

Yours truly, 



• 

.. 
... =. 

S. Gates 
January 11, 1982 
page 2 

Exhibit 11 (cont.) 

for people in several income ranges. If the ";etl!,.·:! areas \'tere . 
maintained and it was possible to place fewer units on the site,. . 
virtually all of such units \·tould have to be luxu1·y prodt-~cts 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 "\'letlands" at this site. 17 you have 
further questions, please contact us. 

Sincerely, 

~~~~ 
Steven H. Levesque 

SHL:vc 
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Determination of the Status of 
Those \·fetlands Wi.thin the Citv of Seal Beach 

!~mediately South and East from the San Gabriel Piver Channell~ 

.. . 
Jntroduct ion· · 

Sections 30233 and 30411 of the Coastal Act of 1976 ackno!·:ledge the Department of 
Fish and Game and the Fish and Ciarne Cor.mission· as "the princioal state agencies 
responsible for the establishment and c9ntrol of.wildlife and fishery manage~nt 
programs." Coastal Act Section 30411(b) stipulates that the Department, in · 
consultation \·lith the Coastal Commission and Department of Boating and ~laten-tays, 
can study degraded wetlands and id~ntify those which can be n~st feasibly restored 
in conjunction with the developwent of a ·boating facility, or whether there are 
•other feasible ways" to achieve such values. This report. then, represents the 
Department's determinations regarding the subject "'etlands (henceforth "Seal 

·Beach ~etlands''), pursuant to PRC Section 3041l(b) and includes a sum~ary of 
findings; a brief historical perspective; present st~tus. and applicable 
definitions and criteria applied, extent of degraded ~etlands; a discussion of 
restoration alternatives and the feasibility of restoring and improvina \·letland 
values; and a base map \tlhich delineates the extent of existinp T.-tetland resources. 

Summary of Findinos 

The Department finds that there are approximately 25 acres (+ 0.5 acres) of 
wetland \t~ithin the subject area. The Department finds that all 25 acres are 
degraded wetlands.pursuant.to Section 30411 bf the Coastal Act. Further. the 
Departwent finds that from a biological standpoint~ only the tidal channel 
(approximately 2 acres). is not severely degraded, and that approximately 23 acres 
of tretland are severely degraded. Notl·lithstanding this findin9 .. the Dopartmant 
also finds that, pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30411(b)~l}, ~ajor restoration 
activities \•lould not be required to restore and enhance l·:etland values such that 
a high level of biological productivity is maintai·ned. The Department finds that. 
pursuant to Section 30411(b)(2), a boating facilities project is clearly inf~asible· 
due to the character and extent of adjacent development. lastly, the Oeoart~ent 
finds that, pursuant to Coastal Act Section 3041l(b)(3). restoration of the wetlands• 
natural values, including its biological productivity and wildlife features, ~ay be 
feasibly achieved by co~bining restoration activities \•Jith the development of ad.j~cent 
property (this concept is expanded upon and more thorou;hly discussed herein)." 

General Hi story 

Historically, the subject wetland areas ~ere part of the 2,400-acre Alamitos Bay 
tretland ccn-:olex. This l·Jetland \vas bordered on the south by landing Hill (an upland 
promontory which divides the subject area from Anaheim Eey) at least as recently 
as 1894. All that rer.~ains of the historic 2,400-acre \·:etland conplex are aporoxirnatal~ 

. 130 acres co~r.n:on ly referred to as the Los terri tos liet lands 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 Depart~ent of Fish and Ga~e to the State Coastal 
Commission on January 13. 1982. 
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t.:e have applied the USFHS definition during the preparation of the map of the 
subject wetland area. Again; referring to the Coastal Act definition, it can 
be argued that portions of the 25 acre wetland area identified by the DepartP'.ent 
are not periodically inundated. Rather, these areas are periodically saturated 
after enough to largely preclude ·the growth of plant species which are unable 
to tolerate periodic substrate saturation and high soil salinities. These areas 
are, ho\•lever. classifiable as tletlands usinq the terminology of the Coastal Act 
definition (i.e., salt\·tater marsh, brackish tlater marsh, etc.). Therefore, we 
believe that these wetland areas which exhibit oeriodic substrate saturation are 
explicitly wetlands by Coastal Act definition.·· . -

The specific wetl~nd terms used are those utilized in the Coastal. Act and the 
Cowmission•s ~etland Guidelines. These terms are·aS follows: · 

Saltwater to brackish water marsh: A wetland, as defined above, 
estuarine., of estuarine origin, or ·exhibitinp a t1ater 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 \·tater 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, t1ave action, water fl0\"1, turbidity or high 
concentrations of salt ·or.other substances in water or substrate • 

0 e·n \-later - A wetland (mean lo\te.r low t/ater less tha·n 6 feet in 
depth \·Jhich is always covered by surface \":ater, 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. 
Most of the are·a so designated t1as 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 truthin~. the DepartMent finds that 
there are approximately 25 acres of wetland in the study area (see attache·d map). 
These acres may be subdivided into the above defined subcategories as .follows:· 
salt water marsh to brackish water marsh (3.4 acres); salt flat {18.0 acres); open 
\·rater/estuarine \·tetland (3.3 acres): · · · · 

Pickle~·reed (Salicornia vi~cinica and subterminal is} are the dominant salt bracl:i~h 
. water marsh jndicator plant species in the study area. Other salt~ater r.4rsh to 

brackish \'later I"Jarsh indicator species include alkali heath (Frankenia c.randifolia); 
saltgrass (Distichl is so;cata); brass buttons (Cotula coronop1fo1 ia h r.:arsh roscr.ary 
(lirr:onium corr.mune var. californicum); rabbit-foot polypoc;on (Polvoooon nonsoleliensis; 

· Batis maritima); ditch grass (Rupia maritima); saltbush (Atriplex patula); and dock 
. (Rumex sp.). 
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~fetlands after they are restorei:l. Tentatively, it appears tha·t the los Cerritos 
Wetlands \·lill be ·prir..arily marine oriented, \·lith lesser acreage devoted to brackish, 
fresh\·ta ter. and season a 1 . ttet 1 and types. Thus, it appears that the subject 25-acre 
wetland area might best be restored and enha·nced for fresh/br·ackish \•tater 1r1etland 
values so as to maximally compliment the los Cerritos t:etland restoration project. 

A means of enhancing the subject t1etland for fresh and brackish t1ater 1r1etland • 
values can be accomplished by hydraulically cleaning the tidal culvert which passes 
under the pO\'ier plant intake channel and into th~ San Gabriel channel to increase 
tidal flo\·Js, and by constructively using runoff from development t1hich may occur 
adjacent to the subject ttetlands. This concept is similar to that 1r1hich is 
envisag~d in the. los Cerritos l-letland area. 

Feasibility of Restoring and Enhancinq \lctlands •tithin the Study Area 
. . . 

Pursuant to 'PRC Section 3041l(b), this Department is authorized to study degraded 
t:etlands. Once. this study is initiated, \·te are required to address e~sentially 
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 restQration activities. 

2. Whether a substantial portion of the deqraded wetland, 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 requ,res the Department to determine. \·lhether ll'.ajor 

. .. 

.restoration efforts .would be required to restore the identified dearaded wetlands. 
It is our position that restoration and enhancement r.:ay be accomDlished throuqh 
development of adjacent property and through a consolidation orojcct involving 
that wetland area south of the tidal channel. rt·appears that-such a project 
may not entail a relatively ~ajar· expenditure of funds nor would it require 
major restoration since it coul~ be accomplished by mere·ly ·designating. 
~trategically located fill borrow sites for fill which.wou1d be required in 
certain developable areas. This concept \·lill be more thoroughly tt"eated under 
the discussion of Section 30411(b)(3) below. 

B. ~ection 304ll(b)(2_) · 

. Because of .the character and intensity of adjacent development; it seems unlikely 
that a boating facility is a viable option. . . ..· · .. 

. .. 
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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 approxi~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 realiz~d 
if the borr0\-1 material is taken from the nearby t'etland r~storation area. 
For example, if local hauling and free P~terial results in a savinqs 
of only $3.50 a cubic yard~ a total net .savings to the property o~:ner 

• would amount to about $250,000. 
• 

5 •. lhc consolidation p~oject outlined above ""'ou1d, as previously indicated, 
result in a contiguous \-setland. Such contiguity lends itself t: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.cnrr.:nends the above outlined consolidation project. 
and finds that restoration of the \•.:etland• s natural values, including its biological 
productivity and \-lildlife features. can most feasibly be achieved in conjunction ttith 
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\·tners at 
that time. '"'e maintain that such feasible enhancement 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 incorporatcd·into any Coastal 
Development Permit for the area; 

. . 

- . 

. . 
·. .. . 

• •· .-. .. . . . 

.. 
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May 11., 1998 

Mr. John T. Auyong 

HELLMAN PROPERTIES LLC 
POST OFFICE BOX 2398 

711SEALBEACHBOULEVARD 
SEAL BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90740 

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

~ fE tr\\ fF r ";'. n rE .ro' 
I ~~ lb ~ l6 u ~ l6 WJ 
lfU MAY 1 4 1998 

Staff Analyst 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
200 Oceangate •lOth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 908024302 

CAUF0Rt--!1A 
COASTAL COi'-',MlSSION 

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

DearJohn: ~ 
~ / 

This letter will address your comments in your April 30 and Mayilettet 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 T~t Map. 
• Shell Oil (now· Signal Hill Petroleum) has a 50% producing interest in APN 980-

36-605. ~ignal Hill Petroleum bas no land rights. . 
• Hell~ Properties LLC owns the entire operating interest for the mineral rights. 
• ~N 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, iJ on file at the Orange or Los Angeles County 

Recorder's office. · · 

2. PesticicJes 

• 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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Audubon Internatimwl 
Center for Sustainable Resource Management 

PO Box l226·Ctry, t\C 27512•(919) S80.9640·fax (919) SS0-7415 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Mr. Dave Bartlett ~~ 
Miles M. (Bud) Smart, Ph.D. q. ( 
Director, Department bfEnvir~:::tal Planning 
Siena Col1ege-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 Publications, 
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. 1bis 
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 if! may be of assistance in this matter. 

Regards, Bud 
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UC IPM Pest Management Cuidelines • Tt,JRFCRASS 

Turfgrass Species 

(Updated 12/97) 

Proper selection of a turf species Is an Important component of an ·Integrated pest management 
program. When turf species are planted ln areas where they are not wen adapted. they 
require greater care to grow and maintain and are more susceptible to Invasion by pests. The 
major species used for turfgrass ln California 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 malntalnlng 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 
~reeplng bentgrasses. Colonial bentgrass Is best adapted to the coastal region In central and 
northern California where It Is used for general lawn areas. It Is a fine-textured srass with 
upright leaves and dense srowth. CoJoniaJ bentgrass grows best In cool, humid weather, and 
can tolerate some shade; It has low tolerance to heat, saUnity, 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 Js a specialty grass used for golf course putting greens. lawn bowling· 
greens, and lawn tennis facilities. It Is 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 in 
tan. winter, and spring when temperatures are cool; during summer Its arowth 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 ls 
well adapted to sunny conditions and survives well during the cooler months. Annual 
ryegrass has low heat tolerance, Js coarse textured, and shiny dark green. It dies in late 
spring to early summer. 

Perennial ryegrass ls well adapted to sunny or partially shady conditions. It grows best 
during periods of cool temperatures and ls very competitive, rapidly establishing a uniform 
green cover. Fall seeding Is preferred. Perennial ryegrass has a bunchgrass-type growth 
habit. thus open areas should be reseeded. It Is extremely vigorous lD 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 RYECRASS 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 ls recommended JD the 
mixture. 

TALL FESCUE (Fesfuca arundinacea). Tall 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 excellent tolerance to heat 
stress. Unlike bermudagrass or Kentucky bluegrass, tall fescue Is a bunch .. type erass, 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 cuJtivars can Improve the 

Turfsrass Species (12/97) A.1 'f' 1 
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· DICHONDRA (Dichondra micrantha). Dichondra will grow in partial shade, but It does best In 
full sun under cool coastal conditions. It Is not a turfgrass but a low-growing 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. 

•::· 

Turfgrus Species (12/97) A.3 f"'\ 
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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 blllbug 
adults, use the pyrethrum test. This test involves ml:xfng 1 tablespoon of a commercial 
garden insecticide containing 1 to 2% pyrethrins In 1 gallon of water. If the Insecticide has 
only 0.5% pyrethrins, use 2 tablespoons. One to two fluid ounces of a dishwashing 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 posslbJe using 
a sprinkling can. This will irritate the Insects so that they move to the surface within 10 
minutes. Use the descriptions In this guideline to accurately Identify the Insects. White 
erubs 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 
·=ao determine the extent of an infestation. Certain pests, such as white grubs, often 

repeatedly infest limited areas where adults prefer to Jay 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 
'i' skipper, sod webworm, armyworms, and cutworms 2 to 5 galJons of water per 1,000 square 
.:·feet of turf works well. The Bermudagrass mite as well as the root-feeding pests (biJibugs, 
tblack turfgrass ataenius) require a greater volume of water (25 gallons p~r 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 will 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 .. fluvalinate and cyfluthrtn). carbamates (carbaryl), and to a lesser 
extent, organophosphates (e.g., chlorpyrifos and acephate). Alternatives such as insect 
pathogenic nematodes and Bacillus thuringiensis (Bt) control a narrower range of oreanlsms, 

General Information (8/97) 8.1 ~\ 
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AUSTRALIAN SOD FLY 
Scientific Name: In opus· rubriceps 
(Updated 8/97) 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PEST 

UC IPM Pest Management Cuidelines - TURFCRASS 

In California, the Australian sod fly ls currently found only ln 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 bead. Adults may be active .In May, 

·1lut their major period of activity Is from September through November. Eggs are laid In the 
soU. After hatching, larvae may take 2 years to complete development. Fully grown larvae 
are 0.5 Inch (1.3 em) Jong 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 . 

Australian Sod Fly (8/97) B. 3 f\ ~ 



BERMUDAGRASS SCALE 
Scientific Name: Odonaspis ruthae 
(Updated 8/97) 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PEST. 

UC IPM Pest Management Guidelines ... TURFCiRASS 

~Bermudagrass scales are 0.06 Inch (1.6 mm) long, dam-shaped, white armore~ scales, 
·.·found on the crown. stolons, and under leaf sheaths of bermudagrass. High populations of 

bermudagrass scales can give the erass stems and crowns a whitish, moldy appearance. 
. Close examination of the erass with a hand lens will 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. 

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 klll large areas of turf under these conditions. 

-t CULTURAL CONTROL 
l·· Bermudagrass scale Is dependent on shade. To reduce the amount of shade in the turf, 
t? 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 chemica1 control options. · 

Bermudazrass Scale (8/91) 8.5 
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Pesticide 
(commercia! name) 

Amount/1 000 sq ft** 

B. 

-·' ,. 

DIAZINON* 
(Diazlnon) 4EC , . 2-3 D oz 
COMMENTS: Must be applied by a commercial applicator; not for use on sod farms or golf courses. 
Do not use where waterfowl may graze . 
. . • or .•. 
(Diazlnon) SOWP 3 oz 
COMMENTS: Not for use on sod farms or golf courses. Do not use where waterfowl may sraze. 

STEINERNEMA CARPOCAPSAE 
(Scanmask) 25 mlllton 
... or ... 
HETERORHABDrnSBA~OPHORA 
(Cruiser) 25 mlllion 

. COMMENTS: Most effective larval treatment and the preferred cboJce on son that has been fumlgat~ 
to reintroduce these parasites into the soU. Store nematodes properly before use as directed. Apply to 
warm, moist. but not soggy son. Several irrigations may be needed during 2 weeks after application 
to keep soU moist. Apply during the coolest time of day In hot areas. 

D. CHLORPYRIFOS 
(Dursban) SOW 0.75-1.5 oz 

1.5-3.0 oz :r.· · (Dursban Pro) 2E 

r •• .. Apply sprays In 25 gal water/1000 sq ft 
}.* Permit required from county agricultural commissioner for purchase or use. 

-.. 

Billbuzs (12/97) 8.7 
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TREATMENT 
Pesticide 
(commerelal name) 

.Amount/1000 sq .ft••. 

A. 

B. 

IMIDACLOPRID 
(Merit) 75WP 0.05 oz 
(Merit) O.SG . 1.4 lb 
(Merit) 75WSP 0.15 oz (1 packet/8250 sq ft) 
COMMENTS: Use ln areas that have had severe infestations of black turfgrass ataenlus In the past. 
Maximum of 1 application/year. applications cannot exceed 8.6 oz/acre/year (0.18 oz/1000 sq ft). 
Optimum control will be achieved when applications are made before egg hatch of the target pests 
followed by sufficient Irrigation or rainfall. Applications should not be made when turfgrass areas 
are waterlogged or sollls saturated with water. Not for U$e on commercial sod farms • 
. . . or ... 
(Marathon) 60 WP l0.7oz/acre 
(Marathon) 60 WSP t packet/3000 sq ft 
COMMENTS: For use on sod farms only. Apply May through July. For optimum control. treatment 
should be followed by ralnfaU or irrigation. Do not use Jess than 2 gal spray volume/1000 sq ft. 

CARBARYL* 
(Chipco Sevin) 

CHLORPYRIFOS 
(Dursban) SOW 
(Dursban Pro) 2£ 

60oz 

10% 
3oz 

-t.·D. DIAZINON• 
. (Diazinon) 4EC 3 D oz 

COMMEJ\'TS:. Must be applied by a commercial applicator; not for use on sod farms or golf courses. 

£. TRJCHLORFON 
(Dylox) 80 3.75 oz 

STEINERN£MA CARPOCAPSAE 
(Scanmask) 25 million 
COMMEJ\'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 moist. Apply 
during the coolest time of day ln hot areas. 

G. HET£RORHABDITIS BACTERIOPHORA 
(Cruiser) 25-35 million 
COM~·t~"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 soU moist Apply 
during the coolest time of day ln hot areas. 

• • Apply sprays In 25 gal water/1000 sq ft 
• Permit required from county agricultural commissioner for purchase or use. 

Black Turfgrus Ataenlus (12/97) 8.9 
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Pesticide 
(commercial name) 

C. CHLORPYRJFOS 
(Dursban) SOW 
(Dursban Pro) 2E 
COMMENTS: Odorous. 

D. CYFl.UTHRIN 
(Tempo) 20\VP 

E. DIAZINON* 

Amount/ I 000 sq tt•• 

0.75 oz 
1.s n oz 

0.175 oz (S grams) 

(Diazlnon) 4EC 2-3 0 oz 
COMMENTS: Must be applied by a commercial applicator; not for use on sod farms or golf 
courses. 
_.or ... 
(Diazinon) SOWP 3 oz 
COMMENTS: Not for use on sod farms or goU courses. 

F. FLWAUNATE 
(Mavrik Aquafiow) 

G. TRICHLORFON 
(Dylox) 80S 

H. STEINERNEMA CARPOCAPSAE 

0.23 n oz 

2.5-3.75 oz 

(Scanmask) 25 mllllon . 
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 soli moist. 
Apply during the coolest time of day in hot areas. 

I. BACilLUS THURJNGIENSIS Label rates 
(various products) 
COMMENTS: Only effective on early lnstar larvae. Repeat application may be necessary. Breaks 
down rapidly in sunlight and washes readily off Jeaves. 

•• Apply spray in 2-5 gal water/1000 sq ft 
• Permit required from county agricultural commissioner for purchase or use . 

Cutwonns and Annyworms {12/97) 8.11 
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FIERY SKIPPER 
' Scientific Name: Hylephila phyleus 
(Updated 12/97) 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PEST 
Adult fiery skippers are orange or orange brown butterflies commonly seen feeding on 
Jantana blossoms. Skippers are distinguished from other butterflies by having a booked 
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 
·-consume entire leaves. Larvae have distinctive reddish markings on the front of what 
· appears to be an oversized bJack head, a narrowed neck followed by a dark thoracic 
·ishield, and a greenish pink body color with a granulated texture. Larvae spin sllk shelters 
~tn 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-lnch 
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 lchneumonld wasps. The extensive soil or 
-..thatch contact of fiery skipper larvae may make Steinememo carpocapsoe 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. 

!\vHEN TO TREAT 
.Use the pyrethrum or detergent test to monitor this pest (see the section on MONITORING 
under GENERAL IN FORMA TlON). 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 Irrigation. 
When using Bt products, delay normal watering a couple days. 

TREATMENT. 
'-Pesticide 
(commercial name) 

1#.. CARBARYL • 
(Chipco Sevin) SOWSP 

lB. CHLORPYRIFOS 
(Dursba.n ) SOW 
(Dursban Pro) 2E 

C. STEIN£RN£MA CARPOCAPSAE 

Amount/1000 sq tt•• 

1.5-3 n oz 

0.75 oz 
t.s n oz 

(Scanmask) 25 million 
COMM~IS: Store nematodes properly before use as directed. Apply to warm, moist, but not SOJIY 
soiL Several irrigations may be needed during 2 weeks after application to keep soU moist. Apply 
durin& the coolest time of day in bot areas. 

Fiery Skipper (12/97) 8.13 
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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 
.. brownish gray are common colors, often the colors are speckled or mottled. Adults Jay 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 common, 
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 
:·ccommerciaJ name) 

A. CHLORPYRIFOS 
(Dursban) SOW 
(Dursban Pro) 2E 
COMMENT: Odorous. 

B. FLUV ALINA TE 
(Mavrik Aquaflow) 

..... 
c. ACEPHATE 

(Orthene Turf, Tree, and 
Ornamental Spray) 
COMMENTS: Odorous. 

D. CARBARYL* 
(Chipco Sevin) SOWSP 

•• Apply In 2-5 gal water/1000 sq ft 

Amount/1000 sq ft** 

0.75 oz 
1.5 0 0% 

o.1t-0.23 n oz 

1 oz 

1.5-3 n oz 

• Permit required from county agricultural commissioner for purchase or use. 

Leafhoppers (8/97) 1.15 
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TREATMENT 
Pesticide . 
'(commercial name) 

A. ACEPHATE 

B. 

c. 

(Orthene Turf, Tree, and 
Ornamental Spray) 
COMMENTS: Odorous. 

CARBARYL* SOWSP 
(Chlpco Sevin) 

CHLORPYRIFOS 
(Dursban) SOW 
(Dursban Pro) 2E 
COMMENT: Odorous. 

D. - CYF1.UTHRIN 

Amount/1000 sq tt•• 

0.5-1 oz 

Label rates 

0.75 oz 
1.5 0 oz 

(J"empo) 20WP 0.176 oz (5 srams) 

E. DIAZINON• 
{Diazinon) 4EC 2-3 fi 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. .. 
(Diazlnon) SOWP . 3 oz 
COMMENTS: Not for use on sod farms or soU courses. Do not apply where waterfowl may graze. 

F. FLWAUNATE 
(Mavrik Aquaflow) 

C. TRICHLORFON 
(Dylox) 80 

·H.· STEINERNEMA CARPOCAPSAE 

0.15 n oz (1 teaspoon) 

2.5-3.75 oz 

(Scanmask) 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 moist. Apply 
during the coolest time of day in hot areas. 

I. BACILLUS THURINCIENSIS Label rates 
(various products) 
COMM£1\'TS: Slow acting stomach poison; only effective on early lnstar larvae. Breaks down rapidly 
In sunlight and washes readily off leaves. 

•• Apply 1n 2-5 gal water/1000 sq ft 
• Permit required from county agricultural commissioner for purchase or use. 

Sod Webwonns (12/97) 8.17 



• 

...,. 

• 

• 

UC IPM Pest Management Guidelines • TURFCRASS 

SOUTHERN CHINCH BUG 
Scientific Name: 8/issus 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 alJ 
white wings folded flat over the body. Both long .. and short-winged adult forms may be 

., present. Early In star nymphs are bright red but darken to black by the last lnstar. There 
;are several generations a year, with all 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 bugs. 

DAMAGE 
Although bermudagrass, buffaJograss, and zoysiagrass are fed upon, only St. Augustlnegrass 
Js seriously damaged in Callfomla. 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 
:wm increase the tolerance of turf to feeding damage and wUJ promote beneficial fungi that 
·attack chinch bugs. If St. Augustinegrass is desirable, then plant resistant varieties like 
''Floralawn, Flora tam, or fX ... J 0. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
Use the flotation method or pyrethrum test to determine chinch bug presence and population 
level. For the flotation method, take a 6-inch diameter coffee can, remove top and bottom, 
and pound into the turf to a depth of 2 to 3 inches. Fill with water and walt 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 irrigate for at least 24 hours. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide 
(commercial name) 

A. ACEPHATE 
(Orthene Turf. Tree. and 
Ornamental Spray) 
COMMENTS: Odorous. 

B. CARBARYL • 
(Chlpco Sevin) SOWSP 

C. CYfLUTHRIN 
(Tempo) 20WP 

Amount/1000 sq tt•• 

1.2-2.4 oz 

4.4-6 n oz 

0.25 OZ (J l!'&mS) 

Southem Chinch lUI (B/97) 8.19 
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MASKED CHAFERS 
Scientific Names: Cyclocephala hirta, C. pasadenae 
(Updated 12/97) 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PEST 

UC IPM Pest Management Cuidelines • 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 less commonly encountered May or June beetles 

~have two parallel rows of bristles. They also have a slight constriction at the forward 
~. 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. Cyclocepho/a 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 rolled back like a carpet. The most 

·.r· 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 
Tiphild 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 s plke·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 
CarefulJy dig around roots of grass to detect white grubs. If the Infestation ls 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 Jon g). Grubs may take up to 10 days to die following contact with an Insecticide. so 
walt at least this long to evaluate Insecticide efficacy. Adult activity senerally 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) 8.21 
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Diseases 

USE OF FUNGICIDES 
(Updated 7/96) 

f': . 
. , 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 Callfornia 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 bowllng greens 

""and, In rare exceptions, on other turf grass areas. Read and follow label recommendations 
:·. carefully for rate recommendations. which usually vary based on the severity of the 
. ,. disease and whether the treatment Is 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 lighf 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, especlaiJy potassium and phosphorus. Do not fertilize 
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 is severe. At the onset of damage symptoms, use one of the following 
fungicides. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide Commercial Names 

A. CHLOROTHALONIL Daconll 2787 

B. FENARIMOL Rublgan 

c. MANCOZEB Fore 

D. PROPICONAZOLE Banner GL 

E. TRlA.DIMEFON Bayleton 

F. THIOPHANATE-METIIYL Fungo flo 
Scotts Systemic Funlldde 
CJearys 3336 

Use of funJiddes (1/96) and Anthracnose (7 /96) C..1 f1' 
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FAIRY RING 
Pathogens: Marasmius oreades, Lepiota spp. 
(Updated 7/96) 

.~c·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 Jack of 

· water penetration. A second ring of thin dying grass may appear inside the circle. Weeds 
t tCommonly invade Infested areas . 

. : :cOMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
!.All grasses are susceptible to fairy ring, which Is caused by several species of mushroom
forming fungi. In northern and central CaJifornla, the predominant fungus Is Marasmius 
oreades. Lepiota spp. are predominant In southern Callfomla. · 

Fairy ring develops most frequently ln soils high In undecomposed organic matter 
containing lignin. Thus. adding woody plant materials, such as sawdust, wood chJps, 
bark, and other uncomposted material, favors fairy ring development. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
~Apply adequate nitrogen. Aerate soil for better water penetration and water heavily 1n 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 turfs 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 Commerelal Name 

A. METHYL BROMIDE"' Brom.()..Gas 
COMMENTS: Complete soU sterllizatton. Use 400 lb/acre, 
llb/100 sq ft, or 10 Ib/1000 sq ft. 

• Permit required from county agricultural commissioner for purchase or use. 

Fairy Rins (7/96) C3 
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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 grus. 

COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
Most bluegrasses 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 Jow or when soli moisture levels are too 
high. . 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Promote root growth by soU aeration and slow release nitrogen. Improve drainage, reduce 
compaction, and avojd drought stress. Do not mow too low or water too frequently. · 
Maintain thatch at about 0.5 inch In thickness and lower the soU 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 65° to 68°F range. Irrigate after appUcation. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide Commercial Names 

A. FENARJMOL Rubigan 
COMMENTS: Use with cautJon on bluegrass spedes. 

B. TH10PHA.~ATE·METHYL 

C. TRIADIMEFON 

D. MYCLOBt.rrANIL 

Fungo Flo 
Scotts Systemic Fungicide 
Clearys 3336 

Bayleton 

Eagle WSP 

• 

Summer Patch (7/96) C.S ~~1 
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RHIZOCTONIA BLIGHT 
Pathogen: Rhizoctonia solani 
(Updated 12/97) 

.... SYMPTOMS 
· Rhizoctonia blight first appears as small, Irregular 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 Jeaf 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. Bentsrasses, bermudagrasses, bJuegrasses, 
fescues, ryegrasses, zoysia, and annual bluegrass are susceptible to Rhlzoctonla bllsht. 

Rhizoctonia Is a soil-Inhabiting fun·gus that is active as fine fungal threads In the soli or ln 
and on the turf. Hard masses of these fungal threads (sclerotia) develop that are very 
resistant to fungicides. 

Excess thatch and mat aJong 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 son 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 ln 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. CHLOROTHALONIL 

Commercial Names 

various 

Daconil 2787 

C. FENARIMOL Rublgan 
COMMENTS: Use with cauUon on bluegrass species • 

D. IPRODJONE 

E. MANCOZEB 

. Chipco 26019 
Scotts Fungicide X 

Fore 

F. MYCLOBlTJ"ANIL Eagle WSP 
COMMENTS: Do not apply more than 7.2 oz/1000 sq. It/year. 

G. PCNB Terraclor 
Turfdde 

Rhizodonia Blight (12/97) C.7 
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e SCLEROTIUM BLIGHT 

. 
a 

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 he~p Identify this disease. 
y.:-

r ... cQMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
- Sclerotium blight ls also known as southern blight. Bentgrasses, bluegrass, fescues, 

ryegrasses, dichondra, and many kinds of plants are susceptible to this damage. The 
fungus suryives 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 verticuttlng can spread the fungus sc:Jerotla. 
· FertHize regularly. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
~· Apply a treatment at first signs of the disease. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide Commerdal Names 

A. PCNB Terrac:lor 
Turfc:lde 

COMMENTS: Very effective against Sclerotium blight. Irrigate after 
application. 

B. TRlADIME:FON Bayleton 

Sclerotium Blight (8/97) C. 9 
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DOLLAR SPOT 
Pathogens: Sclerotinia homeocarpa, Lanzia sp. and Moellerodiscus sp. 
(Updated 12/97) 

SYMPTOMS 
:·oonar spot affects small, circular areas of turf, about 1 to S 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, bluegrasses, fescues, ryegrasses, and annual bluegrasses are 
... susceptible 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 
benterass and annual bluegrass. Moderate temperatures (60° to 80°F), excess moisture or 
water stress, fog, and excess mat and thatch favor dolJar 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 n·eeded to a depth of 4 to 6 Inches, but do not 
stress the plants between irrigations. Apply adequate nitrogen. ~aintaln 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 
e:arly spring or fall before disease develops. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide Commercial Names 

A. FENARlMOL Rubtgan 
COMMENTS: Use wlth caution on bluegrass species. 

B. TRIADIMEFON · Bayleton 

C. THIOPHANATE-METHYL · Fungo Flo 
Scotts Systemic Fungicide 
Clearys 3336 

D. VINCLOZOUN Curalan 

E. lPRODlONE Chipco 26019 
Scotts Fungicide X 

F. CHLOROTHALONIL DaconU 2787 

C. MANCOZEB Fore 

H. THJRAM Spotrete F 
Thlram 75 W 

I. MYCLOBUTANIL 

J. fC'm 

Proturf Fluid Funsiclde m 
Eagle WSP 

Turfdde 100 

Dollar Spot (12/97) C. 11 
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LEAF SPOT 
Pathogen: Blpolaris sorokiniana 
(Updated 12/97) 

SYMPTOMS 
-~_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 wltb 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 seedborne. The spores are 
airborne. 

The disease Is favored by warm temperatures {70° to 90°F) and high humidity. It Is most 
damaging on closely clipped 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. · 

i.-WHEN TO TREAT 
;Leaf spot usually Is not serious enough ln California to warrant the use of fungicides. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide Commercial Names 

A. CAPT AN various 

B. CHLOROTHALONIL Daconll 2787 

c. IPRODlONE Chipco 26019 
Scotts Fungicide X 

D. MANEB various 

E. MANCOZEB Fore 

F. MYCLOBlJI'ANIL Eagle WSP 

G. ~ Turfclde lOG 

H. THIRAM SpotreteF 
Thlram 75W 
Proturf fluid Fungicide m 

Leaf Spot (12/97) C.13 
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POWDERY MILDEW 
Pathogen: Erysiphe graminls 
(Updated 7/96) 

.. SYMPTOMS 

UC IPM Pest Management Guidelines • TURFGR.ASS 

o. Powdery mildew causes grayish white, cobwebby growth to develop on the upper leaf 
~- 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 pale yellow. 

COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
AJJ grasses are susceptible to powdery mildew, but It Is most severe on Kentucky bluegrass 

.:~and fescues. Powdery mildew Is most Injurious In shady areas with hl&b humidity and 
:POOr air circulation with temperatures at about 65°F. 

CULTURAL CONTROL 
Improve air circulation and reduce shading. Plant Jess 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 Commercial Names 

'fiA. TRlADIMEFON Bayleton 

o:;B. FENARIMOL Rubigan 

c . MYCLOBUTANIL £agle WSP 

Powdery Mildew (7/96) C.15 
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STRIPE SMUT 
Pathogen: Ustilago striiformis 
(Updated 7/96) 
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.SYMPTOMS 
,. Plants Infected with stripe smut are often pale l"een 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, BonniebJue. Glade, Newport, Park, Sydsport, and 
--Touchdown are resistant. 

:.: 

:Fungal spores formed in the leaves can contaminate seed and Infect seedlings and young 
tiUers. 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, drjt 
weather. 

CUL JURAL CONTROl 
Plant resistant cultivars or species. AvoJd 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 cultivars, treat seed with captan or thlram • 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide Commerc:!aJ Names 

A. FENARlMOL Rublgan 

B. MYCLOBlTT ANlL Eagle WSP 

c. THIOPHANAT£-METHYL Fungo Flo 
Clearys 3336 

D. TRlADIMEFON Bayleton 

E. CAPT AN various 
COMMENTS: Seed treatment for susceptible culttvars. 

F. THIRAM Spotrete F 
Thlram 75W 
Proturf fluid Fungicide W 

COMMENTS: Seed treatment for susceptible culU\rars. 

• 
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MELTING OUT 
Pathogen: Drechslera poae 
(Updated 12/97) 

SYMPTOMS 
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"-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 wlndbome 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 thinninJ out of the turf In scattered areas. 

COMMENTS ON THE DISEASE 
+-Kentucky bluegrass is the primary turfgrass species susceptible to melting out. Many 
·Improved bluegrass selections are resistant, including: Adelphi, Bristol, Destiny, Eclipse, 
Enmundi, Glade, lkC?.~e, Uberty, Majestic, Mona, P-~04, Rugby, and Somerset. · 

·ne 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 

knitrogen. 
i 
-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 b_elow 0.5 inch. Fertilize at 
~ moderate rates. 

WHEN TO TREAT 
With the use of resistant cultivars and proper cultural practices, fungicides should not be 
~necessary in most situations. For susceptibJe cultivars, apply a treatment at the onset of 
symptoms. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide 

A. IPRODIONE 

B. PNCB 

c. VINCLOZOUN 

D. CLOROTHALONIL 

E. MANCOZEB 

F. MYCLOBUTANJL 

G. THIRAM 

H. CAPTAN 

I. MANES 

Commercial Names 

Chipco 26019 
Scotts Fungicide X 

Terraclor 
Turfclde 

Cur alan 

Daconll 2787 

Fore 

Eagle WSP 

SpotreteF 
Thlram 75W 
Proturf Fluid Fungldde m 
various 

various 

Melting Out (12/97) C.19 
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SPRING DEAD SPOT 
·. Pathogen: Leptosphaeria korrae 

(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 In spring. The spots may coalesce to form large areas. 
Spring dead spot typically affects turf that Is several years old. 

1COMMENTS 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
~evere and not managed by cultural practices. 

TREATMENT 
Pesticide Commercial Names 

A. FENARIMOL Rublgan 
COMMEJ\'TS: A systemic fungicide that Is very effective 
against spring dead spot. Apply In September. 

B. MYCLOBUTANIL Eagle WSP 

Spring Dead Spot (7/96) C.21 
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1SEED ROT and DAMPING OFF . 
. Pathogens: Pythium spp., Rhizoctonia so/ani, Fusarium roseum, Hefminthosporium spp. 
!(Updated 7/96) 
l 

.: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 hypocotyl area of seedlin1s Is 
particularly susceptible. Seedlings appear water soaked, then blacken. shrivel. and tum 

-brown. In general, affected seedlings are not killed, but are yellow and stunted, with 
:r.!llarkedly 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 
t •. lmprove 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 
ln depth. 

:f..· wHEN TO TREAT 
Treat seed with thiram or captan. Spray seedlings at first evidence of damping off with 
mancozeb . 

TREATMENT· 
Pesticide Commercial Names 

:i;A. THIRAM Spotrete F 
Thlram 75W 
Proturf f1uid Fungicide Dl 

COMMENTS: Use for seed treatment. 

B. MANCOZEB Fore 
COMMENTS: Use for seedling spray. 

Seed Rot and Dampin& Off (7/96) c.23 



• ·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: Belonol~imus Jongicaudatus 

~~:DESCRIPTION OF THE PESTS 
;.Plant parasitic nematodes are mlcrosc;oplc roundworms that feed principally 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 Callfom121.. 

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 gro~ 
:.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 in 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 
tthe 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 dlagnos~ic 
because they could result from other causes as well. 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 
malnutritionaJ symptoms and does not .respond to watering or feeding. Badly affected . 
plants collapse and die ln patches that can measure up to several feet In diameter. Roots of 
grasses infested with lesion nematodes may exhibit brown-black lesions of various alzes 
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 gal! nematode will 
have green galls at the bases of stems. Galls contain nematodes of different stages; mature 

-·galls are generally 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 soll samples and send them to a 
diagnostic laboratory for identification. 

Randomly take several soil 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) 0.1 
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~ . Weeds_ 

INTEGRATED WEED MANAGEMENT 
_ .. (Updated 7/96) 

·.A dense, vigorously growing, competitive stand of turfgrass will resist Invasion by weeds. 
Integrated weed management focuses on establishing and maintaining a competitive stand 
of turf. While It Is difficult to eliminate all weeds from turf. In highly maintained turf It is 
possible to prevent large Irregular patches of weeds, which make turf unattr~ctive and 
reduce its utility. . 

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 Jocation, followed by 
cultural practices that contribute to turf vigor, such as proper Irrigation, mowing, 
fertllization, 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-compete weeds and reduce the chances of their becoming established. 
Herbicides are used as tools ln turf management where high quality turf Is required; 
howeyer, their use should be integrated with a sood cultural ~r~sram. 

~.; 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 soil that has been cultivated and amended to improve water-

holding capacity In sandy soU or to Improve drainage in clay soils wllJ decrease annual 
weeds. Soil that is wet for Jong 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 daJJisgrass, bermudagrass, and purple 
nutsedge can be reduced before planting turf by cultlvatin& in summer and keeping the soil 

··~completely dry to dehydrate the propagules (stems. rhizomes, tubers). Rework the soil 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 In their adaptability to different areas of California. 
Choosing a well-adapted cultivar to plant will be one of your most lmponant 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 
.competitive in the coastal and northern ·regions of California; some of the newer cuJtlvars. 
-·of perennial ryegrass, Kentucky bluegrass and tall fescue, however, are more competitive 

1 
. ..a.nd grow better than the old cuJtivars. Warm season species (bermudaJrasS, St. 
Augustinegrass, zoysiagrass, and dichondra) are most competitive with weeds In the 
Interior valleys and desert regions; kikuyugrass Is more competitive in coastal realons. 
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 cultlvars. consult turfgrass literature 
or your farm advisor. Irrigation, mowing, and fertilization requirements vary for each turf 
.species and must be carefulJy followed to maintain their competitive edge ag~st weed 
.:invasions. · · 

MANAGING ESTABLISHED TURF 
·. Turfgrass can be esta"blished and maintained to discourage weeds in the turf or to decrease 

chances for weed invasion. Any condition that exposes the soil surface to additional llght 
allowa weeds to invade. Weed. problems are often the reault of overwateriDJ or 

lntezrated Weed Management (7 /96) · £. 1 
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~· ~-Key points for maximum Irrigation efficiency: :. 
• lrrlgate deeply, but Infrequently. · 
• Irrigate late at night or early In the morning: At these times water loss from evaporation Is 

minimal and distribution Is usually good because of good water pressure and limited wind. 
• Avoid runoff by matching water application rates to soil Infiltration rates (the rate water enters 

-~·- the soil). 
• Use less water Jn shaded areas than IJ;l open sun. 
• Remove thatch ln spring If It Is more than 0.5 Inch thick. 
• Do not 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, Is one of the factors that 
allows weeds to invade turf. Apply nitrogen monthly durin& the year when the turf Is 
actively growing (see Table 2) using the following guidelines: 

.. 
\ 

-t .• 

Turf Species 

bentgrass, colonial 
bentgrass, creeping 
bermudagrass, common 
bermudagrass, hybrid 

Tifgreen 
Tifway ii 
Santa Ana 

dichondra 
fine fescue 
Kentucky bluegrass 
kikuyugrass 

Nitrogen (lb/1 000 sq ftlmonth) 

0.75-1 
1 
1 (spring-summer) 

1 
1 
1 
1 
0.75 
0.75-1 (Sept-May) 
infrequent .. 

ryegrass, annual (for overseedirig). 1 
.,. · ryegrass, perennial ·· - · · 

st. augustinegrass 
tall fescue 
zoysiagrass 

1 
0.75 
0.75 
0.5-0.75 

TABLE 2. Periods of active growth of coot 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 
kikuyu grass 
St. 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 (7/96) E. 3 
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.. ·""~ 

-~' ~ WEED SURVEY FORM '· ·, 

ANNUAL SPECIES 
' ( ) annual bluegrass. ( ) large crabgrass ( ) smooth crabgrass 
t.:~.' ( ) goosegrass . ( ) common chickweed ( ) prostrate spurge 
..,.~~ 

( ) knotweed ( ) malva ( ) wild barley 
~· ( ) burclover ( ) black medic () spurweed 

( ) ( ) ( ) 
... PERENNIAL SPECIES 
; ( ) dandelion ( ) broadteaf plantain ( ) bermudagrau • 
~· ( ) oxalis ( ) datfisgrass ( ) white clover ;.... 

( ) English daisy ( ) kif<:uyugrass ( ) 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 ln the context of a good overall turf manage~ent 
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 any 
manner contrary to its label. 

When using any herbicide for th~ 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 kl!l 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 tfroadcast and spot treatment of herbicides can be made. The extent of the weed 
infestation will determine which application method wlll be used. Broadcast applications 
can be made either by spraying herbicides mixed In water or by applying herbicides fixed 
to granules. Small scattered infestations can be controlled with spot applications. Laraer 
more uniform infestations should be controlled wlth broadcast applications. To Increase the 
uniformity of granular applications apply one-half of the required herbicide over ~e enUre 
area to be treated in one direction (north-to-south) and the other half over the entire area In 
the perpendicuJar direction (east-to-west). Before making broadcast spray applic:atlons. 
carefully calibrate the sprayer to insure accuracy. See The Safe o.nd EHectiue Use of 
Pesticides, UC/DANR Publication 3324 for additional Information. 

Spot treatment with selective herbicides such as 2.4-D Is useful In small areas. Be sure to 
apply the recommended rate and concentration. Be careful not to prolong application over 
Individual spots as over application can occur and result In turf InJury to the surroundlDJ 
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 ls talJer than the turf, the herbicide can· be applied with a wiper, giving a 
selective application to the weed. 

Integrated Weed Manasement (7/96) E. 5 
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Oxadfazon ·ts used In established turf principally for ·crabgrass control. although annual 
·bluegrass and many annual broad leaf weeds can also be controlled. It should not be used 
on turfgrass greens or tees, nor Is It registered for use on home lawns. 

Pendimethalin Is used on estabUshed turf to control many weeds Including crabgrass, 
;: foxtail, oxaUs, and spurge. Due to Its long residual period. the turf should not be overseeded 
~with grasses for 8 to 12 weeks after application. . · 

· Pronamlde is us.ed for preemergence or early postemergent control of annual bluegrass In 
:. . bermudagrass turf. It Is most effective In late fa!J 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 herbicides used ln turf grass weed control either. translocate systemically or 
··act as contact herbicides. Herbicides that translocate penetrate the leaves and stems, move 
·tn the vascular sys~em. and eventually reach a sJte of action where they lntedere with 
plant processes, ultimately kUling the weeds. Herbicides that translocate Include 2,4-D, 
fluazifop (Fusilade), DSMA, glyphosate (Roundup), mecoprop (MCPP). and MSMA. Some 
translocated herbicides such as dicamba (Banvel) and triclopyr (TurOon) also have some 

1soiJ 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 
~limited. Both types of postemergent herbicides must pass through the leaves or shoots of the 
~-plant and must ~c~ be washed from the leaves with water from rainfall or Irrigation for at 
·~least 48 hours aiter application. A surfactant (adjuvant) is often added to foliar sprays to 
'1 help penetrate leaves. 

· :t Bentazon helps. to control yellow nuts edge and selected broadleaved weeds In turf. Repeated 
applications ~re 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 

c;; broad leaf weeds when they are small seedlings. · 

·r Dicamba is a foliar-applied. translocated material that also has soil activity. Spray dlcamba 
:. 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, soU moisture. and the type of turf determine the degree of turf 
selectivity. Do not use DSMA on St. Augustlnegrass turf as Injury will result. 

Fluazifop ls 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 arasses. 

Glyphosate Is a translocated material used for control of a broad spectrum of weeds. Apply lt 
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 Its selectivity, It Is generally 
·safer to use on turfgrass than 2,4-D or trlclopyr. Mecoprop Is the safest postemergent 
herbicide to use on bentgrass. Mecoprop Is frequently formulated Into broadleaf mixes. Uke 
2.4-D. mecoprop has 1ittle son activity. 
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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 Is 
'~ encouraged by low nitrogen fertility. Herbicides that control these annual species Include 
. .tmecoprop, dicamba. or triclopyr. 
~ . 
I CRABGRASS. Two species of crabgrass that commonly infest turf in 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 ls frequently a problem 1n 
~verlrrigated turf. Frequent. shallow irrigation encourages the establishment of crabgrass . 
... Preemergent applications of products containing benefin. bensuUde, DCPA, dlthlopyr. 
·-Qryzalin, oxadiazon, pendimethalin, and trifluralin control crabgrass. Postemergent 
.applications of products containing MSMA will 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 erowth and a second 
•~i:rop of seed in spring or early summer. For best control, apply preemergence herbicides 
~·before 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 
Y.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 
;·!>xadiazon have been helpful ln the. control of goose~ass . 

. . ? SPOTTED SPURGE AND PROSTRATE SPURGE. Spurge Is an annual weed that germinates ln 
~open spaces from March through October. It can be a problem in closely mowed turf that 

40 has open areas. Preemergence applications of products containing DCPA, isoxaben, 
pendimethalin, oryzalin, and trlfluralin 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. 

BERMUOACRASS. Bermudagrass is a perennial weed that is commonly found throuahout 
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 In 
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 (pendlmethalin, or benefin plus trlfluralin) will ald In the control 
of germinating bermudagrass seedlings. · 

WHITE CLOVER. Whlte clover Is a Jow .. growing perennial that roots at Its nodes. It produces 
flowers that attract bees to turf areas. It develops readily ln turf that ls low ln nitrogen; add 
nitrogen in spring and fall. Postemergent application of dicamba, mecoprop, or trlclopyr 
will control white clover. 

DALLISGRASS. DaUisgrass 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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e COMMON AND SCIENTIFIC NAMES OF WEEDS 
: (Updated 1 2/97) 

Common Name Scientific Name 
1:' bamyardgrass Echinochloa crus..galli 

\ 

bermuda grass Cynodon dactylon ~ . ' 

1.."' bindweed, field Convolvulus arvensls 
i bluegrass, annual Pos annua 

¥ ... burclover, California Medicago polymorpha 
., J· 

catsear, common Hypochaeris redicsta 
·" chickweed, common Stellaria media ., . 
.,..,. 

chickweed, mouseear Cerastium fontanum subsp. vulgare 
::·: 

clover, white Trifolium repens .... ~. 
crabgrass, large Digitaria sanguinalis 
crab_grass, smooth Digitaria ischaemum 
cudWeed - Gnaphalium stramineum 
daisy, English Bellis perennls 
dallisgrass Paspalum dilatatumdandelion 
dandelion Taraxacum officinale 

····. dock, curly Rumex crispus 
f• foxtail, yellow . Setaria pumila 
-:- geranium, cutJeaf Geranium dissectum 
~ goosegrass Eteusine indies it· healall (selfheal) Prunella vulgaris 
·~ hen bit Lamium amplexicaule 
,tt' kikuyugrass Pennisetum clandestinum 

e ... knotgrass Paspalum distichum 
.~ knotweed, prostrate · __ , ! . Polygonum aviculare 

lettuce, prickly Lactuca serriola 
mallow, little (cheeseweed) Malva parviflora ,.: 
medic, black Medicago /upulina 

·~· 
.,.~ 

nutsedge, purple Cyperus rotundus 
.;.:· nutsedge, yellow Cyperus esculentus ; cxtongue, bristly Picris echioides . '? ... 

pearlwort, birdseye Sagina procumbens 
l' r::".'~Sd, redroot Amaranthus retronexus 

pimpernel, scarlet Anagsllis arvensis 
plantain, broadleaf Plantago major 
plantain, buckhorn Plantago lanceolata 
purslane, common Portulaca o/eracea 
ryegrass, Italian Lolium multiflorum 
soliva (spurweed) So/iva sesSI/is 
sorrel, red Rumex acetosella 

~· speedwell, Persian Veronica persics 
"" 

.1 .. 
spurge, spotted Chamaesyce maculats 
velvetgrass, German Holcus mollis 
woodsorrel, creeping Oxalis comiculats 

~:: . 

yarrow, common Achillea mHiefolium 

~ 
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SUSCEPTIBILITY OF WEEDS TO HERBICIDE CONTROL 
.(Updated 12/97) 

PREEMERGENCE .. 

BEN BEN 
ATR BEN IES DCP DIT ~ ISO CRY OXA PEN PRO• ORY TRI 

ANNUAL WEEDS 
bamyardgrass c c c c c c N c p c c c c 

! bluegrass, annual c c c _c c c N c c c c c c 
J burclover. 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 
c:rabarass. la!:9! p c c c c c N c c c c c c 
c:rabarass. smooth 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 
foxtail, ~flow p c c c c c N c c c c c c 

. 9!ranium. cutleaf N N p c c c c c 
gooseQTaSS 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. 2ros1rate c c N p c c c c c c c c 
lettuce, ~rick!~ c N N N p c p c p N p p 
mallow. tittle {cheeseweed} 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 

: oxtongue, bristl~ N N N N N c N N N N N N 
.. 41 2!ar1wort, birdse~e .P N c c N c c c 

i •. Ei~ed. redroot c c c p c c p c p c p p 
~ Eim2!mel, scarlet c c N c c c c c c c c 
f/ ~urslane, common c c N c c c c c c c c c c 
l ttegrass, Italian p c c p c p N c N c c c c 

• soliva fs2urwee~ c N N N c p c p N p p 
s~dwell, Persian tC N p ·c c c c c 
12u~. sPOtted c N N p c· N c c p c N c c 
PERENNIAL WEEDS 

J' bermudagrass 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 
j. 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 

clove;, wMe p N N N N N c N N N N N N 
dais~. English N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
dallisgrass 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, curt~ N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
healall (selfheaJ} N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
kik!m!S!!SS N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
knotQrass N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
nutsedQe, PUI'Pie N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
nulsed9!. ~now 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 
2!!ntain, buckhorn 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 
veJvetgrass. German N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
woodsorrel, trHPinQ c N N N N N N N N N N N N 
~rrow. cmnmon N N N N N N N N N N N N N 

A TR = atrazine (Drexel Anzine) DCP : OCPA (Dacthat W-75 for Turf) ISO = isoxaben (Galery) PEN = pendimethalin (Pre-M. Pendulum) 
BEN : beneftn (Balan) on:: cfithiopyr (Dimension) ORY = oryza!in (Surftan) PRO= pronamicle• (Kerb) 
BES = bensulide (Presan) NAP = naproparnide (Devrinol) OXA = oxadiazon (Ronstar) TRI = trifturatin (Team 2G) 

• C = control P = partial control N = no control - c no information 
• Permit required from county agricultural commissioner for purchase or use. 
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HERBICIDE TREATMENT TABLE 
.JUpdated 8/97) " 

Herbicide"": 
(commercial name) 

Amount/Acre 

B. 

PREPIANT 
DAZOMET 275lb a.l./acre or 10 oz a.l./100 aq ft 
(Bas amid) 
COMMENTS: Soli-applied fumigant for control of annual weeds. Apply directly to the soll and mix 6 
Inches deep with a power tiiJer. Seed In 3 weeks U temperature Is over 60•F and soli Is moist but not 
wet. 

METHAM* 345-517 lb a.l. or 8-10 lb a.l./1000 sq ft 
(Vapam) 
COMMENTS: Preirrigate soil to Imbibe seeds and Juvenate perennial propagutes. Apply as soil begins 

. to dry; soU temperature shouJd be at least so•F at 1 Inch for best results. Apply In water on calm day; 
follow Immediately with sprinkler Irrigation to seaJ the soU surface or, preferably, cover with 
vaporproof covering. Seed In 2 weeks on light sandy soils, In 3-4 weeks on heavier clay or organic 
soils. Extend wafting period if temperature Is below 60°F. Two applications usually required to 
eradicate bermudagrass, nutsedge, or kikuyugrass. Rototllllng before treatment will enhance control. 

C. METHYL BROMIDE* 430 Jb a.l. or 10 Jb a.L/1000 sq ft 
(Brom-O-Gas) 

J, COMMENTS: Methyl bromide Is extremely dangerous and must be appJied 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 ln 24-48 hrs. Vapor Is toxic when sealed cover Is removed; exclude people 

A. 

"B. 

and pets from the area until the cover has been removed and the fumigant dissipated. WUl kill roots of 
trees l!nd shrubs present In the fumigated soil. Methyl bromide Is effective on bermudagrass, field 
bindweed. kikuyugrass. and nutsedge. Control may be Incomplete for hard-seeded species like 
mallow, clovers. medics. and pigweed. 

GL YPHOSATE 2-t lb LL 
(Roundup. Rodeo plus 
surfactant. Roundup Pro) .. 
COMMENTS: Glyphosate is a nonselective, foliar-applied postemergent herbicide that will 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 stnsle 
application of glyphosate wlll not control nutsedge. 

POSTPIANT 
Preemergent to weed 
ATRAZIN£ 1-2.2 lb Ll. 
(Drexel Atrazine) 
COMMENTS: Used for control of annual broadleaf weeds and some annual grasses In St. 
Augustinegrass or zoysiagrass turf. Do not use on other turf types or InJury will result. May be applled 
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. · · · · 

BENEFIN _ 3 lb aJ. 
(Balan) · 
COMMENTS: For crabgrass control, apply 2-3 weeks before lnltlalgermlnatlon (January for Los Anseles 
Basin, early to mid-February for Central Valley and central coast, mid-February to March 1 for northern 
California and north coastal areas). Sprlnkle--trrlgate after application to wash berbJclde off leaves and 
Into the soU. For annual bluegrass control. appJy 2-3 weeks before initial germination (Ausust· 
September) and sprlnkJe--irrlgate after application to wash tierblcide off leaves and Into the soU. For 
speedwell control, apply preemersence In January. Benefln Is often combined with other 
preemergence herbicides. such as trlfluralin or oryzalln, for longer residual. Do not. apply to bentgrass 
sreens . 

Herbicide Treatment Table (8/97) £.15 



• 

• 

UC IPM Pest Management Guidelines • TURFGRASS 

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 wiD control some broadleaf weeds. A 
split application of 2 lb can be applied for crabgrass and 2 lb for goosegrass: apply 8-10 weeks apart. 
Follow treatment with a minimum of 1 Inch of water to wash maerlal from the leaves and Into the soli. 
Do not reseed or overseed within six months after application. 

J. ORYZAUN 1.~ lb LL 
(Surflan) 
COMMENTS: For use on warm season grasses only. Apply on established turf before annual weeds 
serminate. Use low rate of application for annual bluegrass control in late summer or early fall. Use 
high rate in late winter or early sprins before germination of summer annual weeds. Do not aerate or 
verticut after application. Do not use on bluegrass, ryegrass, or tall fescue turf. Long residual may 
prohibit overseeding of winter annual grass from a summer application. 

It OXADlAZON 2-4 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 appJied 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 zoyslagrass 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 (Oxalls) In 

~.;.. California. 
f/,< .. 
~ L P£NDIMETHAUN 1.5-3 Jb Ll. 

(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. PRONAMJD£• 0.5-1 lb Li. 
(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. 

Postemergent to weed 
A. BENT AZON 1-2 lb 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 10-14 days. Do not apply more than 3 lb 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 LL 
(Basagran) 4EC 
JLUS ... 
2,4-D* lib LL 
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. 

£. 

F. 

BROMOXYNJL 0.~.5 lb Ll. 
(BuctrU) 
COMMENTS: Apply on youna turfsrass after arass has emerJed and when broadleaf weeds are In the 
3- to 4-leaf stase or up to 6 Inch weed height, or on rosette plants before they exceed 1.5 Inches 1n 
diameter to control broadleaf weeds. On established turf, use lower rate on small weeds and higher 
rate on large weeds. DurlnJ periods of high temperature, leaf tip bum may occur on turf. Do not use 
on bentsrass sreens . .Apply In at least 20 sal water/acre. May be tank-mixed with other broadleaf 
materials such as 2.4-D and 2,4-DP, MCPP, dlcamba. MSMA, or DSMA, or combinations of these 
materials, dependinJ upon the weed species presenL 

DICA.MBA• 
(Banvel 4-S) 

0.25-().Sib a.L/100 sal water 

COMMENTS: Apply In 40 gal water/acre for control of chickweeds, clovers, £natlsh daisy, prostrate 
knotweed, pearlwort, red sorrel, curly dock. Do not apply more than two times per year. The 4lb acid 
equivalent/gal formulation can also be used for spot spraytns: do not exceed 0.5 lb acid · _ 
equivalent/acre/season. Active throuah the sod; do not use where roots of ornamental plants may 
extend Into treated area or spray on tree bulns. Spray on calm days to avoid spray drift onto 
susceptible crops or ornamentals. Do not use on dichondra or spray In tree basins. 

DITHIOPYR 0~.5 lb Ll. 
(Dimension) . 
COMMENTS: Apply to crabsrass before tlllerins stase. May be used with MSMA to control ex:lstins 
crabsrass. Equally effective on smooth or Jarse crablfUI. 

DICA.MBA • Label rates 
• ..AND ... 

• 

... 2,4-0* 
(I'rlmec) • 
COMMENTS: For English daisy or other difficult to control broadleaf weeds such as dandeUon or 

; G. 

• 

plantain. Do not exceed 0.25 acid equivalent/acre of dlcamba on bentarus turf. Active throup the 
soli; do not use where roots of ornamentals may extend Into treated area. Spray on calm days to avoid 
spray drift onto susceptible crops or ornamentals. Do not use on dichondrL 

DSMA 3-4 lb LL 
(Methar) . . 
COMMENTS: Apply In 175-200 sal water/acre. Effective for crabsrass, dallisgrass, and nutsedae control. 
Temperature, son moisture, and turf type determine desree of turf selectivity. Avoid spraytns ~nder 
hot, droughty conditions. Bentsruses, fine-leaved fescues, and dichondra are most sensitive; 
bermudagrass ts most toleranL Do not use on St. AuJUstlnesrus turf. Use lower rate on bentaruses 
and fine-leaved fescues and If dally temperatures exceed 80"F. Lower rate Is sufficient to control 
young crabgrass; use htsher rate for mature erabsrass: requires 2-3 resprays at 5-7 day Intervals. Use 
repeated monthly sprays for established dalltssrus and nutsedse. Use hisher rate on bermudqrus 
and, if temperatures are so•F or lower, In Kentucky bluqrass u well; wlJJ yellow zoystaaru. turf. 

~ H. FLUAZIFOP Label rate1 . 
(Fusllade) · 
COMMENTS: For selective srass control in dichondra only. Will not control annual bJuearus • .Apply 
when the srass ls young and vigorous and has JOOd soli moisture. Retreatments may be required for 

~ hard-to-kill weeds such as bermudasrus, dalliscrass. and ldkuyusrus. WllJ not control nutsedce. 

.. 
. .: 
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Herbicide 
(commercial name) 

Amount/Acre 

1 GLYPHOSATE 1-21b a.l./acre or 1.6 oz a.l./sal/1000 sq It 
{Roundup) . 
COMMENTS: Apply to rapidly growing weeds in 20-40 sat water/acre or as a spot treatment. For control 
of annual weeds shorter than 6 Inches, apply lib a.l./acre; If 6inches or taller, apply 1.5 Jb a.L/acre. 
Allow minimum of 3 days between application and renovation or cultivation. For control of perennial 
weeds, apply 4-5 lb a.l./acre to Vigorous but nearly mature weeds (bermudagrass In summer.faJI; field 
bindweed, at full bloom). In mowed turfgrass areas, do not mow before application. Delay 
vertlcuttlng, removing sod, or tillage for at least 7 days after treatment. To maximize control, allow the 
soU surface and root area to dry after vertlcutting or sod removal before replanting. When turf or 
ornamentals are to be planted, a followup preemergence program is required to control the seeds of 

,... perennials. 

J. MECOPROP l-1.5 Jb acid equlvalent 
.(MCPP) 
COMMENTS: For control of clover, prostrate knotweed, pearlwort. Spray on calm days to avoid spray 
drift onto susceptible crops or ornamentals. Safer to use on bentsrass than 2,+0; do not use on 
dichondra. Use 1 qt surfactant/100 gal spray. For spot spraylns use the same concentratlon/100 gat 
spray or 3-4 tsp mecoprop plus 2 tsp surfactant/gal water. (Rate for spot spraylna applies only to 
formulations containing 2 or 2.5 Jb acid equivalent/sal.) 

K. MSMA 2-4 lb a.l. 
COMMENTS: Temperature and turf type determine degree of selectivity. Use lo.wer rate for nutsedse 
control, on bentgrass, and on other turf types when daily temperature exceeds 85 F. For control of 
daJlisgrass and nutsedge. Make no more than two appllcations/season at a 30-day interval. Apply 
uniformly over area regardless of distribution of the weed. Hesitauna with sprayer over weedier spots 
may cause excessive rate and InJure or kill the turf. Repeated applications of high rates reduces 
kikuyugrass. Turf may be temporarily discolored. Injurious to St. Augustlnegrass, red fescue, 
dichondra. and zoysiagrass. 

L PRONAMIDE* 0.75-1.5 lb a.l. 
(Kerb) SOWSP 
COMMENTS: For control of annual bluegrass in bermudagrass turf only. Use 0.7>llb a.l. to control 
seedlins to young tillering stases of annual bluegrass; a higher rate of 1·1.5 lb a.l. 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 Jb a.l. 
(Turf! on) 
COMMENTS: For use on cool season turf species only. Especially useful for creeping woodsorrel 
control. Apply In 50-100 gal water/acre to vigorously growing broadleaf weeds, preferably In spring 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 wlth trlclopyr. 
Do not apply around trees or shrubs, since Injury may result. Do not follow application with an 
irrigation within 4 hrs. 

N. 2.4-D LOW-VOLATILE ESTERS* 0.48-0.95 lb a.L 
(Weedone LV4) 
COMMENTS: Apply in 100 gal water/acre. Use to control common yarrow, speedwells, mallows, mature 
knotweed. For spot treatments, use 4 tsp formulatlon/lgal water. 

0. 2,4-D WATER..SOLUBLE AMINES* 1-l.Sib a.L 
(Weedar 64) 
COMMENTS: For control of dandelion, plantain, youns pigweed use 1 lb acid equivalent plus 1 qt 
surfactant ln 100 gat water/acre. For spot treatment use 2 tsp formulation plus 2 tsp surfactant to 1gaJ 
water. For control of young knotweed (2- to 4-Jeaf stage), field bindweed, wild lettuce, and lilaree use 2 
Jb acid equivalent plus 1 qt surfactant in 100 gal water/acre. For spot treatment, use 4 tsp formulation 
plus 2 tsp surfactant to 1 gal water. On bentgrasses use water-soluble amine only and do not exceed 
0. 75 lb acid equivalent/acre. 
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Herbicide r . ' Amount/Acre .. 
(commercial name) 

) P. . 
.. 

{ 
• 

" •. Q. 

"L 

2,4-D* O.S..I lb LL 
• •. PWS ... 
MCPP I lb a.L 
COMMENTS: A tank mix. Do not apply In windy conditions where drift can occur. Do not mow srass 2-3 
days before or after treatment. Do not use on bentarass sreens. St. Ausustlnesrass, or centipede turf. 
Do not lrrlaate for 4 hr.s after application. 

2,4-1)• 
•• .AN'D ••• 

.. .AND-
DICAMBA* 
(Trlmec, etc.) 

Label rates 

COMMENTS: For broad spectrum control of broadleaf weeds. Use lower rates for bentarass, hybrid 
bermudasrass and other sensitive turfsrasses. Nonselective on dlchondrL Avoid applyinl to 
drought~ and heat-stressed turf. Do not Irrigate wlthlll 24 bra of appUcatlon. Newly seeded turf should 
not be treated until after the second or third mowlnJ. Bentarass II the most sensitive of the 
turfgrasses. Read label for further application directions. Do not aUow spray drift to contact broadleaf 
ornamentals or ill jury may occur. 

R.· ·2,4-D* 
f. .. .PWS.-

Label rates 

f' TRJCLOPYR Label rates 

"i ... 

.... 

(Turnon) . - ·· 
COMMENTS: A tank mix used for control of a broad spectrum of broadteaf weeds. Particularly effective 
for oxalls when other broadteaf weeds are present. Do not use on dichondra, bentsrass, or warm 
season turfgruses. Avoid applying to drought or heat 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 agricultural commissioner for purchase or use. 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

UC IPM Pest Management Guidelines - TURFCRASS 
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~Environmental Science, Policy and Management, UC Berkeley; H. D. Ohr, Plant PatholoJY, UC Riverside 
J Nematodes: B. B. Westerdahl, NematoloJY, UC Davis; E. Caswell-Chen, Nematology, UC Davis 
r 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 material ts partially based upon work supported by the Exte1111on Service. U.S. Department of Airic:ulture. UDder special projeCt 
· Section 3(d),lnte,ifated Pest Manqemul 

PRECAUTIONS FOR USING PESTICIDES 
, Pesticides are poisonous and must be used with caution. READ THE LABEL BEFORE OPENING A PFSnCJDE 
'CONTAINER. Follow all label precaatlons and directions, including requirements for protective equipment . 
..Apply pesticides only on the crops or In the situations listed on the label. Apply pesticides at the rates specified 
on the label or at lower .J:ates If 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 reflects legal restrictions c:unent on the 
date next to each pest's name. 

Legal Responslbllity. The user Is legally 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 in a way that allows contamination 
~ of the edible Items. Never 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 where 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 children or animals. Never dispose of containers where they may contaminate water supplies 
or natural waterways. Consult your county agrleultural commissioner for correct procedures for handling and 
disposal of large quantities of empty containers. 

·•·· PTOteeUon of Non pest Animals ud Plants. 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 nonpest species from direct exposure to pesticides and 
~ from contamination due to drift, runoff, or residues. Certain rodenticides may pose a special hazard to animals 

that eat poisoned rodents. · 

. Posting Treated fields. For some materials, re-entry intervals 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 signs Indicating the safe re-entry date. Check with your county agricultural commissioner 
for latest re-entry interval. 

Preba.rvest IDtervals. Some materials or rates cannot be used In certain crops within a specified 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 agricultural commissioner before 
~possession or use. When such materials are· recommended, they are marked wtth an uterisk (*) in the 
4.lreatment tables or chemical sections of this publication. 

Processed CTOps. Some processors wiD not accept a crop treated with certain chemicals. If your crop ls aoing 
"'to a processor, be sure to check with the processor before applying •.pesticide. 

Crop !Djury. 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 staae of plant develop
ment, the soU type and condition, the temperature, moisture, and wind. InJury may also result from the use of 
!~compatible materials. 

•-Personal Safety. Follow label directions carefully. Avoid splashing, spUllns. leaks, spray drift, and contamina· 
lion of clothing. NEVER eat, smoke, drink, or chew while using pesticides. Provide for emergency medical care 
IN ADVANCE u required by resulatlon. (8!91) 

The University of California, In a~cordanc:e wtth applicable Federal and State law eDd University policy, does not dlscri.IDiftate on the bull 
ol race. color. national or111n. reliJIOn, sex, dlu.billty, qe, medic:al condlttoa (cancer-related), ancestry. marital statUI, dtizenshlp,sexwll 
orient.ttion, or status as a Vietnam-era veteran or special disabled veteran. The llnMJI'$1t)' also prohibits sexual harusllleDt. lnqub1es 
ftJ&rcUnJtheValvtraiO''IDCIIldi.Jc:riiDinoat.IDApoliciesiUJbedirectedtothe~AI:tioftDiredar.UDinnttJoiCalihlnaia.~ 
ud 'Natural Resources, 300 LakesUie Drtve,ltb FJoor. Oelcland, CA. N612-3510; (510) 117.aDH (3196) 

Precautions for Using Pesticides and Notes (1 2/97) F. 1 
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. LO INTRODUCI10N 

·~ nus document outlines a piogram that will be implemented m order achieve 
~-· environmental balance between the proposed Hellman Ranch Reserve Golf Course and the 
; . 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 managing golf 
.: courses and associated developments as ecosystems, the golf course can take advantage af, 
1
'. or mimic, naturally functioning ecosystems. . 

,,. ·On a practical level this program will Integrate final golf course design, golf course cultural 
practices (maintaining the turf), special management zones, best management practices, 
Integrated pest management, and environmental monitoring. The result will~ a 
thoughtfully designed and carefully operated course m which there is effective integration · 
of d~elopment, management and the environment. • 

It is intended that this program and the principals and practices herein be implementec! in, 
a) the final design of the golf course (i.e., precise grading) and, b) management mel . 

~· operations of the golf course. The result will be detaned golf management program that 
will focus on sustainable resource management and the application of scientifically based 

~ decisions m the design, construction, and management of the golf course. 

The focus of this approa~~ be on the following: . 
-. 

F 

· • Identifying SpeciBc Management Zones on the golf course relative to their position in 
•· the watershed and proxiinity to ecologically sensitive areas. These areas would be 
·- c:arecl for and managed more sensitively than other, less sensitive areas of the course. 

• IncoipOratlng Best Management Practices into the design of the golf course and 
maintenance facility, and the use of Integrated Pest Management to control pests; 

• Controlling _potential problems at their source through appropriate turfgrass eultural 
practices including the judicious use of fertilizers and pestiddes, selection of 
pesticides based on an ecological risk assessment, an effective irrigation xnanage:ment 
program, and identification of management zones within the golf course uea; 

~~ 

· • Conducting an environmental monitoring program that evaluates the effectiveness of 
the management propam.. 

nus management program will be developed to detail how the golf course desipt,. . 
construction, and most importantly, maintenance will protect ecologically sensitive ueas 
and wildlif~ habitats and meet the environmental objectives of both the land owner and 
regulatory agencies. By implementing the principles and practices contained in this p• 
an environmentally sensitive approach to golf course development and management will 
h~ . 

•T1P\J'~'It.:1"-....,..,....~• ... ,....,, •• r.-. .. ,.._ .. __ ~ --- _ .... •~-· . -
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2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERAnONS 
4 

~~·Jncreasfng attention has been focused recently on the Interrelationships between p1f 
·!;' courses and the environment, In particular on protecting habitat and water l'eSOUl'Cel from 
.: contamination by nutrients and pestiddes (Balogh and Anderson 1992; Walker ad · 
:: .. · Brlnlwn 1992). By talcina a 

proactive environmental 
approach to construction IN1 
management, the probabmties 

· · of negative occurrences CU\ be 
" significantly reduced (Peacock 
~ and Smart 1995; Peacoc:k et alr 
· 1996). Furthermore, JeCent 
· scientific studies at several state 

universities Indicate golf course 
Jnanagement practices ancl 

: · envimn:mental interactions can 
t be favorable. 

The first step in a proactive 
approach is to examine the golf 

~· course relative to its position m 
· · the watershed, and to Identify . 

.. · the drainage basins and sub-
~drainage basins (the smallest 
'·units of land that drafn to. 

, comD\OJ\ point). These analyses 
~are generally completed In 
conjunction with the pftdle 
pding plan for a project, ard 

MA.NAG~"T OF RESOURCES 

1. Identify dralnaae basins In the watershed ID whlc:ta 
the propertJ Is located. 

2. Identify envlroDmentalJJ ud ecolo&fcaDJsenddft 
areas or the lite. -

3.. Identif;f manaaement practices that wm protect the 
propel'tJ: 

-Specific MaDqemeDt Zon• 
-Best MaDaeement Practices (BMI"I) 
-Intearated Pest Manqement (JPM), IDcludlaa 

ecolo&fcal risk assessment to select pesdclcles . 
for..-. 

.t. Identlf)', conceptuaDy, manqement practices for 
resource protec:tioa: 

-Creeks, wetlands, streams, Jakes 
-Assoclated ha~ . 
-Surl'ace water 
-Subsurface water 
-GroDDdwatllr 

·are essential bec:ab.se the watershed and it's component drainage basins are the units of 
· znaugement at the ecosystem leveL The second step Is to identify en~taDy and 
ecologically senSitive areas on or near a golf course. This Includes, for example, aee1cs and 

~· wetlands and their associated habitats. The third step is to identify those znanagement 
::'practices that would be appropriate to ensure protection of any sensitive ueu or spec:les. 
'.The znanagement practices that wm be addressed include the fo11ow:iDs: 

~-

, . . 

• Spec:iBc ManagementZcma 
• Be:;~ Management P.rac::tices 
• Integrated Pest Managem~t, including selection of pestiddes and fertilize and 

_ restrlction5' on the use of certain materials in sensitive cus. 

• 

• 
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AH ENmto!OG'.N'W.APPao•ca TO GoLF CoURSE~ It MA.JicAGDIIN'J' 

~ 

_ Best Management Practices and Integrated Pest Management practices would be employed 
for management of sensitive areas, protection of surface and ground water during 

~ construction, grow·in and operations, and subsurface drainage. 

f. 2.1 Watershed Drainage BulliS 
Drainage basins particular to the differing 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 Specific Management Zones for a golf course watershed. This information is 
- used to determine where spec:Uic Best Management Practices need to be employed. 

2.2 Ecologially Sensitive Areas 
One of the key objectives of this approach is to provide the necessary protection for 

~-t' ecologtcally sensitive areas and species by correct golf course design and management 
operations. Ecologically sensitive areas are those :resources that are susceptible to change · · 
since change could alter ecosystem structure. These sensitive areas are identified _in the 

~ ~ ~basin areas within the watershed. Design, construction and operations are to be 
· managed to protect these resources. 

·_ , 2..3 Specific Management Zones .,., 
~- , The process of managing the golf course in an environmentally sensitive and responsible 

manner involves establishing Specific Management Zones throughout 1 golf course. 
· -~. . Specific management zones are defined as areas on 1 course that have distinct manageD\f:flt 
s practices that coincide with their position in the watershed, and are based on the ~basin 
--~ analyses conducted for the watershed. Management practices include many different 
·· aspects of turf management (e.g., the type and application rates of fertilizers or pesticides, 

or mowing heights). Thus, a golf course area next to a wetland or st:ream, or other 
environmentally sensitive area must be managed diff'e:rently than an upland area. 
Landscapes lowef in the watershed generaDy have more environmentally sensitive mas 

, than landscapes higher up in the watershed. Specific management zones ·should be 
established for the property based. on environmentally sensitive areas in the watershecl. 

t- The management zones should be identified and spec:Uic management prac:tic:es detailed. 
'\ for each z:cme. 

~~. 2A Best Management Practices 
· Best Management Practices (BMP's) are accepted industry standards for the reduction of 

erosion and pollutant movement, particularly developed for use in ag:ri(:ultme and 
\ industry. These standards can also be applied for golf courses and other types of land 
· uses. for golf courses, BMP's ~epresent those engineering or cultural approaches to golf 

course management wlUch ad to pxevent the movement of sediments, nutrients or 
pesticides into environmentally .ensitive ueu.1hey are tools used in manaaemt!ftt tD 
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protect these areas and associated species. Through the use of Best MAnagement Practiees 

. ::!:=''~ o:an coe>dstfnharmony ~thin. a natur.l setting. The goals ofBMPI. 
1) to reduce the off-site transport of sediment, nutrients and pestiddes; 

i . 2) to control the rate, method and type of chemicals belng applied.; and 

~~ 

3) to reduce the total chemJealload. 

The quantity and quality of water from a golf course watershed can be protectecl by 
approprlate wat~hed controls ·and management practices. Because water is the primazy 
movement mechanism for contaminants, protection of water resources also provides 

. protection for sensitive areas and spec:ies. 
• 

The following is a sample of BMPs that may be incolpOrated throughout the design and 
management of a golf course to prevent and minh:nize any adverse environmental impacL 

- Many of the BMPs suggested by the US Department of Agriculture, SoD Conservaticm 
, Service (Bottcher and Baldwin, 1986) can be adapted for use in turfgrass management 
' situatiON: 

A.qu4tic Ji!ter ponds ·Utilization of ponds or detention basins in order to dilute, !Iter ar 
assimilate nutrients from drainage water will function in pollution abatement. 

-~· Subsurface 4rllinlzgt ·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 Sltration 
. will control the potential releue of nutrients and pesticides &om a solf course. 

~ 

Replatt411lnoJf impoundment· Detention with associated Sltration through plant materlal 
within basins prior to discharge is used to reduce runoff quantity and nutrient aNI 
pesticide dischup. · 

Um4 absorption ara- Pmviding an adequate land absolption area for clrainage or ruDOff 
filtration so that soD and plants absorb nutrients. Surface drainage on a solf coune u 

. mtered through turf areas. All drainage from impervious surfaces is directed into areas 
: which have vegetative cover or which contain the runoff rather than allowing dJzec:t 
,dischup. 

• 

GrllSIM wtmoays t1r hJfm ·Using a constructed waterway or outlet maintained with 
vegetative cover in order to prevent soil erosion and filter nutrients. Bu!fers, paed 
swales and selected golf course roughs serve in this capacity. Vegetative areas act as 
natural biofilters to Jeduc:e ltomlwater flow~ poDutian. 1hese practices use the utural 

• 

, 

• 
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, ~ ; processes of infiltration, Sltration and biological uptake.to reduce flows and pollutant 
:. "' loadings. FJ.lt~ strips, buffers and grassed swales are examples of vegetative practices. 

Sediment removal rates for Individual BMP are generally greater than 70% and nutrient 
· removal is typically greater than SO% (USEPA, 1993). The effectiveness of 'Swales in 

,# .iedudng flows and poDutants is similar to filter strips. Edges of roughs and fahways 
.: should be contoured to provide a swale which will direct flow onto the fairway and rough 
/: areas and channel runoH away from ecologically sensitive areas and eventually into a 

stormwater system. 

·· -~. Wauchope (1978) noted that in cases where water quality has declined due to agricultural 
~: practices leading to loss of nutrients and erosion, grass buHer strips placed between treated 
·· : fields and surface. waters have significantly reduced the problem. This result is related to 

the architecture of the turf canopy and the fibrous nature of the turf root system. 1\u:f 
density, leaf textUre and canopy height are physical factors which restrain son erosion aDd 

"'. sediment loss by dissipating impact energy from rain and irrigation water droplets 
·providing a resistance to surface movement of water over tuzf. 

-. 
r-: Crifia1aru.pllznting- the planting of vegetation to stabilize the soD and reduce erosion aDd 
f.,~ runoff. Turfgrasses are the pretnium choice of plants for this purpose. In roughs and out
~-··of-play areas, low :aWntenance hearty spec:ies/cultivars specifically adapted for this site 
~ . wfli be selected for use. . . 

lWisf.tmt crr:rp wrietits • the use of plant varieties that are resistant to insects, nematodes, 
c!iseases, etc., in order to reduce pestidde use. Care should be taken in the selection of the 

~·:·turfgrass species and cultivars best adapted for the edaphic, climatic and traffic intensity 
t ·conditions of a proposed site. · 
~~· f'o.,.. . 

·:- C'lllfllnll control of ,sts • the use of cultural practices to partially substitute for pesticides. 
Details of the proper cultural practices including mowing, fertilization, irriga~ aDd 
supplementary cultural practices are included in this plan to take advantage of ever:y 

' aspect of cultural control of pest problems. One of the best deter.rents to pests is a healthy 
. tuzf which is the iesult of selecting the proper grasses and using the proper c:ultural 
;~programs. 

Soil testing tmtlpltmt tmA!ysis- testing to avoid over-fertilization and subsequent losses of 
:nutrients should be extensively utilized. AD initial fertilizer recommendations shoW.ci be 
.,. based on son testing. AD subsequent fertilization programs should be finalized buec! on a 
;Dunimum sampling program c:onsisting of annual soD and quarterly tissue anal)WS. 
~ 

Taming tm4pl.ru:ement of ferl:ilizl:rs ·timing and placement of fertilizers for maximum 
ut:llization by plan~ and minimum leaching or movement by surface runoff should be 

-i 

d~ Every precaution in fertilization timing, including scheduling to avoid potential 

• 
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ra!nfall which could produce runoff and/or leaching, verllicat:ton of applicatiOI\ rate 
. throush proper c:~ration of equipment, ma ~olce of materials should be employee! by • 

!· the sol! comse superintendent. . ·· 
~ . 

, 

~: S1tnD reltulfertiiizer ·applying slow release fertilizers to uUnimize rdlrogen losses &om soDs 
" prone to leaclUns. All fertilization programs should include the use of slow release n!tropn 
·: fe:rtiJize:ls. 

. 
brigllfilm fDIIler managemmt • detenninfn& md conlrolllng the rate, amount, and tfmJns of 

1 irrigation water application In order to minimize soD erosion, runoff, and fert:iJ.izer ad 
··pesticide movement The irrigation system should be designed to have an averap 
. application rate below the infiltration capadt;y of the son so that no SUlface pondlng wm 

occ:ur and ma.xim:um efficiency of water percolation wm oc:c:ur. All irrig~tiOI\ should be 
based on a water balance method which takes into account plant water use as monitored by 
environmental conditions, IOfl drainage and natural rainfd.. 

~~. BiolDgiall control of pem .. use of natural enemies as part of an Integrated Pest Management · 
' (IPM) program which can reduce the use of pesticides. W'hile biological controls which 

provide effective pest m.anagement for turfgrasses are limited, whenever practical these 
,. should be considered. For example, parasitic nematodes, and bacteria/toxins for insect 

• .~ control are ava.il.able. The IPM program is further summarized in Section 2.5 of this • 
doaunent. 

1: Pesfici4t seltction • selecting pesticides should be based on an ecological risk assessment, ... 
~ and should include pesticides which are less toxic, persistent, soluble and volatile 
1. whenever feasible. AD pesticides selected for use should be saeened for their potential to 
~ be sources of pollution. Only materials which have a doc:w:nented margin of safety should 

be included in the JeCOIJ\D\IInded lilt. 

Paficidf rofatUm -rotating materials for use on specific pest problems to prevent natural 
resistance from developing. Screening of materials for use allows multiple selectlona for 

~specific problems. Rotating choices of materials helps pec:Jud.e JeSistance to a specific 
. material or class of materials from oc:c:urzilla. · 
\ 
4 

~ Corred llJ'PliazfUm 11fpestici4a ·includes spraying when conditions for chift aze m!nlma1 or 
·;.avoiding application when rain is forecast and irrigatins with appropriate volumes of 
;:. water when specified.. All of these conditions u well u proper eal!bration of equipment 
r.should be sautinized at every pesticide application by the soJf couzse superinterdent. 

Corred pestil:ib ccmflliner 4irposlil· foUowing acx:epted methods for pesticide contamer • 
disposal. nus should. be a routine practice under the supervision of the golf comse 
superintl!rdmt. 
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T.he goal of Best Management Practices (BMPs) Is to reduce or eliminate the movement of 
sediment, nutrients or pesticide into environmentally sensitive ueas. 

•· ,:• . . ~ ~ .. 
~. -. ~ 

2.5 Integyated Pest Managemeat 
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 turf grass cultural practices and pest control measures 

, ... to prevent or control unacceptable levels of pest damage (Ferrentino, 1990). 
., 

\i, ' 

. ~i The goal of IP1d' Is to reduce reliance on any one form of pest control, such as chemical 
~ pesticide applicatiol\ in order that all forms of control are applied as appropriate to control 

damage. Strategies for 1PM have been employed for over 30 years. IPM Is a preventative 
approach incorporating a number of objectives including the followir~B= 

·~· 

. 
·1) Development of a healthy turf that can withstand pest pre55Ul'ei 

2) Jud.idous and efficient use of cheinfcals; 

3) Enhancement of populations of natural, beneficial organisms; aJd 

4) Effective timing of handling pest problems at the most vulnerable stage, often 
resulting in reduced pestidde usage. 

• 

, Experience and training are important requisites to an IP1d' approach which focuses on the 
following basic components: 

·:~ ------

monltoring of potential pest populations and their environtn.ent; 
detennining pest injury levels and establishing treatment thresholds; 
decision making to develop and integrate an biological, ailtural and chemical 
control strategies; 
educating personnel on an biological and chemical control strategies; 
timing ancl spot treatm~t utilizing either the chemical, biological or cultural 
methods; 
evaluatins the results of treatment. 

IJke BMPs, IPM strategies should be incorporated into every upect of the Management 
Program and should take into consideration the el\tire scheme of golf course operations u 

_._.they relate to environmental considerations. A flow chart showing the steps In JP.M-related 
decision making is mustrated. in figure 2.. Incorporated into this approach are the 
fol1awing: 

1) Selection of the best regionally adapted turfgrass species and cultivm; 
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. Fipre2 
.Jntearated Pest Mana&em~t Dec:lsJon Flow Chart • 

Experience anc! DIS& 
Bas~ Information IJu,rat. 

1t Establish Pest Thresholds 
1t Establish Momtorina Proara 
1- Establish Potential Pest Problems 
le Establish Curative Tedmiques 

I-. CoDctitions Favorable lor 
Pest 0ceUI1'CDCI? 

• 
YES 

Implement Preventative S1ra.te&ies 

Monitor for Pest PreseDce or 
Syml)toms ofPests 

NO .. NoCumive 
Action Needed 

·NO • Pests are Presmt or Symptoms . Continue Pel • • • 
ofPests are FOUDd Monitoriq 

Promm 
YES 

Identify Pest IDd Level of'Dimap 

NO 

·~ 'YES 
Implement Curative Trearweut 
• Consider all Cura1ive T~ 
• t1se Risk Assessment Teclmiques 

to Select Pesticicles 

. ~ 

• 
------------------------------------~,~AA A'DD'CIOH~·I1ENA t'aiiOI•AtiUON lh~ INsntoa ~ · 
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;~ 2) '1'he use of proven cultural practices such as ae.rification, vertical mowi.n& 

topdressing, maintenance of proper son nutrient levels, sound irrigation 
management and proper mowing techniques to produce a high quality play.lDg 

. swfac:e; 
J; 

~- 3) A sound pesticide management program to control these pests that exceed a tolerazice · · 
;: ·level for acceptable .turf growth; and 

' i:· 
~ ~. 4) Monitoring of the turf and environmental conditions which may precede pest 
• - problems and for population changes in pest and beneficial organism populations. 

. . . 

~---·A comprehensive monitoring program is one of the most aitical components to an e!fec:tive !: IPM effort. A well-trained and experienced golf course superintendent employs scouting to 
; · detect symptoms of pest problems on a daDy basis. This approach coupled with compiling 
i: a site specific history, and consulting with other superintendents in the area and with 
;~ specialists in turfgrass management make it a viable program. 
~. . 

Whne economic advantages ofiP.M are marginal, the sociological and environmentll 
~- consequences of judicious pesticide use is strong justi.6eation for implementation. 
. ' . 

:·~ 

~ 2.5.1 IPM Pestid4e Selection • A JUsk Assessment for SelectiOD. _ . 
: Selection and use of pestiddes are important considerations in the IPM prosram.. 
' Pesticides should. be selected for use based on an ecological risk assessment approach that 
~ ls protective of the environment. Pesticide use should be :restricted in most cues to 
: curative rather then preventive applications. Pesticide applications should. not be made on 
,;.a tegularly sched~ed basis, but rather on a need b~is, thus !educing envkcmmental 
· · exposme. The only exceptions may be preemergence herbicides used to control weeds. Jt 

.. .-.ls much more effective and. less Jw:mfu1 to the environment to control weeds before they 
~- . . 

! • emerge rather than after. ·· 

Pesticide selection should be based on effectiveness, toxicity to non-target species, 
IOlubDity and persistence. Mdi1lo.nalJy, materials should be applied stdct1y m aecprdaDc:e 

' 
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2..5.2 Pesticide Selection Criteria 
Stepsln Detennlnhig P~sticlde Selection . 

L Step ,Su mpc!cJs. Step wile models Shoalcl hued to eoyaJaale pesliclcl• ltuecl oa tltelr ol'!llldal 
cuacte:.dstics aad site eoncl.itiou. Step wfse JDoclels (u Ia tlte CaW'omla Pesliclclt Coat.aminalioa ,,.. • ._ 
Act; GVS modal, Gutafsoa Ulf; SCS Jtaalc:lnala Gots19t2; PLP lllodellll Wurea ud Wehr 1tN) pnm .. a 
lied• of 11-thea' sltu.ation.s to ~vale pesticides. These models an oftuluecl to Scleatif)' poteatfa! exponre 

· of tbt pestidcl• to lhe ID'ftroalllalt aaclaoa-t&rJel Or&an!sJDI Ia ndaceiUOft l.ftcl n.l:tndace leadabta-

1, J.ltosara. The trrtls of potealiaJ e:xposan of a pesSclcleiJI.n)up ndaca IWld ..._ 
t'Dkwfaca Jac!WI& will lte dll'fan:Difttcl from tltese _,...... _.. 

J. ToRcfb'. The ten! of dsk uNdated wftlt e:xponre Ia tltea rralaaW 'With toxScll)' 4ata to determfM .. 
potential h.u.anl that expos'llN to a pestSdde CU\ caue. Aq11atic toddt)' Ia a pdma.r)' ea.UON:l'leatal ,._ 
hclv.se aquatic ozsutbm.s an IIII.UJt to mon from SOv.rc:e5 of contamlnatloa, ucllhu have a hip depM"' 
~U.Kepti'bDity. Pestidcles wm h elbalnatecl or restrietedbuecl oa this a.aalJIII, or fatlher ana.1Jses wiD .. 
coaclac:W u Ia au:ahtC, ...... 

,. Mp4cJ•. PestS del• that hue tht pot.e.atSa! to JDcmt fhroap the en'riroN:l'lent s!toalcl h farlhu .... at ..... 
'With computer simulatioa mDCJell. Su.rf1ct water aacl Jeachi.ft& monmeat wW 1tt modeled wftll .. 
limulator !or )fatar Besowces l.ft.Banl.lasf.n.s •!fatar Qu.alltJ (SWJUUJ·WQ). S¥t''RDWQ u a modtl tlaat · 
ues GLEAMS pestidde fate component, OEAMS claD)' ralftfallhyc!roiog modal, aacl SCS tec:boloDIDr 
llltimati.n& peak 1\1.1\off ntes aacl arwl;, dcYeloptcl Ncl.imtrlt )'ie1cl equ.atiou ID lfmalate hJclrolopc _. 
related process• Ia I'W'Ilbuins ('WWiu:as et &1., 1985; A.molcl ucl Williu:as, UN). 1his model wu ....... ..,.. 
for row crop apic:a!l'llnl aacl Jw ncentlJ Ht:n rraluatec! for twf (Wu:rcn•Hicb et aL, UH). The aOIW.,. 
predicts acNal field o'k~atiou for ~D&Wemea.t of pestidcl• to ndace wate&s"' a factor of 2 tD S ...._ . 
11ace:foft &aJ ea:o~ wolllcl h CDilHmltln Ill COJD,.._ _ , , . 
Sctrw:ios for pesticide ... for puticlcl•modeltcl with Sl\'JUOWQ lhoaJ4 h dft'eloped. n ... ~JaDaW 
npnseat wom cue scawlos for pesticide use at a colt cou.nc; lhaf Ia, tlte patest &JDout of material
applied to tht totalaauae of a plf CODZM, aad all at the same ti.rDL 'Estimated coaeeatrations of ,..t~clcr.,la 
~\~dace 1\1.1\0ff aad .U.t.tdact Jadl!q, frolft the compute llza11l1tiou lhoald h rralutecl wftll lllk 
UlesSJDeat proceclt&r~S to det.e.nll.iN nlatiYe dsk to aqutic OJP"'rrs 

I. D) NsasmcnL lcolocJc:&l ~ UMSIIftUlt prDtocoltlhcnilcl h ueclto selec:l petticlcl& Af~Wdc 
ec:oJosic:&l zilk u.essmalts lhoald lte coJul'llded 'With methods t!l.at •t:bnate the pro'D~We,.ud mapltDIIe flf 
aclveru effects to ozpzUnu from aponre to oat or more ped:icld• or otbu todc oezalcall (Pukhllllllllal. 
1995). 11d.l approach cli.flea from otbtr ecolopc:aJ ~ useuments JHaue 1111 Nth •untltatln ad 
pro'Daltili.stic. Most methods an dttermlnlJtic ucl woalcldeta:l.h lbJc u, for example, •u ~ flf • 
ac:ate wate:r ,...u.,. ttazacl&nt for oazt.lc:aJ X~ • C'.ftelc wm Q'll.M ••• lilt eft'edl to 14tUtiC ~nMct~.· .... 
approach, a ziJ1c could lte ~eel u •a WJ(, proNWilt)'tbt 1% or more of lhe Wed sped• Ia a Clllik 
wiD h lost from ac:at.e cazt.lc:aJ X todcle,.• lc:olosfc:aJ eft'ects dwacteri:r.atioa lcleall&• ucl.-a..._ 
nspons• of -.uatic lpld• to lhe chazt.lc:aJ ccmcentnticmalhat cu W'llCI JwmllaJ effedl. It Ia a CIOIIlplll• 
flf ecotopc:aJ eBecu cdta:ll, wbldl~~~t compuult to EPA'• ac:ate aacl dnalc u:Utat watllr ,..utr af' <a 

'~~&mated COIDIDull)' ~for llqlt clutmJc:alt IJallf of proac1U.SW that d..afbe lbJc al tM !*fel\ ... flf 
tped• or aenera affectacll:tyaaallt or dvoak toxicity. 'I'M proceclu.sw ue IIIOclelJ relatifta ....._. 
coaceatratioa to the pcrcat of sped• or aeae:ra affectacl aacllhe prol:ta!JWt)' clistri'batioa of 111J1 I d I I 
afti'ON:Deatal coaceatntiou, with auodatecl ucertalati-. n .. two JDodelJ an lat.epa.W ID pn ._,a 
Jolat pro'buD.ltJ functiOL hr JD111tlp1t maa.lc&k, eJtiJDatecl COIDIDull)' risk ~lepatet the Jof.at pM...,. 
fadicms for uc:h chanlcal, aac1 t1ae plJUIUIJ lbat morelbaa UJ paceatllt of t.be aaaa wiD h d rt • 
.,. .. chi'.IDicallllcl'"""ld 

~ti0111ofw1aellaca pestlcldeca h11Ndatthtsltelhoahlh1tuecl •IM
UMSS~DIIlt I"'S'8JtL FortbOM tUt Clll h.....,....,. nst:dcticms for ... wm h dad)' JdenUed ill ..... 
ne nst:dctioat wm" buecl OD amOIIIlt appUed, ti:mt of,..., appUtcl, location appUeclla maaaaem.t
...... pn:u, te. or fai.rwaJ'I), fOIIDIIlati-., or tbt time Ntwea applied-. · 

• 

• 
------A-...,.---IHD:IIN--~A-IICI'M-W.--•""":SIINA:----:Col-r.u--._-.A-111C11011i--IM.,..-ll&i--u.ft--IGJIW.-""":h--W-CIU:------:I~I f\\ 
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Pesticide Selection Process For JPM · 

Below Is a pestidde selection flow Mapm. From this evaluatio~~w a recommended peslicl4e 
list would l>e developed for each pest categoey for use In an Inlep-atecl Pest Ma.n.ase:mellt 

program. All materials are registered l>y the U. S. Environmental Protec.tion Aaencr u4 the 

State of_ CalifomlL Selection lndudes an.alpls of concUtioN of the site, propezties of the 
soD, properties of the pestiCide, and manasement pradie& 

Pesticide Efticacy 

Chemical Properties & 
Site CondJtioDS 

Screening Models: 
GUS, SCS, PLP 

Exposure Potential & 
Toxidty 

I 
Evaluate Relative Risk 

of Chemicals 

No A44ltiorull Rnilw 
I 

Accept for Use: 
Determine RestrictioDS 

I 

Computer. SlmulatioDS: 
Maximum Exposure 

Evaluate with Caution 

Conduct Risk Assessment: 
Accept for Use or Reject 
Determine Restrictions 

u 
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>• with label instructiON; at labeled rates., under -.pproprla- envirOnmental conditions (i.e. 
t' ne sprayins on windy days or when ralri IS forecast), and with a low-volume sprayer to 
1 teduce the poss!bDi~ of drlft. In sensitive management zones., where spraying is allowecl, 
t the use of a shrouded sprayer would be reeolNl'\ended. Materials should be rotated for use 

. ~' on a particular disease or pest. nus wm deter the development of resistant strains of pests 
t'. · which may require more frequent and/ or higher rates of pestidde applications. ,.,:. 

;.. 2.' Manasement of Resouxe~ 

.. 
2.6.1 Ecologically Sensitive Area. An active ecological management progam should he 

' Jn place. This program Is generally coordinated with the overall maintenance program for 
~golf course to ensure that course maintenance activities focus not only on mamtaJ.r\ms 
golf tw:f quali~ and course playabDity, but also on maJntahUng the health and Nnc:tiONl 
characteristics of ecologically sensitive areas. Critical elements indude per.iod!c 
inspections, maintenance of proposed vegetative conditions, restoration or replh of . 
damaged areas, record keeping and golfer notification. Each of these Is briefly discussec! 
below: 

<f Inspections. AD ecologically sensitive aJ:eas on the site should be inspected at least twlc:e 
··· annuaDy: once in the spring and once in the autw:ri:n. l'nspect:ions should foals on • 
• examining the Condition of vegetation,. the color and darl~ of surface watezs, the integrity 

· . of banks and ground cover, and other physical indicators of habitat stabili~. In conjunction 
~:! with the inspections, the condition of vegetated buffer strips should be inspected for the 
~· presence of debris, the integrity of vegetative cover, and the existence of channels or other 
'f indicatms of concentrated storm water flaw. 

~ 11jV1gdlltiw Om4ifilml. Vegetative conditions established during construc:tian 
should be maintained in the future. Cut material should be hand removed from 
ecologicaDy sensitive areas and no m.ach!nery should be used at any time within theses 
ueu of the site. The helbac:eous cover of the buffer filter strips should be.malntamecl by 

:~· mow.ing at a frequency of twice~ year: a vegetation height of approximately aix inches 
j should be maintained in the 'buffer filter Jtdps. 

. Ratcwllfitm llft4 Rqllir 11j'Dtzmtlgt4 ANU. Observed damage to resources should be remedied 
t promptly. Accumulated silts should be :rem.oved, eroded dumnels should he ftDed, 
,. compacted areas should be raked and othez damages should be repaired usin& Jumd tools 
~unless a rnechlnlcal tool um can zeach into the uea to pexfonn a spedSc talk. 
'Damapd ground cover veptation which m.ay have led to these probleJnS shDuld theft be 
JIStcnd by seedin& or vegetative planting depending on .the type of vegetation damapd. 
0\lnnels which form within the buffer filter strips should be Slled and immediately 
teeded. 'If additicml gradins Js ~to pzevent the Jef'ozmatian of the chlnne1, S1lcb. 
·pde adjustments should be hnple.tnented to JeJtoze sheet flows. Additionalleftl 

• 
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... spreaders should be installed as necessary. _'trash and other debris should be removed from 
xesource and bUffers when observecL ~ · · ' 

~t· ~cord Kuping. An annual record of an resource and buffer inspections and remedial 
actions should be maintained as part of the maintenance records for the golf course. These 
records will include the dates of inspection, inspection findings for each IeSOurc:e and filter 
strip locatiO%\ a description of each remedial action taken, and the dates of such actions. 

5·· 

' 

Notijiaztitm. Education and notification of golfers of environmentally sensitive area$ is an 
important part of the overall management S1rategy for resource areas. Appropriate signs 
should jdentify areas that are ecologically sensitive, or that golfers should not enter. 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 

· Jpc:ker rooms. • 

2.6.2 Surface Water 

itf'"~ 
~ . 

2.6.2.1 Surface Water and Golf Cow:se Consbud:ion and Grow·In. Protection of swfaee 
~-'), 

waters from runoff is aitical during construction arid during the *grow-in" period when 
r ·. the bare son and thin turf cover makes the site most vuln.erable. . 

, .... Ctmstructicn. Golf course clearing should include installing erosion control barriers between 
r;;~ the areas being cleared for buffers, roughs and fairways and ecologically sensitive areas. 
~..... These should remain in place after turf is established until an cleared areas have adeqw~te 
(". turf cover to prevent erosion. Turf buffer strips of at least 15 feet have been shown to 
, improve water quality in pOlluted runoff (Doyle et al., 1977), and buffers shoulc1 be fully 

~· 
established with a one-inch height of cut before removal of erosion barriers. As the turf 
matures, potential runoff problen\$ will diminish. The effectiveness of turf as a buffer is 

.. related to the fibrous nature of the turf root system and the architecture of the turf canopy. 
• . Studies at the Pennsylvania State University and the University of Maryland have shown 
-~ that grassed areas are extremely effective in reducing son losses compared to other 
!' aopping systems with measured son losses of only 0.03 tons/ aae on grassed areas with a 

slope of 16% on a silt loam soil. Additionally, any runoff from turf areas should be ctirecled 
into a buffer area, vegetated swale, or other BMP for·filt:ratian, therefore there should be no 

~· -sative impact on water quality in ecologically sensitive azeu. 

--· rr;· Sodding is an effective mec:'twUszn 1o control runoff and erosion. On slopes greater than :i 5%, a 2()..foot stabilization buffer should be established. The stabilization buffer should 
~--consist of a 4-foot wide strip of sod at the base, and then extending up-slope, a 6-foot 
... sprigged bed., a second 4-fOot sod strip, and a 6-!oot sprigged bed.. :For sprigging of these 

sloped areas, rateS should be increased by 50% to 150 bushels/acre to enbaDce 
etabl!shment me.·c.rewm have to be taken dmfn& the srow-m phase with iniption 
· managem.ent tO prevent nmoff and sediment movement into resource areas and allow the 
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.f~. . buffer Area! to adequately filter any possible surface nutrient or sediment movement. 

:t· • 
G,.,._ln. Controls put in place during solf course construction should remaJn ln place after 
tw:fbuHer strips are established and until an areas have adequate turf cover to prevent 
erosion. Care should be taken during the grow-In phase with irrigation management to 

, , pevent nmo!f 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 Construction. The maJn concerns with sudace water and plf 
courses are that transport of sediments, nutrients and pestiddes from more intensively 
maintained turf areas will impact surface water quality. A golf course designed properly 
makes it difficult for runoff contaminants to adversely affect sudac:e water quality or 
associated wildlife because of the management practices that 'Will be ln place (i.e., SpecUk ··· · 
Management Zones, BMPs and ll'M) and because design considerations that aDow n:moff 
from the golf course areas to be routed through many different BMPs (Smart & Peacock, 

fi 1996). After much research On nmofllrom golf courses, Watschke and Mumma (1989) 
. concluded that nutrient and/or pestidde concentrations in storm water and the impact on 

~- IUiface water would be considerably less than other urban pollutants not associated with 
~ well managed turfgrus ueu.. ·, · . . . · · • 

·:-.... ' :·· . . "' . 

·!·_ In addition, controDed and uncontroDed discharge from sudaee drainage into JeiOU.ft.'e 

"· areas directly from.a golf course, Jandsca.ped areas, parldng lots and roads should 'be 
( 

t Jninh:nal Post development d.rainage plans should include filtration and dilution for Ill .. , 
~ zu:noff. An storm water runoff from development property, roadways and the golf COU1'Ie 

should be directed into filtration a:reas,tuch u golf course. fairways, and grassed JWa1es 
before discharge into a storm water IJIIBII.. · · 

1he priuwy control of the pOtential contamination of surface waten from nmoff flam 
mrtdents and pesticides is by management practices and design u indicated above. 

-·... However, information about the potential pollutants provides additlorual ctata that am be 
useful in preventing problems. A general overview of the characteristics Of phosphanal, 
llitrates and pesticides Is prorided. 

2 Phtlsp1Jtnw. Phosphon1s Is uNike1y to create problems except wder Vfli:J spedaHw 
1 conditions in ponds and streams. Even though the granular phosphorus fertilizeJ' carrie~· 

are greater than 88 percent water soluble and totally water soluble ~exist for JJquid · 
~: application, the phosphorus becomes rapidly fixed within the son pro!le and vertka1 

movement in most soils Is only 0.3 to 1.2 inches/year (Young et a1., 1985). POIIIble • 
phosphate movement due to J01l erosion eoulc:l be a point source of pollution in tmf. 
IJIIews (Walker, 1990). HowtM:li these instances would be very ate specifiC ar&d 
~where BMPs ue employed and nmoff Is retamea to be mtced ~the p1f 

=cr~~~~n~~!,=~~~==~~~~ ~~ 
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., compared to the initial conc:entJ:ations Jn ~irrigation water by up to 94%. Similarl)t; 
.. phosphate concentration In leachate from the same turf areaS found up to a 77% reduction . 

(Linde et al., 1994). This indicates the turf is acting as a filter to remove nutrients from the 
·~~ ,. water source prior to nmoff or leaching occur.ring. The most vulnerable time for phosphate 
: . .,. to be lost is immediately foDowing fertiliz.ation when excess irrigation o.r 'heavy rainfall 
· .i would cause movement. This occurrence can be completely avoided by 1) not fe.rtiliz:ing . 
. ::. when rani is predicted; and 2) making certain that fertilizer is irrigated to JemOVe the 
. ; material from the leaves into the soD immediately following application. 

Nifrllfe. Nitrate movement as sw:face runoff can also be minimized by management. 
'.:· Research has shown that the total nitrogen loss from a fertilizer application 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 c:anier such as sulfur coated 1UU (Dunigan et al., 

1976). These slowly available nitrogen sources should be used. Add.ition.aDy, the Best 
-~ . ~ Management Practices provide added protection against problems associated with nutrient 
:''. ·loss durlngru.noff or leachmg. 
l 
~t--,• 

r.:. P~ticida. Movement ol pesticides into surface water during runoff depends on the 
··' ' chemical nature ol the material, length of time between application and rainfall, and the 

volume ·and intensity of rainfall following application_ (Thompson et al., 198(; Watschlce 
• t and Mumma, 1989;'Hurto, 1991; Smith, 1995). Selection of the ·c:or.rec:t material for the job, 

~~~ .. through the IPM selection process discussed earlier, and application on a curative basis (the 
~' · JPM approach), reduce the likelihood of negative incidents. Also important are the 
~!: D'WUlgement practices previously desaibed (Specific Management Zones, BMPs,m 
~~-addition to lPM) that control the movement of pesticides. Pesticides should be used that 
?~ act quic:kly, degrade quickly, are non-toxic and non-mobfie. An environlnental monitorlng 

program should be established to monitor pesticide and nutrient concentrati.cn. 

2.U Subsurface Dra.i.nap. The factors that protect surface water also form the basis far 
protection of subsurface waters. Several design factors llhould ensme that theze is adequate , 

•· on-site retention. The first one-half inch of surface nmoff should be treated through use of 
~ IMPs. The putting greens should drain through vegetated turf buffers after drainage over 
· fairway or roughs. Subsurface drainage should be through grass-lined swales.and./or 

overland flow over fairway and roughs. The routing should be designed to maximize the 
distance over these areas. Wheze subsurface drainage presents additional challenps, 

(:.filtration traps constructed of a sand/ charcoal filter should be installed adjacent to the 
~!putting green. . 

.. 
2.U Groundwater. The factors that protect surface water also form the basis far 
protection of grou.M water. Careful management of nitrate, as descn"bed in the A.gronoznic: 
Considerations of this document, should be required. Management alq with effective 
Implementation of'Best Management Practices can effectively eliminate pttb1ems 
associated with nutrient loss during nmoff or leacldrl& 
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--------------~~--------~----~· 1.0 AGRONQMJC CONSmERAnONS AND R'EQVIREMENTS ~-

·~. . . 

~:.· · f ·· · "Asronomlc and cultural practices are important components in ma!ntaJnins 
~. environmental integrity and enhancing current and proposed condJtions. 'Ihe land 1.11e 

. design and extensive use of Spedfic Management Zones, Best Management Practices, aDd 
Integrated Pest Management, as previously discussed, coupled with state-of-the-ut 
agronomic and cultural practices, ensure environmental sensitivity of a golf cow:se ult 

.. interfaces with ecoJogicaDy sensitive areas. 
·-t. 

,.' · '11\e foDowing sections discuss agronomic and cultural practices that are aitic:al to 
' maintalning environmental sensitivlf¥-

1.1 SoD Mixes and Moctiftcaticms 

.. 

Putting. Gruns. It is Important that greens are constructed with surface and interNtl 
drailaage that will m.axUnize the playabD!ty even hnmedJately after rainfall or lnigatla · • . 

>-

/. Construction techniques should enswe that surface nmoff is directed to adjacent buffer 
"? filtration areas which provide good drainage and resist wear and compaction wD1 'be 

utilized for construction of the playing surface. 
~.. • 

·· .. ~·.''As. Tees are~ mOst tr~cked -on & golf course considerlng nwnbe: of players 
::' :and size. 1he higher height of cut on the tee surface provides a much deeper root system In 
,- the son profile and Imparts c:onsiderably better wear tolerance. A modified soil mix for tees 
"'·; consistent with the greens should be used to ensure resistance to compaction. 1Jpically tee 
· areas are not as intensively managed as peens and the nutrient and pesticide requirements 
.:. ue lowe:r. Surface runoff should 'be d.Ueded into adjacent fairways or 'buffeD. 

FllifTlXlJIS lml1 RDug'hs. Since It Is imperative that soil with desirable chemical characteriJtic:s 
'be used for turfgrass growth, extensive fill may likely be used in many areas. SoDs should 
'be disturbed during the construction process to ensure no hardpans or c:ompac:led areas , 

. interfere with rooting during establishment. SoD samples should 'be analyzed from u 
- many locations as necessuy once final grading begins so that pre-planf:ini ferimzatian 
! JeCOmmendations can 'be made. 
.:;· . 
· 1.2 1\ufgrus Selection 
Over the~ extensive turfgrass breeding progruns and JeSeal'Ch have resulted In srus 
nzietles that ue exceptionally weD-suited for aolf tourJe tuzf. Selection. of Nrfsrus 
~and c:ultivus should c:cmsider the fo11owtDs: 

,i .. 

1) Climatic condJticms ·local annual temperature and rainfll1 data; 
. 

2) Edaphic conditicms ·toll physical ancl chernSeal c:haracteriJtks; 

• 
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, , . . S) Golf course playabDity ·it is antidpatect traffic conditions will necessitate selection 
of species and cultivus which will absorb wear and yet remain in a high state of 
playability. · 

. ~· J.J Construction and Grow•lll 
Son erosion is most likely to occur during the construction and grow-in phases of solf 

<.; t course development. The major pathway for phosphorus loss is son erosion, because 
sediment is the canier. Therefore, any technique eflective in reducing son erosion will also 

.,.. reduce phosphorus losses. Buffer strips, grass waterways, benns, ~ding steep slopes and · 
silt fences are examples of structural techniques for erosion control during construction and 
grow-in. Sodding rough and turf buffer areas is an eHective mechanism to control nmoff 
and erosion. · 

J.4 Basic Growing-In Program . . . . . 
r · A well planned growing-in program is important to the environmental integrity of a solf 
.;. '·. course. The grow in period can result in son erosion and nutrient movement unless proper 
· · procedures are followed. Those procedures that will tninimize negative impacts ue 

disC'U.Ssed below. Planted areas should be kept continuously moist ~mtil the root system 
·:~ . becomes established and new growth is evident • This means frequent watering that soaks 
, : the son to a depth which will ensure flushing of salts below the extent of the root system. 

Water should not be allowed to puddle or nm off the surfaces. A1tJII!l vigorous growth Is 
noted, watering frequency should be deaeased with application volumes inaea.sec:l. This 
will ensure adequate son moist:ure at depths to optimize root growth and continue the 

~ · .flushing action for salt removal.. 

AD areas should be fertilized at three to four weeks after gennination or sodding. Nit:ropr& 
sources should include at least SOOk of the nitrogen from a slowly available form such as 
IBDlJ, SCU or a polymer coated urea. Additional fertilizations will be necessary fiVery 4 to 
8 weeks ~mtil the turf has reached full covet. Once the course has matured., the objective 
becomes slower growth with good color, density, and playabDity. 

·~ · To help control weeds and promote lateral growth, mowing should begin when the grasses 
reAch a threshold at 150% of thel: mowing height. This will encourage lateral spntad, 

'· fnaease density, and maintain a fine texture. The mowing should be frequent enough 10 

t that no more than cme-t:hird of the top growth is removed at any one c:lippJng. 
;~· 

P Pat Omtrol. The course should be inspected daily for pests. When control is necessary, 
· · materials approved in the plan will be used following restrictions u defined in the plan. 

., 
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4.0 GOJ,.'F CO'UR.SE CUL111.RAL PRAC11CES 

1he primary culturll practices that produce and sustain a healthy turf are ll'lO'Wifts, 
Irrigation and fertilization. These three operation$, alone or fn combination, often cause 
changes in the root and canopy mic:ro-envfronment which can have either a positive or 
negative result. Thus, it Is essential that these practices are executed in a proper and tbnely 
manner to ensure turfgrass quality and playabDity. 1be best deterrent to weed, insect and 

•• disease infestation Is a healthy turf. Thus, mafnta.Wng hearty grasses will mlrafm.fze the 
• .. need to apply fertilizers and pestiddes. AD of these components are·important IPld 

strategies 

&.1 Mowifts 
Mowing Is the most basic maintenance operation on a golf course. 'Without regu1u 
mowing at the appropriate heights of cut, the course would become unplayable. With 
sood mcrwlng practices, density, texture, color, root development, wear tolerance and other 

'*:. aspects of turf quality are enhanced. Proper mowing practices also can reduce the amount 
., of irrigation needed .. TaDer grus can have a significantly higher evapotranspiration rate • 
·.. and thus a greater need for water. .Mowing grass too short stresses the turf which 1\ot only 
.. · produces a need for more 'Y~ter, but can cause the weabned turf to be more susceptible to 
· · weed, insect and' disease Westatian.. . · · 

u r:amtzt111 . 
·' 1he most important aspect of a sound fertilizer program Is to ensure that the nutrients 
applied are used efficiently by the turfgruses and do not end up In surface and/or pound 
water. Nitrogen and phosphorus are the elements most often usoc:iated wlth 
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 aras 
or watercourses. Ca:re must be taken around areas that dn1n to watercourses, espedaDy 
uound bunkers (Peacock et a1. 195JO). 

Minb:nfz1ng nitrate movement Js dizect1y zelatecl to Best Management Practices 'by 
e!fidenq In rate and timing of nitrogen inputs thlough cholce of materials and efBcienq tn 
rate and timing of hrigation. Reports by Petzovic, 1990; Wal1cer and Branbamr 1992; and 
Ltnde el a1., i9H Cancluded that several D'UIJ\Agement options are avallahle to minimJze or 
eUminate any tlnat to pound or surface wa~ by 1) Jimlf:in& izrigation to replacement of 
son malstuJe; 2) using slow :release nitrogen somas; 3) timing fertilizer applications tn • 

. telatian to ac:tive uptake; and 4) DR of realistic nitropn application rates. AD of thele 
fadorl ahould be put of the fe:tmzation management pzogram, and when implemented, 
should reduce or elbNnate nonpoJnt source losses of nutrients flam the soli COUIIIe. 

U Jmpllcm S]'ateaa 
Buec1 on averap local rainfall, suppleznental izription wm lfkplv .._ •--'-~ ·-. .. .. 
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design and operatiorw strategy must fulfill an envh'onmental requirements for protecting 
.. ~ .. ecologically sensitive areas, surface water and ground water. In addition, the irrigation 
.:~· system should be designed to meet the water requirements of the turf by supplementing 
.. natural rainfa.U. A state-of-the-art irrigation system.'where Irrigation is managed with 

.. · computel' control should be used and irrigation should be based. on measuring weather 
conditions. 

.:'~~ 

4A Water Managemerd 
Because o! the many variables to consider., I.e., slope, son types, rooting depth, etc., even 

<·:t with the most sophisticated Irrigation system available, experience has proven that fine. 
"" tuning of the Irrigation program ~y the golf course superintendent and Irrigation techniCian 

Is essentill. 

KnoWledge of the water reserve in the root zone is a key input required for determfning • 
~. Irrigation needs. On greens, approximately seventy-five percent of the root system may 
· . occur in the top four inches of soil On tees, fairways and roughs the depth of rooting Can 

tir. vary from six to twelve inches, depending on how these surfaces are managecl. Therefore, 
., ·:with knowledge of son water storage, actual dally rainfall and calculated daily 

evapotranspiration (ET) information it is possible to determine when the available son 
:moisture is depleted and Irrigation requized. A weather station should be installed at the 

,~. , ·-:: maintenance fadlity to record rainfall, solar radiation, Air temperature, soil temperatuie, 
."~ and relative huinidity. This information could then be tied to a computer with software to 

care.fully determine evapotranspiration demands and irrigation requirements. 

.,; 4.5 Supplementary Cultural Pnctices 

' 

To help develop and sustain quality turf, spiking, vertical mowing, aeri!y.ing, topdre:ssil1g 
and rolling are used. These operations physically alter the plant's envi.ron:r.nent by 
JemOving and or relocating soil and organic materials or altering turf g:row1h hal:rlt. · 

1.0 BASIC ANNUAL MAINTENANCE GUIDE 

·':-The following remarks supplement the Basie Annual Maintenance Guide on the followinS 
pages. It should be noted that this basie program wD1 need to be adjusted and fine tuned 

~--by the superintendent based on specific situations. 

SoD Analysls 
Sample representative greens, tees, fairways and roughs for analySis md 
recommendations. The primary purpose of son testing is to insure a sound fe:rtilizer 
program based on nutrient availability and balance for good g:row1h of the grass. A 
healthy plant is less suscep~le to disease and other pests. 
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Plant Tissue Testhas • 
Sample representative greens, tees, fainvays and roughs for leaf nutritional eontent 
determine nutrltional status of the turf. This in combination with son testing wm 
provide a basis for adjusting the fertilization program. · 

Calibration of Equipment 
AD spreaders and sprayers must be repaired, I! needed, and calibrated for proper 
distnbution of fertilizers and pestiddes. · 

C. MowfDs 
'With good mowing practices, density, texture, color, root development, wear 

,. tolerance and other aspects of turf quality are enhanced. 

I. Fertili.dftg . . 
The fertilizer program should be based on son test results for pH, son nitrogen 

· reserves, caldum, magnesium, phosphozus and potassium. Nitrogen fertilization 
should be detennined by color, density and the rate of growth (clipping yields) of the 
grass as well as son nitrogen reserves (as determined from testing). Interpretation of 
son nitrogen analyses to exact amounts which are available to the plant is dif:ficult. 
For this reason, nitrogen rates may be adjusted, but not solely based on son testmg. 

hrigation Program . 

. . ·.~ . ~ .. - .·~ 
Each time water is applied, operate the srstem long enough to wet the son to the • 
depth of rooting. When greens are stressed, hand water or syringe during the heat 

.· .. 

.~--· 

. 
'· 
L 

the day in addition to regular night irrigation.. 

SplkfDa 
This procedure is needed to relieve surface compaction and ensure gooc! ps 
exchange (oxygen and carbon dioxide) . 

Vertical Mowtas 
During the growing season, this operation is needed to reduce mower induced sraJn 
and thatch buildup, and to provide a smoother, faster putting surface an greens. 

t. Aerifybaa 
Aerifying surfaces relieves compaction, increases son and surface aJr eXchange mel 
improves fertilizer and water movement Jnto the soD. 

10. TopdreuJns 
In addition to following aeri1ication, topdressing should be applied once or twice per 
month during the growing season at the rate of one-quarter cubic yud per 1000 
square feet. This practice not only helps contml thatch, but also helps pzoride a 
smooth, true smface for mowing and accurate ballmll. Adding compost into the 
topdressing helps boost biological activity and may help with disease cantml. • 

• 
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GENERAL: 

Son Analysis 

Calibrate 
Equipment 

GREENS: 

Mowing 

Fertilizing 

Inipting 

Spiking 

Venical 
Mowing 

~-

Topdressing 

Weed Control 

Insect Com:rol 
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D. Nematode Conl:lol . 
May be needed in&equently. A soil nematode analysis wD1 determine populaticm 
levels and susgest treatment. 

U. Wetting Aaent AppUcatiODI 
If localized chy spots appear on the greens, apply a good quality wetting agent aDd 
water immediately to prevent yeDowing of the srass. During this period, use a 
wetting agent when applying a liquid fenilizer or pesticide unless the label states 
otherwfle. . 

D. . Raking ancl Edging Bunkezs 
. Bunkers need to be rued daDy and edged as necessary, as often as once per D'lCftth 

during the peak turf growing sei.IOI\. · · 

1C. WeecJ Control 
Monitor for the presence of weeds. If the population becomes so large that it effects 
the playing surface, use the approprlate herbicide. · · · · · · 

15. Insect Control 
Monitor daDy 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 ~level. · • 

16. Disease Control 
During periods when diseue or conditions favoring a diseue outbreak are prevalmt, 
inspect the surfaces daily and treat only as necessary. · 

6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL MONITOIING 

A monitoring program is a by component of the D'LINlgement progt'IDL Co1f c:ov.ne 
operations can benefit from obta.ining a wide variety of information on which to bue 
cultural program decisions. Irrigation, fertilization and pesticide application dedldans 
which interact with e.nvbonmental quality should be based on responses noted from an em-
loins monitoring p10pam.. · · 

1he monitoring program should encompass sampling and analysis of~' srowulwater, 
lmface water Jnclucling irrigation water, secUment mel aquatic organisms to detezmfne If 
any debimental effects on the environment are noted. The goals of a monitoring posram 
are u follows: l) to p:rovlde baseline data as to the site characteristics~ 
environmental condition~; 2) to provide data that assesses mvironme:ntal conditions, thus 
providing a basis for management decisions and for measuring compliance with • 
envi:onmental :regulations; and 3) to ensure that Integrated Pest Management and the 
IMPs am functioNns propedy. 

A properly implemented monitoriftS pzosram wiD pzovide in-depth guidelines for the 
following ueu: l) Sample c:onsiderations (locations, sample frequency, sample field ~-\~'> 



. . 

methods, sample analyses both lor field and laboratory use, and necessary laboratory QA/ 
QC protocols); 2) Data Storage; 3) Data Analysis, 4) Criteria for Management Response; 5) 
Reports and Reporting formats; and 6) Quality assurance and quality control. 

• Results of an Eiwironmental Monitoring Program provide feedback to the goll course 
superintendent, and thus provide a useful management tool. For example, the results of 
the program are used in determining the correct application rates and timing of pesticides 
and fertilizers, and the optimum operation of irrigation programs. Results of a monitoring 
program also trigger management responses should pesticides or fertilizezs be found in the 
water or sediments at elevated concentrations or if biological communities have been 
negatively affected. 

. 
Record keeping is ari important part of the process. On-going cultural and environmental 
prograxns should be monitored through the use of a record-keeping system. The 
infon:nation from the record keeping is used to evaluate and modify cultural processeS on 
an on going basis; and determine compliance with environmental standards. 
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Informative 
I inks 

MichaeJ Hurdzan 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

PM 

JlfJaty gn;m. 1uu 1Jolts., and is larger lila DiltJU~G~~r 
and Rltods Mand combUurlP 
AB goV «mr#l in Amerim-~JVter 15,000 tf,.,_! 

€~Michael Melford, 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 I 
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 
princ!P1e that a 

C>Michatl Mtlford, 1997 well:aesigned 
coorse can actually 

· put health back into the land, some golf courses 
"if! PI;Uv-;trypemng answers to the~ """' 
quemonr.in scmrate, Massachusetts, wnat was 
l>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 C>Miohatl M 

part of its 1997 
desert 
environment 
by using plants native to the 
valley and limiting the grass 
scant 75 to 80 acres . 

http :1/www .smitbsonianmag.com./smitbsonianlissu ...... --./aolf.html Page 1 of 2 

' 



Golf looks btJODd the 'Auausta National S7ndrome' 7/'1.9/98 1'1.:58 PM 

Cloverdale 
Golf Club in 
Washington 
State might be 
the essence of 
public golf. 

Once a working dairy fann, it had a herd of 
weJl-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 wi its hard turf of six native 
{!_asses, 1s as environmentally 1g t on e and as 
an ancient Scottish Jinks. C>MiciMI 

1997 
Writer Jay Stuller traveled from California to St. 
Andrews, Scotland, to find a new ethic in golf course design thw 
in his words, "a refreshing counterpoint to criticism of a sport the 
seemed beyond reproach." · 

C>Mict..l Mtlfonl, 1997 C>Michatl Mtlfonl, 1997 

For more· information on this topic, see our Additional Sources p · 

Abstract of an article by Jay Stuller, originally published in the Apri/1997; 
Smithsonian Magazine. All rights reservd C 

Copyright 1997 Smithsonian Ma&azlne All rights reserved 
Email: edlettm@aot.com 
This site produced by Oc:glus lnterardye. 
With consulting from Vlsionaa Media. 

• 
b.ttp:l/www.smltb.sonianmaa.c:oiDismitb.sonlanllssuesalllillues97/apr971&olt.b.tml Paae 'J of 'J 
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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 

Located just west of Indianapolis, Twin Bridges is 
the first course in Indiana to be designed and built 
in cooperation with the Audubon Intern 
The site features 

Audubon International, 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 
Lockport, lllinois 
6, 739 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. Through 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 of mutiple tees, can vary from 5,125 yards 

' . 

7129/98 10:55 AM 

to 6, 735 yards and features water on 14 holes. 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 ilone 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 

lndianheadGolfandR~~~~~~~ 
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. The 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 creek. and the addition of 
"tnat .. ..; ... onv ftlo.......t hn"l--'""" o"tf """tf" '1"h.- "otolf'Ol 

http :1/www .lobmann.com/sensitive.html 

' 
Page 1 of 2 
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teJTain and vegetation were used to their full 
advantage on this site. 

The Links at Midlane 
Wadsworth, Dlinois 
3,51-1 Yards Par 36 
Opened in 1994 

Nine new golf holes were added to an existing18 
holes on this site, abundant with natural features. 
Mature oak stands and countless acres of wetlands 
were ODiy a few of the resources offered 6Y lbii ' 
parcel located in the Des Plaines River basin. 

water 

Fmd 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. 

ll2lm I Company Infonnation I Public Courses I Private Courses 
Municipa.1/Government Courses I Environmentally Sensitive Courses I Related UoQ 

What's New at Lohmann Golf Desians, 

http :1/www .lohmann.eomlsen•itln.html 

• 

• 
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Oc:ean Creek Golf Course • Fripp Island, South Caroliaa 7/29/98 10:56 AM 

Golf Connection :i Accommodations :g Fripp Island 

Yards 

Par 

Rating 

Slope 

Ocean Creek Golf Course 

~. (} o1..rrse Sta:ti~tics . 

II Back II Middle I Forward 

6sto ~ 6094 1 4ss4 
11 11 11 1 11 

7t.4 1 69.3 

Year Opened: 1995 
Greens: Tift Dwaif Bermuda 

Course Designer: Davis Love Ill 
PGA Golf Professional: Jack Kolb 

Click for Scorecard 

Iii Back to the Friw Island Gmt Connecli!lll 

These pages prepared by Aesir Computine. me. Copyright C 1994-1996 by Aesir Computing, me. 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 .familyc:irdec:up.eom/Golf/Fripplsland/OC.html 
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The Natural at Beaver Creek 7/29/98 10:59 AM 

~~f®~., • 

The Natural at Beaver Creek 

For Tee Times Call 517·732·1785 
5004 W. Otsego Lake Dr., Gaylord, MI 49735 

. Natural 
The Natural Fact Sheet 

With 1998 Rates 

Directions <Mu> 
to The Natural 

The Natura) Scorecard 

Michiaan Golfer ON-UNE 

A Perfect Habitat For Golfers 

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 Roulhs 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

• 

• 
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;f~~?-a,c. 
c f41"-t. M~ NT 

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. The course is built around a private 50 acre 1r 

.._sanctuary. The attention to the environment 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 Club opened in the Spring of 1997. This golf COUJiC 
http://www.gwcoc.com/golf.btml ? . Pa1e 2 of 3 



Sunriver Resort: Goll Cl Crouwater 7/lfJ/98 11:09 AM 

161+ ~aa::.;..-r:J:bt::: ....... ~c~~~~~;e~mf: ~ 
gently flowing Deschutes and 

Little Deschutes Rivers. In fact, depending on tee selection the rivers can 
come into play as often ai" seven 
tnnes tn a round. lbe design is 
ffiditlonil heifhJand style and 
the course features five tee 
placements for each hole as well 
as bent grass fairways and 
greens. 

Crosswater and Sunriver Resort 
ire membaS of the AudubOD 
cooperative Sanctuary PrOgram 
fbi' 0011 courses rhtough me 
Audubon Society of New York 

•ttp://www.sauriver·resort.coa/aaurlver·resortlaolr_s2o.•hDI 
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·charleston Golf PlaDDer • Oak Oint Golf Coune (Charleston, South Carolina) 

Charleston Golf Index I Connections Index 

7n9/98 11:10 AM 
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Golf Planner ~- Ac;commodatloaa ~ Klawu lgfo ~ Cbarlestog Info ~ Ordef Form 

Point offers both wide windswept open spues 
stretch along salt marshlands and dense spp,ces of 
oaks, magnolills, pines and palmetto palms." 

beautiful course is frequently described as a 
course. It has the best of both golltmg 

of 
,...,..... .. III'C Oak 

on was on of an 

Yards 

Par 

indigo and cotton plantation. Its play is challenging to both the 
:.nn,.r,,.... or the experienced professional .. Group rates, family 

and season passes are available as well as 2, 3, and S 
series discounts. Come experience Low Country golf. The 

~cc>tti!lh way at Oak Point Golf Course. 

(! ourse Statistics 

72 

Club Pro: Martin Shorter 
Architect:Clyde Johnston 

Course Record: 67-Kevin Amold 

Rating 69.8 69.4 71.2 
Slope 121 128 132 

For more information: 

Oalc Point Golf Course 
4255 Bohicut Road, 
Johns Island, SC 29455 
803-768-7431 

Click for Scorecard 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

II Back to Johns Island II Back to the Charleston Golf Planner 

•• 

f'U1e JHIK•• prepand "' A1sir Cq,.,ttar. Inc. CopJriKht C 1994·1996 111 Aeslr Computtn,, Inc. AU 
imaK•• contained on tkil lite are copJriKhted to individual ,raphk1 artiltsleompanus, and maJ llot be • 
ued ill •1 form without prior lk•••lnr. 
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More 7119198 11:11 AM 

• 
The Sanctuary, An Arthur Hills Designed Golf Course 

• 

• 
http :1/www .sanctuary-sanibel.comlmore.btm 

"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 

., 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Page 1 of l 



More 

399 Yards Par 4 

As the starting hole for The Sanctuary, 
this dogleg left par four sets the stage 

for a truly unique golf experience. IJJll 
trees and wetlands guard the dofle~ 

area and a large saliil trap skirt tlie left 
side o] the green. 

The Clubhouse. 
Golf; Tennis and 

a 

more ... 

Copyright C 1996 The Sanctuary. All Rights Reserved. 

http://www.sanctuary-sanibel.com/more.htm 
12.. 
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• 
532 Yards Par 5 

• 

•• 
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GolfWeb • Library .7/'1.9/98 11:41 AM 

• 

• 
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GolfWeb 
GoUin with Mother Nature at Stevinson Ran \ ~ 

\'\ (\ \~cgh 
By Doua Saunders , V '.!ju \. -v 
Golnv eb Columnist ~ ~\P... d 
with photographs by the author ·· t....~~O~~.. ..._~c:,S~ 

C,r cQ\"4' 
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 6t)::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 fmd 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 
http://serviees.golfweb.com:8040nlbrary/saunders/saunc1ers961121.Jatal Page 1 of 3 
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GolfWeb • Library . 7/lfJ/fJS 11:41 
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 Society 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 foiDl 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 ftrst 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 Raneb eo-desianer Georae Kelley (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. 

"I read about the program when we were first looking at building a golf course here at Stevinson Ranch. I 
agreed with 1he philosophy of making a aoJf development being a proactive rather than· a reactive entity. 

• 
llttp://senieu.aolfweb.com:8040nlbrary/aa•nders/saunden'61121.btml . .,. Paae 2 of 3 



Golnveb • Library 7129/98 11:41 AM 
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 

Course Location Arcbitect(s) 

Collier'~ Re~~n:~ Naples, Fla. Art Hills 

ChamJ2iQnS Cl:uh Stuart, Fla. Tom Fazio 

Indian River CI:uh Vero Beach, Fla. RonGarl 

Stevin~on Rankb Stevinson, Calif. John Harbottle, Jr. 
George Kelley 

PGA at Reserve Port. St. Lucie, Fla. Tom Fazio 

Copyright 1998 GoHVVab ·A Sportsline USA Company. All Rights Reserved. 

http://services.golfweb.com:8040nibrary/saunders/saunders961121.html Page 3 of 3 
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,GolfWeb • Environment 7129/98 12:01 PM 
-- ~=======-~ 

GolfWeb .··.J::~<:.: .... :_~.~:,{: ... _EnV.irOnm.· 
How Should They Be Used? 

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 rei ative 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 in 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 
Ap,pendix 1. · 

American Farmland Trust 
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 CALIFORNIA Rain Bird - Golf Division 
Royal Canadian Golf Association 
SENES Oak Ridge, Inc. - Center for Risk Analysis 
Sierra Club 

COASTAL COMMISSIOf\: • 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 
United States Golf Association 

See Ap.pendix 2 for those organizations who have, at the time of this publication, endorsed the principles. 

e On to Precepts e Back to Contents e 
·"-·-··~··~.-~-~--~-,-·----------------·-------~--~·"'"· ............ -."··-········ . '''" ··"""'. 

' Players Club • Pro Shop Course Guide • Golf Action 
GolfvVep __ :·. Jiryd ~t! "·· ~uest.Book .·. F~back .~ Abo~ GW. .-.'. _CBS SportsUne 

Copyright 1998 GolfWeb- A SportsUne USA Company. All Rights Reserved .. 
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http://wwwl.golfweb.com/env/pineburst/principlesla.btml Pqelofl 

'" 



• 

• 

• 

Environmental Tips: Golf 7129198 12:02 PM 

Earth Saving Tips froin Earth Share 
Golf and the Environment 

Next time you are out on the greens, think about whether your own 

can do to help the environment: D lb llD lb u w lb lfl actions are "green." Here are some easy suggestions on whmoufE (fU fE n ~fl fE 

Q Replace all divots. AUG 1 9 1998 lJl, 

! Walk the course instead or using a golf cart. 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

Q If you do use a golf cart, keep your cart on the designated path • 

! Urge your golf course to replace its carts with electric-powered 
ones, which greatly reduce both air pollution and noise pollution. 

Q Carry your trash with you until a waste container is available. 

! Recycle glass, alwniDum, and plastic on the golf course. 

Q If your course doesn't have its own recycling program, urge 
them to start one. 

! Adhere to local rules that may restrict access to enviroDJDentally 
sensitive areas on a golf course. 

Q Buy recyclable products (e.g., biodegradable golf tees). 

! Accept the natural Umltations and variations or turfgrass plants 
growing in a natural environment. (e.g., brown patches, thinning, 
loss of color). 

G Be willing to play on brown grass during periods of low 
http :1/www .earthshare.org/earthshare/tips/golftips.btml 

17 
Page 1 of 2 



Environmental Tips: Golf 711.9/98 12:01. PM 
rainfall. -

! Patronize courses that are envlronnientally friendly, 

0 Recognize that golf courses are managed land areas that should 
complement the natural environment. 

! Respect environmentally sensitive areas of the conrse. . 

t'5 Support golf course management decisions that protect or 
enhance the environment and encourage the development of 
environmental conservation plans. 

!· Snpport maintenance practices that protect wildlife and natnral 
habitat. 

0 Encourage maintenance practices that promote the long-range 
health of the turf and support environmental objectives. Such 
practices Include aerlfication, reduced fertilization, limited play on 
sensitive turf areas, reduced watering, etc. 

! Commit to long·ranae conservation efforts (e.g. elftcient 
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 HDSitlve courses. 

Back to the Tips 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 Sbare I 

http://www.earthshare.orlfearthshare/tlps/aolftips.html 

·~ 

• 

• 

•• 
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Outer Banks Golf Planner • Nacs Head Golf Links (Outer Banks, North Carolina) 7129198 10:54 AM 

Outer Banks Golf Index I Connections Index 

Golf Planner ~· Accommodatiops ;.~ Outer Banks Info :~ Hilton Bead Golf ;~ Charlestop 
G..o.U 

"The holes along the Roanoke sound are among 
the most beautiful in the Eastern United States." 

Na s Head Golf Links wi wild sea asses abundant v--' 
!t,et1andC~ and rol ng sand dunes, 1s tru y a Scottis inks . 
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 . 

amp Regular 

Yards 4415 126 5717 
Par 71 71 

Rating 66.9 

Slope 126 

For more information: 

Nags Head Golf links 
Nags Head, North Carolina 
8001851-9404 or 9191441-8073 

Architect: Bob Moore 
PGA Golf Professional: Danny Agapion 

Course Records: Championship - 64,· Ladies-
70 

Click for Scorecard 

m ~!~!~!8~~ 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

Ill Back to Outer Banks Golf Planner II Back to the Outer Banks Home Pue 

Tllese pages prepared by Aes(r Com.,putil!£ Inc. Copyright 0 1994·1998 by Aelir Computil!g, Inc. All 
illlages col!tail!ed on this site ue copyrighted to Individual graphics artists/companies, and may not be 
aed in ay form without prior licensing. · 

Jattp://www.aeslr.com/Golf/OuterBanks/NacsHead.Jatml Paae 1 of 1 
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Painted BIDs Golf Course •• Audubon 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 
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 1 00-year flood plain. Since we began 
the design of the golf course. we were aware of the need for 
sensitivity to the power and impad 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 charaderistics 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 impads on the 
area. No insedicides 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 Etiguette] [Weather) [Ecologx] 
[Linkal [Message trom Mike) 

http://spokaaeaolf.eomleeoloay.html 
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Chesapeake Bay Golf Club Online 

CBGC Golf 
Course Preview 

1998 Greens Fees & Rates 
Membership Information 
1998 Membership Rates 

Tournaments 
Upcoming Events & News 

Outing Information 
Twilight l..ea&Ue 
50 & Over Club 

New! Clubhouse 
The Blue Heron Room 
Weddings & 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 Fittin~ 

Club Re.pair Center 
ProTjps 

Golf Tips b.y Brandt 

Map & Directions 
GolfLinlcs 

7129198 2:13 PM 

WELCOME TO ....... Mty 22 

Chesapeake:~· :::~~!;; 
Bay Golf . Dmner 

Club ~ ~A~G ~~!a~ rn 
Online 
Play Chesapeake and you will 
meander through forest, around . 
wetlands, along rolling hills and down 
farrways linea with tre~. our 
cnaJlengmg I 8 h6le 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 PGA Professi(I(W 
clubhouse. 
Our amenities include our fme 
dining restaurant, The Blue 
Heron Room, Golf Shots 

Pub, Men's & Women's Locker Facilities, fully stocked 
designer Pro ShQp, 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, weddin& receptions, banquets 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 
2J 



Legacy Golf Course 7129198 2:10 PM 

Global Golf )ill · 

LEGACY GOLF COURSE 
Contact Information 
lal,cfiwood Ranch. 
Sarasota 

1B..: (941) 907-7067 

Legacy is an upscale, 18-hole championship daily.:fee-play 
course, different from anything found in this region. Tucked intQ 
the existing forested wetlands, Legacy is a virtual nature 

living up to the LakiWOOd Ranch theme, the "nature 
.:....-..r.--._...1 

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 66.5n1.3 111/118 
Forward 4886 68.0 108 

Map & local Information 
MAP REFERENCE NUMBER: 14 

Personnel 
Course Architect: Arnold Palmer and Palmer Design Company 
Director of Golf: Patrick Cattanach Head Profesional: Linzy Clark 

[Hreclorof~HoJ- ~~~~OW!~,, 
AUG 19!998 B 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

• 

• 

• 
bttp :1/www .clobalcolf.colllfUSA/Fiorid.a/Sarasota/play _atiLecaey/lad.u.btml 
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Killington Golf Course Joins Audubon Cooperative Sanctuary System 7129/98 2:03 PM 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

Contact: Kim Annstrong ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ \W ~ fill 
AUG 1 9 1998 lJ (802) 422-6226 

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 laodownet 
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 wild1 

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, 1 
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 stJ 
player's existing game through personal instruction, and plenty of practice on this challe 
course. 

http:/1135.145.28.175/Press/Golf·Audobon.html Page 1 of l 
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COASTAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 
Marine Biological & Wetland Environmental Consulting Services 

-. MEMORANDUM 
, ' 

rru~~~~w~rm 
lil) AUG 2 0 1998 L!::..j 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSIOI\i 

TO: .. _ HELLMAN PROPERTIES-DAVE BARTLETI AND JERRY TONE 
·_ CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION STAFF 

_.- ..,.,.. . ~ . -.. .. , -
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I -. "SUBJECT: ~OTENTIAL WATER QUALITY CONSTRAINTS ON HELLMAN 
' J WETLANDS -RESTORATION AND. ALTERNATIVES TO LESSEN 
I~~~-~ ------~-----P_OTENTIAL-IMPACTS--~---"-~--=-~·-_,-=---..-:"""~ --. -- ---- ;---- --------

Historical Perspective 
• \ I 

The San Gabriel River originally 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 
freshwater flow in the lower reaches of the river so that any significant amounts of freshwater in 
the river OCCW'S 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 macroinvertebratc 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 mid-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 eftlucnt and brine were still being discharged into 1he river. By 1966, all of the agencies . 
that were dumping-waste into the River had ceased the discharges and biological conditions in the. 
River improved ~umer ~d Strachan 1969). Nineteen species of bcn1hic invertebrates were 
collected in 1966. Two ·new electrical generation stations, ·1he Haynes-Alamitos and Scattergood 
·Generating 'Stations, . were built to replace the Original electrical generating Station during the 
· 1960s. The volume the twO 1hermally-enhanced discharges W~~.4-X 109 1 per day by 1988; a 
cooling water chalmel for the generating facilities was const:rUctCci iriunediately east of the River 
which provides water io the generBting stations. __ ' , · · ·, · 

. . . ·' 

Water qUality conditions ~ved during the early l970's. ,.R~ reported 25 species ofbmthic 
invertebrates in 1970 and 34 species in 1971, -With the pei-centage of the pollution-tolerimt 

· Capitella capitata declining from 13% in 1970 to 3.S% in 1971 (Reish 1970, 1971). Through the 
. " . . . . 

"· ,. , . - ' 

• 
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1970s, four sewage treatment plants were 'constructed along ~ freshwater portion of the River 
(Anderson et al. 1993) and by 1988 were discharging 3.8 x 10~ 1/day of tertiary treated waste. 
Since the 1970s, benthic sp~es diversity has decrees¢. The decline however, was $ibuted to 

: , the accidental introduction of.the 'fishJ'ilapia mossambica, which is an omnivore and feeds on ..• 
benthic invertebrates _and algae in !;he river (~der5on et ·al 1993).. , · ~ ·, · · ·. , . ' ' . 

. -'. . . . < .. ·' ·_: \_:,.' .' . ' ., ... , -.. :'-. '1·. . :· . . I . ' , 
I It -

.' '· Current Biological ConditionS iD -~San Gabriel River "':·. - . ~- .. -. . / I -. \. - r' 
· .. • ~- · .r -·-:··.' ._ -L .. .--~,..:<~.:.: -.. ~ ~::;.:<i,>-,·~ .. ~.: .. , .. .:·: ... ~.·-,.,! __ ,{:' ·1: ·~- . ..;._ ~ ~ •. ", ...• · ~ ,, _ : .· 

, · Dming years when Sedim~ (ICCWllulate ·· alQ.ng the banks of the River, brackish-water marshes 
~r tend to form along.thereach of_the.San Gabriel RiVe.r near the I-22 bridge upstreani of the· 
(, · He11;1IW1. Ranch property.~ The~ brac:id5h. Watei .iwsh conSists PmnanlY of Catt8its aru~· buiiush. 

Great-blue _herons, black-crowned night herons, ·.snowy egrets, great egretS, various dabbling 
ducks, pelicans, cormorants, 8Jld terDs have ~ observed along the marsh. banks, in the marsh · 
vegetation, or foraging in the river (Rick WarC, personal observations):. Downriver, the channel iS 

. ' . 

lined wi!h large rip QP which ~ roQsting habitat for· gulls, pelicans, herons, and cOrmorants .. , 
Sportfisheimen coilgregate 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 loe31 fish (Ware, . 

. personal observations) .. Watefquality coD.ditions il\..the Low_San Gabriel River are.apparently--·-.- --~-
adequate to· support the growth of maish habitats along the banks and attract higher-trophic ·level 
predators whiCh forage in ·tho River and cooling channel. Because these higher trophic level· . 
species (fish 'imd.birds) are present,· invertebrate and lower-trophic level fishes are likely not a . -' 
limited resource in the River. ~ ,_ ·: .. - · · " · - · · _\. · 

' -.. 
.. Water Quality : . · .. ·-v 

. . 

Water temperature is typically elevaied year aroUnd in the river as a result of thermal discharges 
from the Haynes-Alamitos and Scattergood Generating Stations. Seasonal fluctuations in ~ 
temperatures, dissolved oxygen, and pH occur along the reaches of the San Gabriel River (MBC 
Applied Environmental Sciences 1995) and also vmy 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 .A.Il.sel~ County watershed. r- , · 

- ' ' i """ . _, ' 

· 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 aie 
above 6 millisrams per liter (mgll) at offshore stations during most of the year, but frequently are , 
lower than S mgll near _the generating stations, which is below the threshold levelS needed to · · 

. ~ • sUstain.llquatic life •. Regional .)Vater Quality Control BOard (RWQCB) data tor .the River · 
·~ -~ :, · · / _ sampling· station·&! the Pacil!c Coast HighWay (PCH) bridge station betWeen Septembef l~S and . . . 

· . · -May 1979 indicate the mean ~ was 75.~ degrees F, anq _ranged between 48.8 to. 88.8 -
. ~F."Seaso~·flu~~~.b~~~-above~m~tem~·o(. !,. 

~ 75.9 degrees. F ~ fteqUently. ir.respeCtiVe of season.· Thermal maxmJ.a, dissolved oxygen : -, . '. · 
. minima, (<~ _mgll),.and I~)wer pH ( <7.5) occur ~oSt ~y between June and September; .-:-. > . ~. , ·. . .. 

. - .-. _p:: ;--_ ~ __ -;._-·. -:-..··>~-_~;;_,-.f-. :;-;.¥;\.~:.-~:...M·~·· . ..:.~ .• -.:..~_-;. ~:_:·.( .. ;.>: .. - r--~)·_ .• :L -~r ;..,_·.<.:-:·_: '"~ .. -t • • ··: l_/~ - - _, 

··; 
1 ..:.waied~~wer~in~bYM9trattA,:Nichoi~~mid:sep~h« . .l997tc(-'--.: · i·~·..,, 

. early AuguSt 1~8 m the San Gabriel RiVer at the ciilVert connection io the Hellman property; ,in ' . I --~-
. - the HaynC! Cooling Cb.anneJ.adjacent to the J:lellman site, ancrat Inner Bolsa Bay at B~W!·c:bica I · L 

. ~--· .. as~ control site.--T~ iD. the S~ ~rielRivcrrimgCd between 58iand 81 degrees;-~e .. -: 
~.. 1 . average temperature was 68 degrees., This compares to a tem.pei'!ItUrC range of 58 to 73 degrees m .·. . \ , _ .. ,, . 
. . _ . ·. . . ; the HayDJS-C<?Oling Channel' and a.~ pmge ~~f S~ ~ 78 ~.in ~cr -8olsa. The-·. . . ·:. ~ ->:_~ .-

i~id~~1~:Y:' "~i-:k~!tilll,.~L.:~!:{:;:,J::,t~t~t,f~ti!·,::~:~~~:,:,;t:;;.;l~~i~~~!\' 
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avenige temperature was 64 degrees in both the Haynes Cooling Chamiel and Inner Bolsa Bay • 
The average and maximum temperatUreS recor<led in .the San· Gabriel Riv~ were subst8ntiany 
lower than those measured by the RWQCB in the 1960's and 1970's as addressed above and are . 
comparable to thoSe of the-Haynes_ Channel and Inner Bols& Bay. ·· . · . - - · -;; . 

.. ~:: .. ·;~ '· ... ,.,.<. )1.· ::.... -;'·--:-_:.:·.,··_._ ·< r-~t - •• I ·';; •. : .. >· .··.":"~I-.<:':;-,_- -~..;.1, ... 
lmpae(S of San Gabriel Biver Water Oua1itv on Aguade and MariDe Life _ . · ,· .;, · · 

. • :-- ;: - .... · .... ..... ~,-~~~ ~ ~· .. ·~.- . ··-..·:. :·.'l ~.~.:.. ·: ... ~ : ~ ;; ·· ....... ,. , .. , ~ < ·~!-· "• ·~~·-~: .· . · t ; .. ~ I -:-- ... r~·~j·, ~·:-:-__ 

~--- 1~ .. , _ _.lt·.-: , • ~ imPact5,on ~c.and ~life d~g~pelicKis?of!Dfi water~~ i~w; 
i _. ·-. ·: , __ ·. _. . diSsolved oxygen Will mc~ude ~ ph~Stol<>g~~--~ ~d,~ ~~ ~~ 
1 • • • •• • •• •• • .. ;.-an~ abundances of both y;ater column (L~.;fish and planktOn) 8nd bentliic speaes (ammals 1hat 
·~ .,_ < ~· .' \: .. 'I Jive. On or iQ::the channel bououii). 'These conditions howevii-. are not unlike DatUrat condltfims 
. . ··· · > · - ·· · 1hat occUr fn higher ~es of southem California bll)'$ aDd eStuarieS, ~ch ·as Upper NewPort · 

l : · - ~ . Bay, Inner Bolsa Bay, and the Tijuana Estwuy.. During these periods,' flora and fauna .that are . 
; · '- .. · better aclaptCd ~ . these conditions Win capitalize on the· inabilitY of.:e~thers · to tolerate ·the · 

, .· --.· . earvirOmnental conditions, and will temPorarily· ~ the dominant form.S until SeasOnal 

·" ;. \ 

.s,_""·_ •• 

·. 

. - ' -~ 

'· . .,_ 

.. ..,· 

v ·, ~ extremeS in witer quali~ conditions pass. The only· difference 1s that beC:ause the tempera.tlires in 
·. '. the San Gabriel Jtiyer are elevated for a longer period du.rinl the }rear, the biological communities 

:.. · .. -of:water.eolumn'and benthic'Species may be-suppressed to a gfeater degree. than areaitbat are nor:---
. . subjected t0 coDsmnt themial saress.; -~ .. _ . -~ ·. I • '· \,-.- · . '· · :. . ,. ,,_·. :. ·,, •. 

·, : .,: . .....:, ·: ... : ·.-. ., . . '":" . . ~ }. . . . . .. 
- :... • '. • • .... ' - ..... • :. . . t .... 

The HeJhrian Site lies within the Lower Reaches of the Sari o&briel River tidal prism. (Hydro Unit -
~OS.lS, 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 quaJity·due to elevated 
· - · ~levels of c:Ontaininantsin fish tissucL · · · ' ~ · · 

• -~ .. .. t •• 

Non-tidal.portions ofthe Lower San Gabriel River' (Hydro Unit 40S.1S) and u~ San Gabriel 
·River (Hydro Unit 40S.41) were fisted as "Intermediate Quality" bodies of water that generally· 
support beneficial uses with an occasional degradation of water qnality. Potential threats include 
elevated contanrinants in fish tissues and drinking water impairment resulting fi'om bOth point 
source and non-point sources. 

To put these termS.~- and "intermediate" ·in perspecdve, other estuarine and~ 
water quality "impaired" bodies in the vicinity_ include: the Ballona Wetlands, Colorado Lagoon· · 

' (Alamitos Bay). Upper Newport Bay, mid Mugu Lagoon (twO of the most productive inarshes in 
~omia), Long Beach Inner Harbor. Los Angeles Harbor, Marina del Rey, San Monica Bay, 
San Pedro B~ (to·which the San Gabriel River flows) Aliso Creek. San Juali Q:eeiC, T'JjuaDa 
River~_Jijualia Estuary, Agua Hedionda LagOon, Baiiquitos Lagoon, Famosa Slough, San E1ijo 

, ~- LagO<JD: Mission Bay, San Diego Bay, and the Coastline __ of San. Diego County (State ResioiW -~ ·, 
WatefQualityControlBoafd1990). · · . " 1 .:_:.. • . :-- • • _.,,.. '-: -.,, • '· ;. '· 

~- ~-'." ··.:_-'-~:-. _;_·.,~~.::·· .... t' ,~!~~~/.: ·-~~-~-: -~~ . -~ .. :;-I;·:-~·~:·-~·~_'_ . 
~ ·potepdaJ Impact! of San Gabriel River Water OyaBty oil Cbe Proposed Bellmen Wllflm+ ·_. · 

. ..,.t\': .. --_. ·: r- \ .. · . r ·-; · ·· ; · · ·., -. . .. : ... : - ·_ ·, , ·- · -\. ·_! --. · . ·:....' .... ; . _. -: i.'-- ... 

• 

• 

I . ~raies, Fish,....and 'Siaorebiids .. -:\Yater ~-ionditioos~willlikefY inirtorJea~al : ... 
. .-'. :.c -~~ . changes that: pc:cur m the SiD Gabriel River and beC8use. tidal floWc is ~.there wm be. a .. ' . . ~ ' . : 

[· .. . ' . cOnstant inflow' of Water~' to tb.C ~ typical of, the ranp·of tiaes 'to muted tidal.S)'Ste~Ds sudi. ;; ~ . ~. ·-
... _-~_Inner Bolsa Baf. :. W- qu8Hti m thO Hellnlaft· wetlands ·fi expected to remain filvorable to ..e· , i. · . , 

arowfh. and estabtisbgJCm of wedaad plants, various ilrv~ 1i'ho and birds 1broughout ~ ' . .- . · . · ._ . ;II·-,... . 

..... ~·· · year:- Howev~. periodic dCgraditioi:l in water cPalltY~ pirtiCulady elevated temperatures and low- · . 
: ~lved · 9XY&Cm leVels ·may. OcCUf ·when ·these· Conditiois ~ in· th~ ·san Oabrid Rivii-. ~ . .~--.• 

"f _. · -· . • : .M9~ & .Nichol Engineers (1997) eStimated the ~deo.ce time of the systei;o wili be leis .d:um 7 . ' \ _. _ ·'· 

-~~-~£~~~~t~ii'~~~~~I~r!it~~~,~~~li~t~t~~:~rl~&\~~~~~·~:::: 
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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 value of the wetland in both a local-and a regional perspective. -

. - -· ·, ~~ . .. . <, . . . . ;• : ·, . ' . ~ . ·- . . - / . ' '\. 

.. :: ~ ... 

A year-around, thermally-stressed_ ~str:zn would result .in a lqwer .· div~ of invertebrates and 
fish thaD a system n~t thermally ,stressed. . The communitieS cif a thermally:stressed system would . . ·. 

, -.. ~ • consist of feWei: species but perhaps high~ deDsities of species that are tolerant of elevated water ·. 

.. , . 

~ •. ·temperatures. Worms (polycluletes and oligochaetes), ·clams, imdJDsect larvae would be present · . 
. r -. year around and would provide a food base for reSident fishes, \ie .• gobies),'transient fislies (i.e.,· ! ,r- _-' ,, ' 

I ' .'\ j •• ~ topSm.eltaild halibut),. oveiwintering and resident species of ShorebU:ds, waterfowl,' and marsh' 
~-- ·-:-- • •h- ,,.,,birds.,~ • 'I ' . • . .., .... ~:._:·_ ': ~'·f.'. ·.'. ,. #. ,.·} ,• --.• • "' . • -~·~-. 

- _ _.~ - #'.. - • \ ·'---·. ;' .. -~ ·: ~-~··:\ 

_,. .. " ... 

• 

- . ','. ~---.. ... ;.~. . . ...... --.-:-~ ·.. . .! ·. . ' -. . .. -. . ,; 

· . Wetland plants-algae. Prolonged7 high temperatures .would result in a greater abundance of 
.; ·. opportt.tirlstic plants, such a5 blue-green· algae (cyanophYtes), and benthic algae (E1Jteromorpha 
. . and Ulva)wbich commonly, ocCur on mudflats of bays, e<;>asial lagoons, and estuaiies'_ of southern '::.. 

~alifoinia. .While these·· taxa commonly occur· 'year-around in southem Califomia;·.-high · · 
· 'temperatures, elevated conceritrations of nutrients, and limited water circulation will stimulate . · 

~-----•algal growth and could resUlt in·a eutrophic" (ove~produCtive) System..The worse-case, shOrt-term . :·--=·='- .,.~...., ... 
event would be a die off oft?enthic inverteb~ and fish in the wetland channels when·Stagnation ' 

_·_occUrs, due to high temperatures and low dissolved oxygen levels. ·-:This-would trigger fi.uther 
decay and. stagnation if water. exchange,' ~ough tidal ilifluence is'minimal · ·· .· · · 

: ! '. - • .. - '•. ...... . ..... ., -. . .... 

Vascular manh flora .. A number of parameters affect the makeup of the coastal salt marsh plant 
: . communitY arid productivity. -Tidal inwidatioU: .. 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 ~dergo 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, bec8use some species (such as 
_ pickleweed) aie more tolerant of drought conditions and higher soil-salliiities than others (suCh !IS 

cordgrass). Ov~ the long-ti:rm, pickleweed is likely to dominant over cordgrass. PeriOdic floods 
will stimulate s&lt marsheS through increased seed. prOduction of picldeweed and cordgrass. 

-However, longer periods of inundation and retention of fresh water Win promote the establishment · 
of brackish marsh species ~ch as sedge. C8ttai1s and tUsh '!hi~ c;lecreaSe5 the habitat value and 
'the function of the ~tidal wetland. The~. can be _cl~sed to .floo_gs if appropriate by use 

f ood - 1 . 'gate . - . . . I . . . . -~ . . . . :. o a w en stop- og . · ·. . • .. ·- ., . . · · · .. . . . . . . · ·· : . ·· .. . . 
'· . • .~ ~·:.' ..• ·.- ..... ·~ .. ,.-: ·, .. ::, '\~-~ ~· . :.. ,..; .• ~:~ .'~.,.. .. · ·, ··,. :· I._""::.'-/; 

" Nutrients (i.e .•. nitrogen ai1d phosphate) should not~ ~ting. 1 Qverstimulati~n 9(the wetlands 
: . ' -through Poor golf course management could ~t ~ ~trophic c_onditi~~:. Because ofthe design·.\' 

~· and inlplementation of the proposed golf 90urse ~~~·managem~ plans, ~-~ . 
- --.:probl~.sh~~d -;tot_~····: . ; . ': /\. :~ .• 1- :.._ :·':"' i '\· .t ..t:~ ... -~ . . ... ' . \· . ' .. ,_: 

••. / .- ..... ~: ~ '·+ '-.·-~-~·--. ·~-')-·-.• ·:..._?~.-~_._·,~··.:._.,.;~-· · ..... ~~~~·::.", .:::.>---~ ·-.. " ~-·":?~----_.··.\ .. / .. .~, . . :J:_': --,. ~._ ' -

;. . Alternatives to Reduce "Potential Adverse ImpaCts of San Gabriel RiVer Water Ou8Jitv oD 

'-

-' 
/ 

. -
· the Hellman Wetland Resources · ; ( · · · .. · :, .:. :. .i- · ' ' j, · ·· 

·- --· " .. : :'•- -.... ' ' : ·• !.'. · ... "l ~·.(\.;-:·; . :'""-_. ": -~~: .' !; :., -i :0, . ·.· . ·: 1,.... - ..._ -'.. I -· .\ ' 

.. /. -• · .Utilize aeration systems within the culvert and m areas of the Wetlands to increase the level' of · · i -· 

• -~ ~ · ~·-· - ·. ~: ~~ved.~~~enWhenl~~fall~l~-'~·- · .. : ·_: f3'. >-,-- • ·1 ~- • ·\ - • • . ___ • 

-~U~~~iJt-~~;;-~~~~~~ ~,~:~~~:{.r-:2~-~t~t~i~~~;:_i~]~~~~~::~~-,J~.J~;,:;~,,~-}.'.t~·; 
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• Control the inflow ofwiter from the ~an Gabriel River ~g episodes of floodin8, oil spills, . 
or other periods of water qualitY. degradation thrOugh the manual or automatic opening of the . 

' . ti"dc trat .... · . • ' :... . . ', . . . .. 
~ ... 1 • .• ,. • · ': .. - ~_:. , ,..,.. / ·:.. -.· •• \·'a 

,,/ "':-..... ·I . ~ ! "· . ! ·. 
. ;" . . . . ( . \ . . . . -. .:.. . '. / ' . - •. . '• . i- ,. :-: ... ·.- \ .. 

• · Install a trash and debris Screen on the culvert to reduce the inflow of trash' and riverbomc 

. ' 

-· 
·, ~· .- .. de~riS from_~tenng the Wetlands_·_.-: : . . . . . : /· ..._· ·. ,-_.~ . ~~ ; < ·· . : . . 1. . • 

1 
. 1~- ·- ' 

- .•. - · .. ··! _: ;..,. : ... - .. ·'t. i 11 -'·· ·:~_:·':·_:-.(;<~~:2:'' >.::-.. . '..:.-: ·-~~::· ...... · ... · .· .. ·, ~:e.·.··-r/· i!_. :· .. l·.· 
,, ---~~ · -~. ·. · •- .Monitor-watei qualitY :conditioils oit _a bi-weeklY buis in d1e San :Gabrict :River 1111cr the' _. 

_._, _ ·- ·. '!Hellman 'W~d Channels to' plan· f'oi:_potential ·times when..~ -quality _may become- . 
~ - !. * :: : ... · ... ~~ .' .. .- adverse to the' wetl8nds. ~.,... .... ,, .. "7 - .. '. ... • •a • ~ - --: .. :: -~·- .. r~i: ., ...... ,: .-. :. ·.. ;1 .• -~: . .... .. / • . . . . . .. ---· ·-· ;·..:;. ~·-----~-- '·- ~ ,_.--_. ··,>,ii ... . ~-~ ::~_:' ;;<-:: .·: "··..-

> ./ . . il .. :·{ :.>_.,-~~-~-<~:; '._ . /. ~'-· .. Y., .. _:._ /,·:·.-,·~~·:: ·._ '-
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. Prepared fo:r:_ S~uthem California Edison and tho Los Angole$. Regional :Water Quality ... ~:, '· · 
Control Boaili .· · ·f· -- · ·. · - . , · · · - · . · ·. : ~ · · 
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- -Moffatt & Nichol Engineers. 1997. Final Hellman Ranch Wetland Restoration Plan: . Prepared 
in Associatio~ with Coastal Resources-Management and Michael Brandman .AssoCi&tes. 

Reish, D.J. 195(;. An ecological study of Lower San Gabriel River, C~omia wi~ special 
ref~ce to pollution. ·Cali£ Fish Game 42(1):51-61. 
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RESOLUTION NUM_BER ~2 lb llii I& u '!! tb I ! lj 
· NOV 2 4 1997 JJdJ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL ()}! CALIFORNIA 
THE CITY OF SEAL BEACH CERTlFYING'ASTAl COMMISSION 

THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT FOR THB HELLMAN RANCH 
SPECIFIC PLAN; ADOPfiNG THE 
MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM; 
ADOPriNG 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 COUNCD... OF THE CITY OF SEAL BEACH DOES HEREBY 
FIND, DETERMINE AND RESOLVE: 

Section 1. Hellman Rancb U..C (the "Applicant") bas submitted 10 
the City of Seal Beacb (tbe •city") a development application for the Hellman Ra.Dcb 
and adjoining properties. The request is 10 amend the General Plan and adopt tbe 
Hellman R.ancb Specific Plan ("HRSP") wb.icb will replace the existing General Plan 
land use designation and Specific Plan zoning designations within tbe boun~es of the 
proposed Specific Plan. The proposed Specific Plan would regulate an land use 
development on the project site. The Development Regulations section of the proposed 
Specific Plan would provide pidance on tbe implementation of each PlanninJ Area, 
including tbe permitted uses. conditional uses, and prohibited uses. Also provided ~ 
development standards, overall design concepts and general design guidelines for an the 
land uses that could be developed within tbe Specific Plan area (coDeCtively,·tbe HRSP 
and associated development entitlement requests are referred to herein u the 
•Project"). AJ shown on Figure 3-3 of tbe Draft EtR, tbe proposed HeDman Ranch 
Specific Plan anocatcs land uses over tbe 231.3-acre property into tea (1 0) distinct 
Planning Areas. The legal description for tbe Bellman Ranch Specific Plan area (the 
•Property•) is provided as •Exhibit A •, attached hereto ud inco!pOrated herein by 
reference. 

Section 2. 1be City prepared an Initial Environmental Study for tbe 
l'rojects pursuant to Section 15063 of tbe State Guidelines for implementation of tbe 
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California Environmcutal Quality Act ("CEQA "). · 1be InitiaJ Study concluded that thea • 
was substantial evidcuce that the Projecc miabt have a 1iplficant environmental impact 
on ~everal specifically idcutified resources IDd govemmcutal services. 1be Initial Study 
was distn"buted for public review OD November 26, 1996 for a thirty (30) day public 
JeView period that ended on December 30, 1996. 

SOc:tion"' 3. i'Unuant to State CBQA GuJdeliDes Sections 15064 and 
15081, and based upon the mf'onnation contained iD the Initial Study, a dedsioD was 
made to prepare an Environmental Impact Report ("ElR.") for the Project. A Notice of . 
PRparation of Draft Environmental Impact Report ("D:EIR.") was prepared for the 
Ploject and sent to the State CJearin&house iD the Office of Planning and Research for the 
State of California and to other· responSl,le, tnlstee, andlor iDterested agencies ad 
persons. 1be City coatrac:ted with an independent consultant for the preparation of the 
EIR.. . 

Section 4. On December 10, 1996 a public scopina medina was held 
before the City's Environmental Quality Control Board. The public scopinJ meetin& was 
noticed by publication iD the local press, by posting at City HaU and at each libi'U)' 
within the City, and through an announcement on cable television. Tbe meetina p!Ovided 
an introduction to the project and the CEQA process, and provjded an opponunity for the 
public and interested a&encies to commcut on the issues to be analyzed in tbe EIR.. 

Section 5. On AprilS, 1997, the D:EIR. was completed. Pursuant to State 
CEQA Guidelines Secdon 15085, the City prepared a Notice. of Completion of the DmR. 
which was flied by mail with the State Office of PJannin& and R.eseuch on April I, 1997. 
A copy of the Notice of Completion and of the mailing Ji• to aaencies and interested 
iDdMduals, is included in the Pinal Envhorunental Impact Report ("FEIR"). 1be DBIR · 
was circulated to interested persons IDd agencies between April a. 1997 and May 27. 
1997 for a 45-day comment period pursuant to State CBQA Guidelines Section 15087(c). 
Duly noticed public meetinas were beld before the City's EnvironmeDtll Quality Control. 
Board on May 6 and May 20, 1997 for the purpo~e of taldna public commeDts reprdiDJ 
the DEllt Duly Doticed public meetinas wen held before tbe City'' ArchaeolOJical 
Advisory Committee OD April 30, May 14, and May 21 for the purpose of ta1ciD& p.ib1jc 
comments reprdi.rc tbe Cultural Resources ~ (Section 5.8) of the DEIR. 

Section 6. ID response to the circulation rA the DEIR., the City received 
written and oral commeDts, and additional mf'ormation from spriDJ surveys ccmdueled by 
the Applicant's consultants for the Beldin&'• savannah spanow, burrowiDa owl, IDCI 

· sensitive plaDt species. which resulted iD the identiftcation of additional ~gnlftciDI 
eavironmental impacts to the eaviroruneat. Based upon that additional infoJ1111tkm, tbe 
City pn=pared and circulated a •Revised Draft EnviJOnmental Impact :Report" 
("RDEtR.•), which was completed on June 5, 1997. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines 
Sec:tion 15085, the City prepared a Nodce of Completion of the RDEIR. which was filed 
by mail with the State Office ofPlannin& and Research OD June 10, 1997. A copy of the 
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Notice of Completion and of the mailing list to agencies and interested individuals, is 
included in the FEIR. The RDEIR. w~ circulated to interested persons and agencies 
between June 5, 1997 and July 23, 1997 for a 45-day comment period pursuant to Swe 

• CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(c). A duly noticed public meeting were held before the 
City Environmental Quality Control BoanS on June 24, 1997 for the purpose of taking 
public comments regarding the RD:ent · 

Section 7. ID respc)nse to the circulation of the DEIR and the RD:EIR, the 
City received written and oral comments regarding the adequacy of the DEIR. and the 
RDEllt The City prepared written responses to alJ comments which raised signifitUt 
environmental issues. The City incorpomed the comments and the City's responses into 
the FEIR and returned responses to commenting agencies at least ten (1 0) days prior to 
the Certification of the FEIR., pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5. 

Section 8. The FEIR is comprised of the DFlR circulated April 8, 1997, 
the RDEIR circulated June 5, 1997, including any revisions thereto and appendices; the · 
list of persons, organizations and public agencies which commented on the DEIR and 
RDEIR; the comments which were received by the City regarding the DEIR and RDEIR 
and the City's written responses to significant environmental points raised in the public 
review and comment process, each of which is incoipOrated herein and made a pan 
hereof by this reference • 

Section 9. 1be Planning Commission held a duly noticed public bearing 
on the FER 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 purpose of the hearing 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 hearing OD 

September 22, 1997. 

Section 1 1. 1be fiDdings made in this Resolution are based upcm the 
information and evidence set fonh in the FEIR and upon other substantial evidence which 
has been presented in the record of this procetding. 1be documents, staff' reports, 
technical studies, appendices, plans, specifications, and other materials that constitute the 
record of proceedings on which this Resolution is based and the F.EJ:R. for the Project are 
on file and available for public examination during nonnal business hours in the Office of 
the Director of Development Services of the City of Seal Beach, 211 Eighth Street, Seal 
Beach, California 90740. 1be custodian of said records is the Director of Development. 
Services of the City of Seal Beach • 
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Section 12. 1be City CouncD fincls that the public and aovemmeat 
agencies have been afforded ample notice and ~rtunity to comment on the Initial 
Study, D~ RDEIR and FEIR. 

Section 13. 1be City CouncD fincls, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sec:don 
15084(e), thai the ElR bas been independently analyzed by the City aDd its Staff', aDd that 
the ElR represents the indtpendent judgment of the City as lead agency with respect to 
the Project. 1be City Council further finds that the additional information provided iD 
the staff reports accompanying the Project descriptions and PlR., the corrections aDd 

..... modifications to the DEIR and RDER made iD response to comments (and DOt 
previously recirculated), and the evidence presented in written and oral testimoDy 
presented at the above-referenced bearing does not represent sipificant new information 
so IS to require recirculation of the ER pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
21092.1. 

Section 14. 1be City Council rmds that the comments regarding the DEIR 
and RDEIR and the responses to those comments have been received by the City; that the 
City Council has received public testimony regarding the adequacy of the FEIR.; and that 
the City Council, IS the (mal decision-making body for the Jead agency, has reviewed 
and considered an such documents and testimony prior to acting on the Project. Pursuant 

• 

to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15090, the City CouncD therefore certifies that tbe • 
FElR has been completed in compliance with CBQA. 

Section 1 s. Based upon the Initial Study, the DEIR, the FER, public and 
agency comments and the record before tbe City Council, the City CounciJ rmds that the 
Project will mn aause significant environmental impacts in the areas of LaDd Use and 
Planning (agricultural resources, disNption of established communities, compab"bDity 
with existing uses); Population and Housing (population projections, JIOwtb, bousifta 
displacement); Geolol)' (hazards, landslides and mudflows); Hydrology and Water 
Quality (Jroundwa~r quantity, alteration of flow, reduction in wa1er supplies); Air 
Quality (odors, air movement and climate change); Tnnsportation and Circulation (safety 
hazards, emerJency access, parldnJ, pedestrian or bicyclist baniers, altemadve 
transportation, air, water and raD transit); Biological Resources (Jocally desipat.ed 
species); Energy and Mineral Resources (energy conservation, waste, mineral reJOUJ"CeS 
loss); Hazards (emergency response and evacuation, health hazards, fire hazards); PaabJic 
Services (utilities, communications, water, sewer, drainap, 10lid waste); Aesthetic~ 
(ligbt and alare); Cultural Resources (paleontological resources,· ethnic cultural values, 
existing religious or sacred uses). Explanations for why tbe foregoina impacts were 
fOUDd to be insipificant are contained iD the Initial Study iD Appendix A of the DBIR, 
and also iD Section 4.0 of the FEDl In some cases, less-than-significant impacts 
identified above and Section 4.0 of the FEtR. were also discussed in detail in tbe relevam 
sections of the EIR, based upon additional field analysis or inf'onnation. 1be IIIJtiaJ • 
SIUdy's conclusions reaardinJ these Jess-than-significant impacts did DOt change u a 
resuh of this additional analysis. 
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Section 1 6. Based upon the Initial &tUdy, the EIR, public comments ad 
the record before the City Council, the City Council finds that the Project may create 
significant impacts in the areas orLand Use, Biological Resources, HydroloJY and Wiler 
Quality, &=oloJY, Haz.a.rdous M'aterials, Parks, Recreation and Open Space, Aesthetics, 
Cultural Resources, Tnnsponation and Circulation, A.ir Quality, Noise, Public Services 
and U1ilities, and Energy and Narural Resources, as funher descdbed in Exlu'bit B and in 
Table 1-2 and Section 5.0 of the FEllt.. 1be Project may create signjficant cumulative 
impacts iD the areas or biological resources, aeoloJY, cultural resources, traffic ad 
circulation, air quality, bydrology and water quality, and ooise. With the exceptions of 
certain impacts to biological resources, cultural resources, geoloJY, and air quality 

..,. identified in Article m of Exlu'bit B, the EIR identifies feasible mitigation measures for 
each impact that reduce the impact to a Jevel of insignificance. With rep.rd tD the 
aforementioned biological resources, aeolo:y, cultural resources and air quality impactS, 
the ElR identifies mitigation measures that wilJ substa.ntially Jessen each impact, althouah 
Dot to a level of insignificance. :Funher explanation for these determinations may be · 
found in Sections 2.0, 4.0, 5.1 through 5.15, inclusive, and 6.0 of the EDt · 

Section 17. In response to each significant impact identified in the Em, 
and listed in Section J 6 of this Resolution, changes or alterations are hereby JeqUired in, 
or incoxporated into, the Project which wilJ avoid or substantially Jessen the significant 
environmental impacts identified. Eacb sucb change or alteration shaD be a condition of 

. approval or the Project. 1be changes or alterations required in, or incorporated hno, 1be 
Project, and a brief explanation of the rationale for this rmding with regard to each 
impact, are contained in Exlu'bit B of this Resolution and a.rc inco1p0rat.ed herein by this 
referm:ace. 

Section 18. Section 7.0 or the EIR descn'bes, and the City Council has 
fuDy considered, a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project which might fulfill tbe 
basic objectives of the Project. 1bese alternatives include the •No Project Altemative"; 
•Existing General Plan Land Use Designation Alternative"; Alternative ODe, wiUcb 
evaluated an 86-acre restored wdland mitiJation baDk area, oo aolt course, and 250 
residential units; Alternative Two, which evaluated a 43-acre restored wetland, a 9-hole 
JOlt course, &Dd 150 residential units; and, Alternative Three, which evaluated off·aite 
wetland mitigation, ID 18·hole aolt course, and 150 residential units. 1be altematives 
identified in the EIR either would Dot sufficiently achieve the basic objectives of lbe 
Project or wculd do 10 only with unacceptAble adverse environmental implcts. 
Aa:ordi.nlly, and for any one of the reasons set fonh herein, iD tbe EIR, or iD the 
"FindinJS and :Facts in Suppon of Fmdings• document attached hereto as Exhl'bit B, 1be 
City Council finds that specific economic, social, or other considerations make infea.sible 
each of the Project alternatives, including the "No Project• alternative, identified ill lbe 
Em and each is hereby rejected. 1be City Council further finds that a good faith effon 
was made to incorporate alternatives into the preparation of the EIR., and tluU all 
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reasonable altematives we~e coasidered in the review process of the P1R and the ultimate • 
decision OD the Pro.jecu. 

Section 19. 1be City CouncU hereb)' males each of the (mclings CODtamed 
. In the •Statement of F'mclinp and Pacts in Suppon of Fmtfinls• attached hereto u 

ExluDit "B• with respect 1o each of the significam impacts defined in the FEIR ud abe 
altcmatives I.Dil)'sis. Punher. lbe City Council hereby fmds that each f'act in suppmt r4 
fmdin&ls true aDd Is based upon substantial evidence in the record, lneludin& the FBR. 
Por each enviJOnmental impact Identified iD the PEIR u •sipcant and unavoidable: 
the Cit)' Council adopts the •stafemeot of Overrldin& Considerations• ad f'orth in Exhibit 
B. 1be City Council hereb)' adopts the !ditiaatiOD Monitorin& ProJram wldch Is 
presented as Table 15-1 of the F.ErR, as modif"aed b,y the recommenda!ioas of 
Archacolo&ical Advisol')' Commlaee Resoludon 97-2. 

Section 20. Upon approval of this Resolution, the 'Di.redor of CommUII.ity 
Development is hereb)' directed to rile I Notice of Determination with the County Cia's . 
Office, County of Oranae, and the California State CJtarina~ouse pursuant to Secdoa 
21152 of the Public Resourees Code. 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

M.U.. J:Dt CenllcatioJ alllOitllli I ... ' 
• 
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HELLMAN RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN 
LEGAL DESCJUPI10NS OF SUBJECI' PROPERTIES 

QteUman Properties LLC -Hellman Ranch Prope:rl)') 

DPSCR1P110N 

1HE J..AND :RE.FSUtED 'J'O JN 11IIS REPORT IS smJATED IN 'IHE STATE OF CAJ.D:Oit.NL\, 
• COUN1Y OF OR.ANGE. a.n' OF SEAL BEAai, AND IS DESCRIBED AS POU.OWS: 

1HOSE PORnONS OF SECJlON II ANI> OF 'IHE WEST HAIJ= OF SECJ10N 12. TOWNSHIPS 
SOUlll, RANGE 12 WEST, Wl1lUN LOT C. I OF 1HE RANCHO lOS Al...AMJTOS, AS ·pa MAPS . 
J AND 2 fJl..ED IN DECREE OF PARnnON, IN 1HE SUPERIOR COURT OF CAJ.D:ORNJ.A.. JN 
AND FOR 1HE COlJN'J'Y OF lOS ANGELES, CASE NO. 13527, A CERJ'D"'EJ) COPY OF 111E 
PINAL DECREE OF SAID CASE HAVING BEEN RECORDED FEBRUAJtY 2, 1891 IN JOOJC. 14, 
PAGE 31 OF DEEDS IN 1HE OFRCE OF 'IHE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID ORANGE 
COUNlY, DESCRIBED AS FOU.OWS: 

• 

BEGJNNING AT 1HE INTERSEC'IlON OF 1HE NORlHWEST.ERLY 1lNE OF SAJD LOT 0.1, • 
ALSO BEING 1HE SOU'JHEAST.EJU.Y LINE OF 1HE ST1UP OF LAND 100 FEET IN WID1H OF 
1HE LOS ANGELES GAS AND EUC11UC CORPORAnON, WJ'1'H A 1lNE PARA.U.EL WJ1H 
AND SOl.TJHERLY 1056.14 PEr fROM 1HE NORTH J.lNE OF 1HE SOUTH HAIJ= OF SA1D 
SECJlON 11, SAlJ) INTERSEC'IlON BEING ALSO 1HE NOR1HWEST'ERLY CORNER OF LOT II 
OF 'J'JtACT NO. 1117 AS PER MAP RECORDED JN BOOK 12, PAGES 26 TO 31 INCWSIVE 0P 
MJSCEI.J..ANEOUS MAPS IN 1HE OFRCE OF 1HE COUNn' RECORDER OF SAlJ) COUNTY OF 
ORANGE; 'JHENCE. AlONG 1HE NORniERLY BOUNDAJtY OF SAID TRAer, ANI> AlONG 
THE NORTHERLY JOUNDAJtY OP TRAer NO. 2590 AS PER. MAP RECORDED IN JOOJC. 12, 
PAGES 32 'J'O 38 JNCWSJVE OF SAJD MlSCEll.ANEOUS MAPS, 1HE fOU.O'WING COURSES: 
SOU11119 DEGREES 47' 55• EAST .535.26 FEET; SOUTH J7 DEGREES 39' so• EAST 2.24.12 PEEr; . 
SOU'IH 5I DEGREES 14' 20• EAST 233.06 fEET; NORTH 13 DEGREES 25' 10• EAST 413.32 
fEET; NORTH 6'7 DEGREES .51' 55• EAST 235.00 fEET; NORTH 13 DEGREES 25' 3.5• lAST 
110.30 FEET; NORTH 54 DEGR.EE.S U»' so• EASJ' 139.31 FEET; SOUTH 19 DEGR.EE.S 47' JS• 
EAST 2640.5'7 fEET; AND SOU1H 44 DEGR.EE.S 52' OJ• EAST 541.61 fEET 'J'O 1HE 'WES1'SRLY 
liNE OF BAY BOULEY AJU>; 1HENC£. AlONG SAID WESTERLY L1NE. NORTH 30 DEGIEES 
Sl' oo- EAST 1702.41 F.EEr TO 1HE 50\.TJHWEST.ERLY UNE OF 1HE LAND DESCUBED IN 
1HE DEED TO 'DIE REDEVELOPMENT CENTER OF 1HE an' OF SEAL BEAai. RECOJU)EI) 
fEBRUARY 2'7, J9761N BOOK U6SI, PAGE 176'7 OF omaAL RECORDS; 'l'HENC£ NOJl1H 65 
J)EGJtEES 43' c• WEST 1344.43 FEET AlONG SAJD SOl.J1HWESTEJlLY JJNE TO 1HE 
SO\J1HEASTERLY CORNER OF 'J'HAT CEilTAlN PARCEL OF LA.ND SHOWN AS CONTAJNING 
1~.077 AalES ON A MAP fJLED IN BOOK 13, PAGE 22 OF RECORD OF SURVEY$ IN 1HE 
OFflC£ Of 1HE COUNTY RECORDER Of SAm COUNTY Of ORANGE, BEING ALSO 1HE 
S01J'11f.EAST.ERLY CORNER OF THE LAND DESOUBED AS PARCEL CI·I04 IN 1HE DiiD TO 
1HE ORANGE COtJNn' fLOOD CONnOL J)JSTJUer, RECORDED JANUAJtY 2'7, 19611N BOOK 
5609, PAGE 69 OF omaAL RECORDSi THENCE. AlONG THE BOUNDAJtY OF SAJD I.AND, • 
NORTH 19 DEGREES 41' 27• WEST 310.00 fEET; NORTH 53 DEGREES S4' 46• WEST 1116.61 
fEET; NORTH 19 DEGREES 41' m• WEST 3JO.OO fEET; AND NOR1H 0 DEGREES 09' •• EAST 
60.15 fEET 'J'O THE BOUNDAJtY J.lNE BEI'WEEN STAnONS I AND 2 Of LOS ANGElS AND 

..... - Clilftl&calioe ........ .. I 
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ORANGE C01JN11ES, AS SURVEYED BY THE COl.TNTV SURVEYOR OF SAID LOS ANGEl..ES 
COUN'J'Y, AND EST ABU SHED BY THE CAJ.,D:ORNIA UGJSLA1URE IN 1919, AND AS SHOWN 
ON LOS ANGEJ...ES COUNTY SURVEYOR'S MAP NO. IJ?S RECORDED IN BOOK 39, PAGE 52 
OF MJSCEI.l..ANEOUS RECORDS IN 1HE OF'PJCE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID LOS 
ANGELES COUNIY; THENCE SOU'J'H 51 DEGREES 06' 51• WEST 2979.04 F.EET TO 1HE 
IN'T.ER·SEcnON WITH THE LINE DESCRIBED IN SEAL BEAOI BOUNDARY AGREEMENT 
NO.2. AS DESCRIBED IN DOCUMENT NO. 4889 RECORDED APJUL I, 19168 IN .BOOK 1565, 
PAGE J OF OFflaAL RECORDS: 'JHENCE. ALONG SAID AGR.EEMF.Nf J.l}.~ BEING ALSO 
THE RANCHO LOS AI.AMJTOS LINE B£J"WEEN STA110NS 50 AND 51, AS PER MAP NO.2 OP 
A PARlmON OF SAID MNOIO, Hl..ED IN DECREE OF PARnnON IN SUPERlOR COURT 
CASE NO.l3527, IN THE SAID COUNIY OF LOS ANGEI.ES, A COPY OF WHICH WAS 
RECORDED JANUARY 29, 1191 IN BOOK 700, PAGE 141 OF DEEDS IN SAID CO\JNTY 
RECORDER'S Of'FJCE OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY, li COPY OF WHICH WAS RECORDED 
MARCH 12. 1191 IN BOOK 4, PAGE 31 OF DEEDS IN THE OFHCE OF 'JHE C01JN'JY 
RECORDER OF SAID ORANGE COUNN; nn:NCE SOutH 37 DEGREES 51' 40• EAST 465.20 
.fEET ALONG SAID AGREEMENT UNE AND MNCHO JJNE, TO STA110N 50 OF 1HE 
R.A.NafO LOS AU.MITOS; THENCE S011IH 54 DEGREES 37' 05• WEST 613.07 fEET, 
CONilNUlNG ALONG SAID RANCHO JJNE TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 

EXCEPT THEREFROM, THAT POR110N CONVEYED TO 'JHE Cl1Y OF LOS ANGELES BY 
DEED RECORDED FEBRUARY 15,1961 IN BOOK5629, PAGE527 OFOF'flaALRECOJU)S. 

(Southern Calirornia Edison) 

DESCRlP'IlON 

THE LAND REFERRED 10 IN THlS REPORT IS smJATED IN THE STATE OF CAl.D'Oit.NIA. 
COUl\n' OF ORANGE, an' OF SEAL BEAOi. AND IS DESCRIBED AS fOU..OWS: 

PARCEL A: 

THAT POR.110N OF 11DE LA.ND LOCA110N NO. 137 •SURVEY NO. 1()6•, AS PATENTED IY 
THE STATE OF CAl.JFORNlA ON FEBRUARY 12, 1901, AND RECORDED APRIL 27, 1901 IN 
BOOK 9, PAGE 105, OF PATENTS, RECORDS OF LOS ANGELES CO'UN'JY, AND RECORDED 
SEPTEMBER 5, 1905 IN BOOK J, PAGE 231, OF PATENTS, RECORDS OF ORANGE COUNTY, 
DESCRIBED IN 'J'HAT CERTAlN GRANT DEED TO SOU'lliERN CAUFORN.IA EDISON 
COMPANY DATED NOVEMBER 30, 1976 AND RECORDED FEBRUARY II, 1P77 AS 
INSTRUMENT NO. 23970 IN BOOK 12075, PAGE 340, OF OFfla.AL RECORDS, JtECOJU)S OP 
ORANGE alUNTY. 

EXCEPtiNG 'JHEREF.R.OM ANY POR.110N THEREOF DIJCWDED IN 'J'HAT CERTAIN PARCEL 
OF LA.ND DESCRIBED AND DESIGNATED AS PARCEL 13 OF EXHJBJT -o• Dl1 'nf.AT CERTAIN 
EXOlANGE AGREEMENT RECORDED APRIL 23, 1970 AS DIJSTRUMENT NO. 14111 JN BOOK 
1272. PAGE J02 AND fOU.OWING, OF SAID OFflCAJ..IlECOJtDS. 

ALSO EX~G 'J'HER.Ef'JtOM n1E NOR'IliWJ?SJ'ERLY 50.00 fEET 1HEREOF. 

(State Lands Commission) 

• PARCELB: 

' 
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'IHE NOR.n~WESTEJU.Y 50.00 fEEl" OF THAT PORnON Of TJI)E 1..AND LOCAnON NO. 13'7 
•SUJtVEY NO. J06•, AS PA'J'E.""TED BY 1HE STATE Of CA.l.UORNIA ON fEBRUARY 12. 1901, 
AND RECORDED APlUL 27, 1901 IN BOOK 9, PAGE 105, OF PATENTS. RECOR.DS Of lOS 
ANGElES COUNTY, AND RECORDEI> SEPI'EM.BER 5, 1905 IN BOOK 1, PAGE 2Jl Of 
PATENTS, RECORDS Of OllA.NGE COUN'JY, DESCIUBEI> IN THAT CERTAIN GllANT DEED 
TO SOl..TIHE'RN CAl.lPO:RNIA EDISON COMPANY DATED NOVEMBER 10, 1P76 AND 
JtECORDEI> PEBR.UARY 11, 1m AS INSTRUMENT NO. 23970 IN BOOK 12075, PAGE MO. Of 
OfPJOAL RECORDS, QCORDS Of ORANGE COUN'JY. 

EXCfl"llNG 1HEREPROM ANY PORnON naEOf LYING NOR'J'HEASTERLY Of 11IE 
SOt.TIH.ERLY LINE Of 1HAT CERTAIN PARCEL Of LAND DESCRIBED AND DESIGNATED M 
PARCEL 13 Of EXHIBIT •D• IN 'IHAT CERTAIN EXCHANGE AGREEMENT RECORDED A:PRD.. 
2J, 1970 AS INSTRUMENT NO. JCUI IN BOOK t272. PAGE 102. AND POUOWJNG, OP SAID 

• . OfPJOALRECOJ.DS. 

ALsO EXCEPI'ING fROM PARCELS A AND 8, AU.. 0D... GAS, PETROl.EUM AND O'IH!1t 
MINERAL OR HYDROCAJlBON SUBSTANCES IN AND UNDER OJl 'WHJOI MAY BE 
PRODUCED fROM SAID LAND. WJ'THOUT, HOWEVER, 'JHE JUGHT TO USE 1HE SURfACE Of. 
SAID LAND, AS EXCEPJEI> AND JtESERVED IN THAT CERTAIN DEED UCOJU)EI') 
SEP:rEMBER 26, 1924 IN BOOK St2, PAGE i20 Of DEEDS IN 1HE OfflCE OF 1HE CXA.JN1Y 
I.ECORDER OF SAID CO'UNTY. 

(Southern California Edison) 

DPSCRIP'I10N 

'JHE UND Jt.Ef'B.RED 10 IN 'JHlS 'REPORT JS smJATED IN 1HE STATE Of CAI.D=ORNIA. 
COUNTY OF OllA.NGE. AND IS DESCUBE.D AS fOUOWS: 

THOSE POR.nONS OF 'JHE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF 1HE SOlJ'JHWEST QUARTER AND 'IHE 
NOR'JHWEST QUARTER OF 'JHE SO\J'l'HEAST QUARTER AND 1HE SOU'JH HALP OF 'IHE 
NOR.'JHEAST QUARTER. AU. OF SEcnON U, TOWNSHIP 5 SOUlH, RANGE 12, WES'J', IN 
1HE RANOIO LOS ALAMITOS, COlJN'N OF ORANGE. STATE OF CAJ..UIO:RNIA, AS PER MAP 
FILED IN DECREE Of PA'RnnON IN 'JHE SUPERIOR COURT OF lOS ANGELES C01JN1Y, AS 
CASE NO. 13527, A CERilflEb COPY OF SAID DECREE HAVING BEEN ltECOJU)II) 
fEBRUARY 2, 1191 IN BOOK IC, PAGE 31 OF DEEDS OF SAID ORANGE CO\JN1Y AND 'IHAT 
POJ.nON Of nDE 1ANJ) J.DCAnON NO. 137 •SUJlVEY NO. 105•, AS PATENTED BY 1HE 
STAlE Of CA.UfORNlA ON fEBRUARY 12. 1901, AND ltECORDED APRIL 27, 1901 IN BOOK t, 
PAGE 105 OF PA1'EN'D. RECORDS Of LOS ANGELIS COUNn', AND ltECORDEI> SEP1EMBiiR. 
5. 19051N BOOK 1, PAGE 231 Of PATENTS ltECORDS OF OJtANGE COUNn", DESaUBED AS 
JIQU.OWS: 

BEGINNING AT POINT •A • • HEREINBEFORE REFERRED 10 IN PARCEL 1; THENCE sounl r 
10' :zc• WEST, 419.23 fEET' TO A C INOI PIPE SET IN CONa.Em MAJUCED LAG 40; 1HENC£ 
IOU'J'HSC• a• ao• WEST, 2721.05 FEET TO BrAnON NO. 50 Of SAID RANOIO; THENC£ 
a»mNUUNG SO\J1H sc• a• ao• WEST, 6JS.69 fEEl" TO A POINT ON 'JHE EASTERLY LINE 
OP 'IHE PAaFJC OOAST JDGHWAY AS DESOUBED IN 'JHE DEEI> 10 1HE SfA"J'S OF 

• 

• 

CA.JJFOR.NIA RECORDED DECEMBER 2. 1929 IN BOOK 332, PAGE 23'1 Of OFROAL RECORDS • 
IN 1HE OfflCE Of 1Hi OOUNn' ltECORDER OF SAJI) COlJN'N; 'JHENCE NOR'IH o• SC' 57• 
WEST, l20.f3 FEET ALONG SAJD EASTERLY UNE Of 1HE PAtmC OOAST JDGHWAY; 
'niENCE NQ'R.lH Sf• 41' oo• EASr, 3051.35 F&.T; 'JHENCE N01.1H :n• 29' 12~ EAS'l", 271.25 

10 
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FEET; 1HENCE NORTH o• JO' 24 • EAST, 146. Jl FEET TO SAID 4 INCH PIPE SET IN CONCRETE 
MARKED LAG 37, HERENBEFORE REFERRED TO IN PARCEL J; 1HENC£ NORlH 57• JO' ..a• 
EAST, J 19.22 FEET TO SAID POINT • A • AND 1HE POINT OF BEGINNJNG. 

EXCEPI1NG "JHEREFROM 'IHAT PORnON DESCRIBED AND DESJGNATED PARCEL 13 OF 
EXHIBIT •D• IN 1HAT CERTAIN EXCHANGE AGREEMENT RECORDED APRlL 13, 1970 JN 
BOOK 9272, PAGE 140 OF OFr1aAL RECORDS IN 1HE OFAC£ OF 1HE COUNn' RECORDER 
OF SAID ORANGE COl1NJY. 

ALSO EXCEPilNG ~OM lHAT PORnON LYING WilHlN 1HE PROPERTY DESCRIBED 
JN 1HE DEED TO 1HE STATE OF CALIPORNIA, RECORDED fEBRUARY 2, i9111N BOOK 
13934, PAGE 1637 OF OFACALRECORDS. 

..,. ALSO EXCEPllNG 'JHEREfltOM AU. OIL. GAS, PEnOLEUM AND OlHER MINERALS OR 
HYDROCARBON SUBSTANCES IN AND UNDER OR \\'HJCH MAY BE PRODUCED DOM SAID 
UND. 'WflliOUT, HOWEVER, 1HE RJGHT TO USE 1HE SURFACE OF SAID LAND, AS 
EXCEPTED AND RESERVED IN lHOSE CERTAIN DEEDS RECORDED SEPTEMBER 26, Jnt IN 
BOOK S42, PAGE 120 OF DEEDS AA"D RECORDED FEBRUARY 15, 1961 IN BOOK 5620, PAGE 
527, OF OFr1ClAL RECORDS, BO'IH IN 1HE OFAC£ OF 1HE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID · 
COUNn'. 

(City or Seal Beach Redevelopment Agency) 

• DESCRIPnON 

• 

1ME LAND REFERRED TO IN 1HlS REPORT JS SmJATED IN 'IHE STAT£ OF CAI..JPORNIA, 
CO~'n' OF ORANGE, an' OF SEAL BEACH, AND JS DESCRIBED AS FOU..OWS: 

PARCEL J, AS SHOWN ON A MAP fllEI) IN BOOK 94, PAGE J OF PARCEL MAPS, IN 1HE 
omCE OF 1HE COUNTY RECORDER OF ORANGE CO~"lY. CALIFORNIA. 

(Orange County Flood Control District) 

DESCRIPI10N 

THE LAND REFERRED TO IN THJS REPORT JS smJATED IN 1HE STAlE OF CAllPORNlA. 
CO\JNlY OF ORANGE. AND JS DESCRIBED AS FOU.OWS: 

PARCELl: 

1HATPORnON OF 1HE FOU.OWING DESCRIBED lAND: 

1HE NOR1KEAST QUARTER OF SEen ON J J AND 'JME NOR1HWEST QUARTER OF SEC'nON 
12 IN LOT C.l OF 1HE RANCHO LOS AUMITOS IN 1HE COUNn' OF ORANGE. STA'JE OF 
CAUFORNlA, AS PB MAPS J AND 2 Fll.ED"IN DECREE OF PARnnON IN 1HE SUPSUOR 
COURT OF CAUFORNJA IN AND FOR 1HE COuNn' OF LOS ANGEIJ:S, CASE NO. 13527, A 
CER11FIED COPY OF 1HE fiNAL DECREE OF SAID CASE HAVING BEEN RECORDED 
FEBRUARY 2, 1191 IN BOOK 14, PAGE ;1 OF DEEDS, IN THE OFFJCE OF 1HE COUNn' 
RECORDER OF ORANGE COUN'JY. 

11 
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EXCEPJ' mAT PORnON 1HEIU!OF LYING WESTERLY OF THE BOlJNDARY LINE Bi'TW'J!I!N 
SAl]) COUN'JY OF ORANGE AND I.OS ANGELES COUNTY, CA.LIFORNlA, nutOUGH SAID 
Em~& . 

ALSO EXCEPJ' 'JHAT PORnON OP SAID SECnON 12 LYDfO S011DIEAST:ERLY OF 1HE 
S011.1'HE.ArrERLY llNE OF BAY BOULEVARD AS SAID 80U1..EV AJU) EXJSTED MAY 12. lPM. 

1HATJS ~CUJDED WJ1HIN A PARCEL OF LAND DESaUBED AS POU.OWS: BEGINNING AT 
1HE INT.ERSEC'DON OF 1HE SOUTH, JJNE OF SEC'DON 1, TOWNSHIP 5 SOU'IH, RANCJE 12 
WEST Wl1H 1HE BOUNJ)AJt.Y 1lNE BETWEEN ORANGE COUNTY, CAUFORNlA, AND IDS 
ANGELES COUN'J'Y, CA.LIFORNIA, AS SAID INTERSEC110N JS SHOWN ON SHEEr 2 OP 2 
SHEErS OF 1HE MAP OF BOUNDARY LINES B:EI"tt'EEN THE COUNTIES OF I.OS ANGELIS 
ANI> ORANGE AS R.ES\JRVEYED BY THE COUNTY SURVEYOR OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY, 

. AND SURVEYED fQRUARY ltl5 TO FEBRUARY 1919; nfENCE SOU'IH 19• 43' ~· EAST
UO.J6 FEE.T ALONG SAID SOU'IH ~"E TO A POINT IJO.OO FEET EASTERLY. MEASURED AT 
IUGHT ANGLES FROM SAID BOlJNDARY UNE BETWEEN SAJJ) COlJN'l'IES; 'IHENCE SOUTH 
2• 41' 35• EAST 58.15 FEEl" ALONG A UNE PAR.All.EL WJnl SAID BOUNDARY LINE; 
THENCE SOUTH 27• 35' 51• EAST 46.72 FEET; THENCE SOlJTH 47• 41' .u• EAST 75.00 FEST; . 
THENCE SOU'J'H 42• ll' 15• WEST 102.70 FEET TO A POM UO.OO FEET EAS'J'EIU..Y, 
MEASURED AT JUGHT ANGLES FROM SAJD BOUNDARY I..INE BETWEEN SAJD COUNTIES; 
THENCE SOU'J'H 2• 41' 35• EAST 311.27 FEET ALONG A liNE PARAU.El.. WJ1H SAID 
101JNDARY UNE; 1HENCE S01J1ll1• 49' 36• EAST 262.77 FEET;'IHENCE S01J1H o• 16" so• 
WESJ' 1280.00 FEET; 'JHENCE NORTH 19• 43' 20• WEST 310.00 fEET; THENCE NOR'IH 53• 29' 

• 

39• WEST 1116.61 FE£T; nmNC£ NORTH 19' 42' 55• WEST 310.00 FEEl" TO A POM ON THE • 
S01J1HEJU..Y PROLONGAnON OF 1HE EASTERLY 1lNE OF PARCEL 2, AS DESOUBED IN 
DEED RECORDED APJm. 21, 1925 ~BOOK 3962 PAGE 202 Of Of'PJCIAL RECOR.DS IN THE 
omCE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF LOS ANGELES, CAUFOR.NIA; THENCE N0Jt1H o• 
16' oo• EAST 540.79 FEE.T ALONG SAID SOU'JHERLY PROLONGAnON AND SAID EASTERLY 
1JNE OF PARCEL 2; THENCE NORTH 69• 44' 00"' WEST 541.28 fEET TO A POM ON 1HE 
EAS'f.ERLY JUGHT OF WAY OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY fLOOD COJ\7ROL DlSTRlCT G.OO 
FEET 'MD'DI JUGHT OF WAY FOR 'IHE SAN GABJUB. JUVER av.NN'EL. (A RADW.. 
'DIROUGH SAID POIJ\7 BEARS SOU'JH 59• 33' 45• EAST.) SAID POM BEING 1HE BEGINNING 
OF A CURVE. NON·TANGENT. CONCAVE NOR"'lfWEST'ERLY AND HAVING A RADnJS OP 
1064.93 FEET; 'tHENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE 1HROUGH A CENTRAL 
ANGLi. OF o• 56' 54• • AN ARC DISTANCE OF 50.13 FEET TO A POM ON A UNE. N()N. 
TANGENT, (A JlADlAL THROUGH SAJD POINT BEARS SOU'IH 60• 30' 39• EA$1); 'IHENCE. 
SOUTH 69• 44' oo• EAST, 521.52 FEET TO A POlto.7 ON THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID PARCEL 
2; 1HENC£ NOR'IH o• 16' co• EAST 26.00 FEET ALONG SAJD EASTERLY LINE; 'l'HIMCE 
S01J1H u• 43' 20• EAST 1460.40 FEET; THENCE NOR'IH 2• 44' 56• EAST, 2.56.91 FEST TO A 
POINT IN THE SOUTHERLY PJlOLONGA'nON OF 1HAT C'.ERTA1N COURSE 'tHAT IS SHOWN 
ON SAID MAP OF BOUNDARY LINES AS SOUTH 2• G' J5• EAST, 2207.94 FEET; 'l'HIMCE 
NORlH 2• 41' 35• WEST, 544.12 fEET ALONG SAJD SOlJ'IHERLY PROLONGA'nON ANI) M1D 
BOUN.DARY LINE TO A POINT ON 'IKE SOlJTH liNE OF lAID SECTION J, SAli> POJNTBIING 
1HE POINT OF BEGINNING. 

PA1tCEL2: 

'JHAT PORnON OF THE NOR1HWEST QlJART.ER OF SEC'nON 12, IN LOT 0.1 OF 1HE 
lt.AN~O LOS AUMJ'TOS. IN THE C01JNlY OF ORANGE. STATE OF CA.J.UORNIA, AS MAPS 1 
ANI> 2 fD.ED IN DECRE.E OF PAP.lmON IN 1HE SUPEJUOR COURT OF CA.J.UOR.NlA IN AND 
PQR 1HE COUNn' OF LOS ANGELES. CASE NO. 13527, A CSl11fiED COPY OF THE PINAL 
DECREE OF SAJD CASE HAVING BEEN RECORDED FEBRUARY 2. 11911N BOOK 14 PACJE 31 

..... - C'Miilclllioa ...... .. 12 
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OF DEEDS. IN 1HE OfflCE OF 1HE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAIJ) ORANGE COUNTY, 
DESc::RIBED AS fOU.OWS: · . · 

BEGINNING AT COlJNTY CORJI."ER NO. 2 AS SHOWN ON 1HE MAP OF BOUNDARY 1.1NES 
BE:l"WEEN 1HE COUh'llES OF LOS ANGELES AND ORANGE AS RESURVEYED BY 1HE 
COUNTY SURVEYOR OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY, AND SURVEYED fEBRUARY 1915 TO 
FEBRUARY 1919, A COPY OF SAl]) MAP BEING ON fll..EIN 1HE OfflCE OF 1HE C01JN1'Y 
SURVEYOR OF SAID ORANGE COUNTY; 1HENCE SOlJlH 57• 10' 40• WEST, 723.65 fEET 
ALONG 1liE BOUNDARY UNE BE'J"\\'EE.N SAID COUN11ES AS SHOWN ON SAID MAP TO 'DIE 
LINE CTED AS •SOUIH at• 43' 20• EAST, 1460.o40 FEET IN 1HE DESCJUPJ10N FOR 'DIE 
LAND DESCRIBED AS PARCEL NO. Cl·J04' IN 1HE US P~'DENS fllED IN SUPERIOR COUR.T 
CASE NO. 7353-i IN 1HE SUPERJOR COURT OF 1liE STATE OF CAliFORNIA IN AND FOR 1HE 
COUNTY OF ORANGE. A COPY OF 'WHICH WAS llBCORDJ:D AUGUST 14. 1957 IN BOOK Gl6, 
PAGE 579 OF OffiCIAL :RECORDS IN 1HE OffiCE OF SAID COUNTY :RECORDER; 1HENCS 
SOUTH 89• 43' 20• EAST fi0l.6J FEET ALONG SAID aTED 1JNE TO 1HE EASTERLY 
"J'E'R.MlN'l)S ~OF; "JHENCE NORTH 2• 44' 56• EAST 256.91 fEET; "J'HENCE NORTH -2• G' 
35" '9.'ESI' 138.72 FEET TO 'IKE POnrr OF BEGD'm~NG. 
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"EXIDBIT B~ 

CEQA ITh"DINGS AND FACTS IN SUPPORT 
. OF FINDINGS IN CO:r..~'ECTION WITH THE 
HELLl\IAN RANCH SPECIFlC PLAN AND 
RELATED DISCRETIONARY ACI'JONS, 
SI'ATEMENT OF. OVERRIDING 
CONSIDERAnONS 

· L Introduction 

1be foUowina environmental findinas Ill connection with the HeDman . 
Ranch Specific Plan ("HRSP") and related discretionary acdons (collectively referred 10 as 
the "Projcd") me hereby adopted b)' the Seal Beach City CouncD ("CouncD~) pursUIDt 1D 
the requirements of CEQA. Said findings are based upon evidence presented in the record 

• 

of these p~gs, both written and oral, the FER and aJJ or its contents includiJI&, • 
without limitation, techrdc:al appendices the~o, comments on the Draft and Revised ))raft 
EIRs and the City's responses thereto, and staff and consultants' repons prepared IDd 
presented to the CoUDCil. 

A. Project Objec:tives 

1be Project was designed 10 create a state or the art project that balanc:es 
land use and environmental benefits with ownership economics of the propeny tbat will 
assure quality, sustainable development and improvement or the property in a manaer d:aat · 
wiD benefit the Joc:aJ and J'Ciional environment, the JocaJ community and the OWDm aDd 
ultimate users or the property. 

Project aoals lave been established by the ApplicaDt for the deveJcpneat of 
1be HRSP that the .ApplicaDt believes are essential 10 achievina balance and summable 
developm=t. 1'bese &Oils iDclude: 

a MaimaiD signU'iCIDt acreqe for JeStordonlcnatiJ'I& of wetlands, mtore aDd 
increase the bioloJic and babitat \'IJues of the pmpeny, and plm for Jona-cam 
ntention or 'Viable wiJdlife habitat and biodiversity OD tbe llle. 

a Creationfrestcntion of a wdlands and environmental ecosystem that represaa a • 
significant improvemellt or the existiD& severely degraded wetlands on the site IIDd 
provides a me.aninlful contn"bution 10 the reJional I)'Slem or coastal wetlands aDd 
open space aJona the Pac:Uic Ryway. 
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C Protect and improve Water quality or the Wetlands bj' redirecting existing Utban 

ron off and utilizing the golf course as a filtntion system, detention arta and buffer 
between rbe wetlands and uJban tnvironmeut. 

. . 
c Respect the propeJt)''s physical const.ramts. . - •· 
c Preserve the open space character or the majority or the propeJt)' and create public 

access opportu.nities. 

c Provide visitor-serving recreational opportunities within the coastal zone that wD1 
contribute to the economic base or the City or Seal Beach. 

c Crtate an effective system or open space, trans and pa!ks. 

c Reduce the acreage designated for residential use and reduce the number or units · 
as currently designated in the City's existing Specific Plan. 

c Provide for comprehensive planning or the Hellman Ranch and sunouncling 
properties to ensure land use compatibility. · 

c Develop a plan tJw is responsive to community priorities and concerns, consistalt 
with the California Coastal Act and that can be supported by Jcal, state IDd 
federal regulatory agencies. 

1be City's objectives for development or the Property, as outliDed iD tbe 
FEIR, include: 

c Restoration or the depded and severely degraded wetlands areas on the PJ~. 

a Preservation or Gum Grove Nature Parle and dedication or the Park to tbe City. 

a Preservation or cultural resources sites, to the extent feasible. 

g Preservation or open space, to the ext.em f~Dle. 

a Minimal traffic and air quality impacts. 

g Developmeut or visitor-serving commercial and recreation facilities • 

D. Significant Environmental Impacts and Adopted Mitigation 
ltleasures. 

15 
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The F.mal m identified potentiaDy. sianlficant eovironmental impacts fl 
the Project in several impacl cateaories. Por moil of these Impacts, measures were 
identified that would miti&ate the impacts to a level of insiplficance. CEQA requUes 
agencies to adopt mitiption measu,. that would substantially Jessen a project's siplficut 
impacts If such measures are feass"ble (Public Resources Code secdons 21002, 2J002.l(b) 
and 21081{1)(3)). 

1be Council ftDds that the mJtipdon measures Identified in tbe FEtR ue 
feasJ"hle and, with the excepdon of tbe impacts Jdenti5cd ID Ardcle IV below, wouJd 
reduce the PJOjec:t•s impacts to a level of iDsianificaDee. 1be Council adopts aD of tbe 
mitigation measures descn'bed iD the F.ER.. as set foith below, u conditions of approval 
of the Projec:L 

1. Potential Impacts 

1be Project wm Involve land uses that are different thaD those 

• 

• contemplated by the Seal Beach General Plan, the existing Specific Plan for the project 
site, and the previously approved Coastal Development Permit. 1be Projea's land uses 
wm be Jess Intensive than those that were subject to earlier approvals and ptannq • 
documents and are generally consistent whh Swe ud City land use policies ad 
PJOJ11.1DS, but some revisions to existin&land use plans and oew permit approvals wDl be 
DCcessary to ensure consistency with the specific aspects of the Project. 

2. FmdiD& 

Por each such impact identified in the EIR., changes or alterations bave 
been required in, or iDco1p0nted into, the projea which mitipte or avoid the sianific:ant 
effects on the environmeat.. 

3. Pacts iD Suppo!t of FmdiDJ 

The m identifies sigrilficant environmental effects that would occ:ur bued 
upon the existin& iDconsisteacy betwea the HRSP ad various land use plans and Jaws 
applicable to the subject Paupeny. Mitigation Measures to be imposed as coDdilkm fl 
approval of the Project ue set fonh below. Prior to approval of the HRSP. the IIR 
rcquim that the various applicable elements of the City's General Plan and the lUverflaat 
Jtldevelopment Plan be amended 10 that the HRSP is consisteDt with tbose P1IDs. ID 
addition, the m requires that the applicant obtain appropriate tract Naps and CGisral 
Development permits. Purther discussion of land use impacts and the mitiption of 1bose 
impacts is contained in Section 5.1 of them.. • 
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UJ..J Prior 10 project approval, the proposed HRSP shall be made consistent with an 
applicable general, specific and/or redevelopment area plans. If an amendment to 
a general, specific, and/or redevelopment area plan is sought by the applicant, said 
amendment shaD be processed and awrovod prior 10 the effective c:la!e of the 

•· Hellman Ranch Specific Plaa. 

UJ..2 Prior 10 the issuance of a grading permh, the applicant shaD apply for and oblain 
approval of a vesting tract map, pursuant to the provisions or the Su?cfivisioa Map 
At:t.. and the City's local subdivision requiremeDts. 

W·3 Prior to the issuance or grading and building pennits for Ja.nd uses to be developed 
on the HeUman Rancb Specific Plan site, a new Coastal Development PennJt shaD 
be obtained from the California Coastal Commission by the project applicant that 
reflects aD the changes included in the proposed HeUman Rancb Specific.PlaD. 

B. Biological Resources 

1. WdlaDCJs 

a. Potential Impacts 

• 1be Project would result in the removal of approximately 27 acres of 

• 

. degraded wetlands habitats according to State criteria. 1bese habitats include soutbem 
coastal salt marsh, alkali meadow, alkali flats, seasonal ponds and brackish tidal cbanDel. 

b. PindinJ 

Por each such impact identified in the ElR, changes or aherations have 
been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the signific:&Dt 
effects on the environment. To the extent that the project may tesuh in a temporary, lut 
directly and cumulatively significant and unavoidable, net Joss or wetlands during the early 
years of the proposed testoration project, specific economic, legal, social, udmoloJical, 
or other considerations make inf'ea.SJ"ble the alternatives and any additional mitiplion 
mi25UteS identified in the J:lR which might Jessen or avoid short-tenD biological impacts. 

c. Pacts in Support ofFJDCtiD& 

ID order to minimize the ·po1mtial wetlands impacts, the mitiption 
measures set fonh below provide for c:oastaJ Aft marsh testoration and cnation of a fresh 
water ma.rsb complex. 1hc fresh water manh complex wm be developed withiD the 
Project &olf course and would provide a ben~ciaJ impact on the plants and animals that 
would use this wetlands • 

17 
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Some short-term loss or the depaded ud severely deJBcled weclancls uas 
o.o the Property is inevitable due to the need for sipc:ant hydrological, pdin&, ucl 
plantin& activmes IS part or the Jong-term restonD()D or the subjea areas. PuD-scale 
estoration of the wdlancls area iD 1 manner that would be successful over the Jona-term, 
whDe avoidin& sbort term impacts, is DOt economicaDy or tecbnicaDy feasible Jivea tbe 
biological, hydmuUc, and aeololic constnints or the Prq>crty as Identified in the EDl. 
1beref'ore, the CouncD finds that the foUowina mitigation measures would reduce these 
impacts to I level or insi&nificance iD the lonJ·tenD, lhbou&b sbort-tenn impacts may be 
significant and unavoidable. AD extensive discussion and evaluation or the de«•Ds of tbe 
Applicant's Concc:ptual Wetlands Restondon Plan and further discussion or lon&-lmm IDd 
abort-term wetlands impacts cube found in Section 5.2 of 1he EDl. 

Prior to the issuance or I pdinJ pennit the applicant shaD submit to the Director 
of Development Services a conceptual restomt.ion plan for the estondon creation · . 
of the coastal salt marsh complex, which has been approved by the resource 
agencies with jurisdiction over the project. Such plan maD comply with aD 
requirements imposed by the City, the California Coastal Commission, and other 
esource agencies with jurisdiction over the projcc:t, and shall include, wilhout 
limitation, the foUowinJ elrmeots: 

Bl.l Developmeut or ID appropriate salt marsh plant palette by I qualified bioJ()Jist. 

B1.2 Plant material will be obtained fonn two sources: l) salvaged on the project site 
and 2) plants JIOWil by 1 qualified native plant nursery. The plant ma1erial 
salvaged on the projoct site will be collected one year prior to implementation ud 
maintained on the project site in an irripted and mana&ed DUJW')' area. A CDPG 
Scientific CoUec:tin& Permit will be required by each penon c:oUecdn& wedaDd 
plants and written pennission from CDPG wiD be required. · 

B1.3 A qualified bio10Jist wDl be present duriD& ID salvaae, pdin& and rcpJantiDI 
opemtion. 1be moloaist will have experience m monitorina and impleme:odD& 
wetland restoration projects. 1nd shall have tbe fuD authority to suspead D)' 
opemtion on the project site which is, iD the qualified biolopst's opbdoD. IKit 
consistent with the restoration plan. Any disputes eprdina the consistency fl a 
action with 1he estcntiCD plan shall be esoJved by the Director of Developmeat 
Services. 

Bl.~ a) 

b) 

Tbe projecl lite wiD be coatound foDowiDJ pdiDJ plms ID lbe 
ConcepruaJ Reveaewion PJaD. 

1be soil wiD be dlled or ripped to decompact tbe lOBs. 

Rt~~~nclll c:.nJicri=••• •.•• ., 11 
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d) 
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SoU samples wllJ be taken above 2.4' MSL 

"J'be sons shaD be maintained as described iD tbe Conceptual Restoration 
Plan. 

. Bl.S Weed species wm be removed prior to plantin& or tbe salt mush. Tbe weeds wDl 
be eradicated manuaDy or by use or belbicide. The heibicide wm be approved by 
a Jicensed pe.u control advisor and CDFG. 

.. 

Bl.6 Irription and fe.rti1izadon requirements shall be carried out as required by tbe 
approved Conceptual Restoration PliD. 

B1.7 AD ptantinas iD the coastal salt marsh complex wDJ be conducted betweea 
September a.od :Man:h. 

Bl.l A monitoring and maintenance program wm be developed iD the Conceptual · 
Restoration Plan. The monitoring shaD be underta:ken for 5 )'ears foDowiD.c 
implementation, as required by the plan. The monitorina schedule outlined iD tbe 
conceptual Restoration Plan will include monthly monitoring for the first year, 11 
three month intervals for the second year and six-month intervals for years tbn:c 
through live. The monitorin.c forms will be submitted to ACOE I.Dd the 
appropriate resource agencies. 

B1.9 Shorebird activity will be monitored by a qualified shord>ird specialist. These 
monitoring visits will be quaneriy for the first year and annuaDy for tbe m.naini.nJ 
four years. 'Ibe data to be recorded is outlined in the Pinal Conceptual Wetland 
Restoration Plan (Moffatt & Nichol &gineers, iD association with CoasW 
Resources Mana&emeat and Michael Brandman Associates 1996) sbowll iD 
appendix D or the project EIR.. 

Bl.lO Annual surveys to document p~sence or Belclin.c's savannah sparrow aDd 
California least tern will be conducted between late March to late September by a 
qualified endangered species biologist. These surveys shaD be conducted for as 
Jong as required by appJic:able wildlife lpDCies. 

Bl.ll 1be performance criteria for wetland restoration has been developed iD tbe 
Conceptual Restoration Plan. 1be criteria will include 75 percent cover or tbe 
repla.ntcd vegetation at tbe eud or the fifth year or monitoring and the beiJht or 
eaeh species will be DO less than 75 percent or each species iD Bolsa Cbica or 
Cerritos Wetlands (Moffatt & Nichol Engineers. Coastal R.esourees Managemeat 
and Michael Brandman Assoeiales 1996) • 

B1.12 If at the three year milestone within tbe 5-year wetland monitoring period the site 
is Dot functioning as anticipated, remedial measures will be taken to bring tbe site 
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Into compliance wilh performance criteriL Specific remedial measures will be 
determined at that time ID coordination with regulatoty/resource aaeocie$ (Moffatt 
ll. Nichol Enlinee;n. Coastal Resources Mana&emeat and Michael Bnndman 
Associates 1996). 

B1.13 A post~stnscdon •as-buiJt assessmeat• or the restored saltwater marsh lball be 
conducted ID order to document aetuaJ projed concltions at the time the restoradoD 
is completed and prior to commencement or the marsh monltorin& pJO&TI!D. SiDc:e 
as-built concltions ofl.eD do DOt completely coinclde with lhe projed desip. arty · 
differences between as-built versus desip conditions shaD be documented aDd Ill)' 
corrections deemed uece~ by the project biolOJis! sba1J be made to the project 
to conform to desian concltions, or to adjust the monitorin& propam to reflect • 
bunt concldons •. This assessment shaD provide an accurale baseline from which 
project pertonnance can be monitond. 'Jbis post-constnsctioD. •as-buiJt 
assessment" or the restored saltwater ma.rsb shaD be reviewed and accepted by the 
California Coastal Commission and tbe V.S. Army Cozps of'Enpeen. 

.. B1.14 Appropriate perfonnance standards for open water fisheey habitat wDl be 
developed by I qu.almed marine biologist m coonfina!lon with the project bJoJ()Jist 
and wiD be included lD the final m.idaation proJIIID for the project. 

B1.15 Appropriate performance ltandards to ensure shorebird richness wiD be developed 
by a qualified ornithologist iD conjunc:don with the project biolOJist IDd will be 
iDcJuded iD the final mmamon program for the project. Also included wiD be 

· thresholds which wou~ triger evaluation of' ecosystem function. SpeCies 
richness, as used iD the mitip.tion plan. refers to diversity of species ad DOt 
number or bUds. 

B-2 Fresbwller Marsh CompJa: 

Tbe crea!ion of the freshwater marsh complex includes deveJopmeat of a 
conceptual restoration pu. Prior to the issuance or. pdinJ permit the applicat 
shall submit 10 the Direc:'Jor or Development Services • conceptional restoradoll 
plan for the restOraliOD creaJiOD or the coastal freshwater marsh complex.. WJdcb 
has beeD approved by the ~esource aaeocles wltb Jurisdiction over the project. 
Such p~ shaD comply with aD requirements imposed by the Cily. tbe Ctlifomla 
Coastal Commission. aDd ccher resource aaencies wkh jurisdiction over lbe 
project, I.Dd shaD iDclude. without limitation. the foDowinJ elemeatl: · 

B2.1 Developmeut of u ~ppropriate Dative freshwater marsh plant palette by 1 qua1ifted 
biolOJist. • 

• 

• 

B2.2 Plant material wDl be colJected within the vic:inity or the project lite. PlaDt • 
material should be from similar environmental conditious (e. a .• elevation, coaal 
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influence). Tbe aming and seeds wm be stored and/or JTO'WD by a qualified native 
plant Dunel)'. --

B2.3 A qualified bjoJogist will be present during aD salvage, &nding and replantiDJ 
~rations. The bjoJogist wm have experience in monitoring and implemeotiDa 
wetland ~tontiOD projecu. 

B2.4 The project site wm be contoured during JOlf' course coristnlction activities. SoD 
tests will be conducted to detenn.ine if' any son amendments are necessaJ)'. 1be 
sites will receive minimal son amendments and fenilizers, because feJ1ilizers 
increase the establishment or weedy species. • 

B2.5 Weed species wm be removed prior to planting of the freshwater marsh complex. 
1be weeds will be eradicated manually or by use of berbjcide. The he~icide wW 

·be approved by a Ucensed pest control advisor and CDFG. 

B2.6 AD planting ill the freshwater marsh complex will be conducted between 
September~ March. 

B2.7 A monitoring and maintenance program will be developed in the Conceptual 
Restontion Plan. The monitoring shall be undertaken for 5 yean following 
implementation, as required by the plan. The monitoring schedule outlined in tbe 
Conceptual hstontion Plan will include monthly monitoring for one year, thJee 
month intervals for two years and six-month intervals for years three through five. 
The monitoring forms will be submitted to ACOE and the appropriate resource 
agencies. 

Bl.B Perl'onnance criteria will be developed in the Conceptual Restoration Plan. Tbe 
criteria will include 90 percent cover of the target wetland vegeation 11 the eod or 
the fifth year of monitoring (Moffatt &. Nichol Engineers. Coastal Resources 
:Management and Michael Branclman Associates 1996). 

B2.9 If 11 tbe three year milestoDe wjthin the five year monitoring period the site is DOt 
funcdoning as anticipated, reme4ia] measures will be taken to bring the site into 
compliance with perl'onnance criteria. Specific remedial measure wiD · be 
detennined 11 that time in coordination with regula1ory/resource agencies (Moffatt 
4 Nichol Engineers, Coastal Resources management and Michael BrandmaD 
Associates 1996). 

2. Special Interest Plant Species 

L Potential Impacts 
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1be Project wm directly lmpa= approximately 3,200 individuals of tbe 
annual southern taJplant species ud 1,070 in<Uviduals or the annual Coulter's Goldfield 
ipdes. 

For each such impacl identified ID the m. changes or aJteratioos have 
been required m, or IDcolpOflled mto, the project which mitigate or avoid tbe signifiCIIIt 
eft'ects OD tbe eoviroameat. · 

c. Pacts fD Suppon orFuiclhw 

Section 5.2 or the ElR indicates tbat impacted pcpulations or the soutbem 
llip1ant and Coulter's Goldfield species can be mitigated lhrougb a program or seed 
coDecdon, replantinJ and maintenance. The ElR indicates that impJementatiOD of tbe 
foDowing mt.tsures wm ensure that the projed wm ftOt substantially affect identified rue .. 
or endan4ered plant species, and wm DOt t.hre.aten the Joss or elimination of the identified 

· · plant communities, with the effect that these impacts wm be mitigated to a Jevrl of 
uwgnific:ance. 

B-3 Southern TarpJam 

Impacts to the Soutbem Ta.rplant wiD be mitipted by seed coDecdOD and 
revegetation into a 3.8-acre buffer zone sunounding the coastal Silt IDI.1"Sh 
complex.. A qualified project biologist shall be selected by tbe Director of 
Development Services to prepare and implement the m.itiption plan. A detailed 
mitiption plan shall be developed that includes the foDowing requiremeats: 

B3.1 A pre<onsuuction survey during the peak flowering period, approximately Auplt 
through September, wiD be made by the projed biologist. Durin& these surveys 
the limits or eacb Impacted southe.m taJpla.nt location wm be clearly deliDealed 
with Ja1h and bri&btly colored fla&liua. 

B3.2 Tbe existing locations or lOUt~ taJplant wiD be monitored cvezy two weeks by 
tbe projed biolOJist to determine when soutbem taJplant seeds are nady for 
coDectJon. A qualified seed coDec:tor wDl coDect aD or lhe seeds from tbe pla.Du 1D 
be impacted wbeo the seeds are ripe. 1be seeds. wm be cleaned and I10nld by • 
qualified DUJ'seJY or .iDs'dtudOD with appropriate ltOr&Je facilities. 

B3.3 PoDowiD& the seed coDectJon the top 3 inches or topsoil form tbe soutbem tup11'at 
locations wDJ be scraped, stoeJcpiled_ and used in the selected mitiaation locadoD. 

• 

• 

B3.4· 1be southem taJplant mJtiptiOD lite wm be located in the 3.8 acre buffer ZODe • 

surrounding the coastal salt marsh complex. 'lbe site shall Dot be Impacted by Ill)' 
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pesticides or beJbicides used on the adjacent golf course. Provisions to prot.ect the 
mitigation site from pesticides and heJbicides shall be included in the golf course 
managem=t plan. 

- B3.5 1be southern taJplant mitigation site will be prepared for seeding as descn"bed in a 
conceptual restomdon plu. . -

B3.6 1be southern taJplant topsoil shaD be respread in the selected Joca1ion as approved 
by project biolo&ist. Sixty percent of the southern taJplant seeds shaiJ be spread iD 
the fall following soil preparation. Forty percent of the seed shall be kept iD 
stomge for subsequent seedinJ if' DeCeSSIJ)'. • 

B3. 7 A dea.Ued southern taJplant maintenance and monitoring plan will be develcpd by · 
a qualified biologist. 1be plan will inc1ude detailed descriptions of ~aintenance 
appropriate for the site, monitoring requirements and annual reports requirements, 
and shaD have the full authority to suspend any opemtion on the project site which· 
is, in the qualified biologist's opinion, not consistent with lhe restomon plan. 
Any disputes regarding the consistency of an action with the restoration plan shall 
be resolved by the Director of Development Services. 

B3.8 The performance criteria developed in the southern tarplant maintenance and 
monitoring plan will include requirements for a minimum of 60 ~ aennina!ion 
(1 ,920) of the total 3,200 individual southern wpla.nts impacted. The performance 
criteria should also include percent cover, density and seed production 
requirements. 1bis criteria will be developed by the project biologist following 
habitat analysis of an existing higb quality southern t.alplant habitat. 1bis 
infonnation will be recorded by a qualified biol()Jist. 

B3.9 A pennanent protective fence approved by the project biolo&ist will be placed 
around the southern taJplant buffer zone adjacent to public access areas. 1bis will 
ensure that the southern taJplant areas located in the buffer zone will DCit be 
impacte4. 

B3.10 If the aenninmon aoaJ of 605 is not achieved foDowinJ the fbst. seascm, 
remediation measures shall be implemented prior to seeding with the rcmabUDg 
40~ or seed. Remedial measures would iDclude at a minimum: 10ils tesdnJ, 
control or invasive species, soil amendments, and physical disnnbance (to provide 
scarification of the seed) of the planted areas by ralcin& or similar actiODS. 
Additional mitigation measures may be suggested as determined necessary by the 
projeet biolOJist. 

B3.11 Potential seed sources from additional donor sites sball also be identified in case it 
becomes necessaJ)' to collect additional seed, for use on the site foDowing 
perl'ormance of remedial mtam~. 
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Conller's GoldraeJcls 

Impacts to Coulter's JOldfields wm be mftipted by seed IDd aopsoD coDecdon ad 
revegetation fmo a 3.1 acre buffer zoae surroundina the ccestaJ tall marsh 
complex. A qualified project biologist shaD be selected by the Direc:sor fl 
Development ServiC'!'S top~ IDd implement the Coulter's aoldfields mitipdoD 
plan. . A detailed mltiaation plaD shaD be developed thai Includes the foDowiDJ 
requiremeats: 

AD Cou!ter's JOldftelds OD the site and the Upper two to three !Debes or topd 
beneath the plants at all three population sites wDJ be collected by qualified seed 
collectors by ·scrapinJ up this material and storina it In boxes iD a cool, d1)' pllce
until this material is 10 be spread OD the buffer zone sunoundina the coastal lilt 
marsh complex. This shall be accompBshed IS SOOD IS feasible since the m~ority 
of ao1dfield plants have alrudy cone to seed. 

• B4.2 1be Coulter'S JO]dfie]ds mftiption site wiD be prepared for seedinJIS descn"bed iD 
a concr:ptual restoration plan prepared for this pliDL 

B4.3 1be Coulter's aoldfteJds topsoD shaD be respread ID the selected localion u 
approved by the proj~ bjoJOJist. Sixty percent or the Coulter's JO]dfieJd seeds 
shall be spread in the fall foDowina soil preparadoD. Ten perceat or the seed aha1J 
be kept in storaae for subsequent seedina if DeCeSSU')'. 

B4.4 1be buffer zone restoration area shaD Dot be impacted by ID)' pestic:ic:la ar 
heJbic;des used on the adjacent JOlt course. ProvWons 10 protect the mitiptiOD 
site from pesticides IDd beJbicides shaD be included iD the aolf course manaaemeat 
p1aD. 

B4.5 A detailed Coulter's aoldftelds maintenance IDd monltorina pliD wJl1 be developed 
by I qualified mo]()Jist. Tbe plaD will include detaJJed descriptions or maimenuoe 
appropriate for the site, monitoring requirements and annual reports requiremeats, 
IDd shall have the fun authority to suspend 111y operation on the project site which 
Is, iD the quaJified bioJoaist's opuuon, Dot consisteDt with the restoradon pJID. 
ArJy dispu1es reprdiDJ the consisteacy or ID acdon with the restoradon plaD IbiD 
be resolved by the Director ofDevelopmem SeMca. 

B4.6 Jl the aerminadoD 1011 fl 60S Js DOt achieved foDowln& 1he first -.aa, 
nmediation measures will be implemented prior to seedin& with the remaiDiiJ& 
.as or seed. Remedial measures would include at a minimum: IOils testiDJ, 

• 

• 

control of invasive ~pedes, soD amendments. and physical di!ltUJbance (to povlde • 
scarification or tbe eed) of the planted u.s by ra1dD& or similar acdoas. 
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Additional mitigation measures may be sugge~ed as determined appropriate by tbe 
project biologist. 

B4. 7 A permanent protective fence approved by the project biologist will be placecJ 
around the Coulter's goldfields buffer zone adjacent to public access areas. 'Ibis 
will ensure tha! the Couher's goldfields areas located in the buffer zone wDJ DOt be 
impacted.. 

• 
B4.8 Potential seed sources from additional donor sites will also be identified iD case II 

becomes necessaey to collect additional seed, for use on the site followinJ 
performance of remedial measures. 

· 3. WDdUfe 

L Potential Impacts 

Section 5.2 of the EIR indicates that a pair of Belding's savannah sparrows, 
1 state-listed endangered species, may be impacted by the development of the Project, in 
that the Project will result in the Joss of approximately 1.5 acres of degraded pickleweed 
habit.a! arta. The DEIR had indicated that construction of the golf cou~ could impact 
habitat of the western burrowing owl, 1 species of special concern. However, a 
subsequent survey in the Spring of 1997 did not detect the preseoce of any breeding pairs 
of burrowing owls or Belding's savannah sparrow on the site. Section 5.2 of the Em 
funher indic:a1.es that the Monarch butterllies roosting in Gum Grove Nature Paik between 
late September and early March could be impacted by the use of pe~icides whhin Gum 
Grove Nature Park and on the golf course. 

b. FmdiDJ 

J=or ~ch such impact identified iD the ~ changes or alterations bave 
been required in, or incotpOrated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant 
effects on the environment. 

c. Pacts in Support of FmdiJI& 

As a resub of a survey conducted on the Property m spriDJ, 1997 for the 
western burrowing owl and the Belding's savannah sparrow which did DOt de1ec:t the 
presence of any breeding pairs OD the project site, the June, 1997, ~ DEIR and FEIR 
concluded that impacts to these species would DOt be significant; however, mitigation 
measures tha1 will further reduce potential impacts to the habitat anas for the bul"J''VViDJ 
owl and Belding's savannah sparrow are set forth below and will be adopted as conctitkms 
of approval of the HRSP. Although potential impacts to the winter habitat of the Monarch 

- butterfly are considered significant, those impacts can be mitigated to a Jevd of 
insignificance through the implementation of the mitigation measures set forth below. 



B-5 Beldina's Savannah Spurow 

"Wlthin tbe resto:rec! coastal l8h marsh complex, tbe applicant shaD establish 
approximately 9.3 acres or pickJeweed marsh which, witb ID improved tidal 
connection, shall be suitable for habJtat for the Be1c!in&'s savannah spanuw. 

N Westcm BunowiDJ Owl 

To mitigate the potcnda1 Joss or burJDwln&· owl habha1, JOOstin& and breediJw 
areas shall be recreated within the oil production area (PA9) on the project sita. 
Artificial burrows ptacecf within the oil production a.ra. would provide nestin&ID4 
roosting opportunities for any resident owls. CD:FG and the California BUI'IO'ft'iiiJ 
Owl Consortium have documented the successful nestina or owls usiDa a.rti.ticia1 
nest sites. A 10tal of ten (1 0) anificial burrows will be created; these bwrows will . 
be constnJcted accordiD& to specifications adopted by CD:FG and the Calif'OJ'Dia 
BurJDwiD& Owl Consordum. 

B-7 Monarch Buttafly 

• 

To avoid impacts on the· aagreptinJ monarch butterflies in Gum Grove Natu~e • 
Part, the City shall restrict the use or pesticides withiD Gum Grove NIIW'e Putt 
and within the proposed project durin& the winter months when butterllies IJ'e 
present. lbe proposed project's pesticide use wiD be restricted to the provisioas 
outlined iD the Golf Course Management Plan. Pesticides used must rapidly 
degrade so that DO poisons wm persist into the IJJre&ation season. Any pesticides 
or heJbicides will be approved and recommended by a Certified Pest Coatro1 
Advisor and the California Department or Fish and Game. 

OCher related measures to avoid or reduce potential impacts on 1he monuch· 
butterflies include: 1) directin& aD Di&bt-Uabtina away from Gum Grove Nature 
Parle by means or li&ht placement or li&bt lhieJds; 2) a aolf' course desip ad 
management plan that ensures nm-off' will Dot enter Gum Grove Nature Putt. lbe 
saltwater and aD but one freshwater marsb restcntlon site. ud limits tbe ·use rl 
pesticides, helbicides and related cbemic:a1s 

• 
Sensitive species may be significantly impacted by iDcra.sed humiD 

preseoce within resto:rec! habitat areas and by the displacement or the red fox and other • 
medium-sized predators from the project lite to other habitat areas within tbe viciDity af 
the Project. 
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For each such impact identified m the ElR., changes or alterations have 
-;. been required in, or inc6IpOrated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the sigulliCIDt 

effects on the cnvironmeat. 

c. Facts in Support or F'mdioa 

Section 5.2 or the EIR. indicates that the following measures wiD mit!pte 
these impacts 10 a level or insignificance by controtnng public and domestic anima! access 
to restored native habitat an:as and by tnpping and removing the red fox from 1he area 
under the supervision of appropriat~ resource aaencies. 

B-8 Indirect Impacts 

BS.l 'Ibe City 'Engineer wm post signs along trails and public access a.reas advising 
owners that dogs, c:ats. or any pets and/or domestic animals are proru"bited from 
entl')' into the vicinity of the saltwater or fresbwater marsh habitat restoration 
areas. Prior to admission or the public to the an::a. the City shaD adopt ID 
appropriate means of enforcing this condition . 

B8.2 Prior to project consuuc::tion. a quili.fied biologist wm conduct a trapping and 
removal program for Jed fox. 1be trapping program. along with aD DeCeSSII)' 

permils, will be coordinated through CDPG. 

5. Golf Course Impacts 

L Potentia1 Impacts 

1be DER found that the consuuction of the golf course would crea1e 
potentially significant impacts 10 biological resources. including sbort term Joss or babilat . 
during consuucilon, permanent Joss of the foJ'aling habitat that now exists on the site, IDd 
impacts from the use or pesticides to maintain the JOlf course and increased human 
preseDce on tbe lire. · · 

b. FmdiDJ 

ror each such impact identified in the ElR., changes or alterations bave 
been requind in, or incorporated into, the project whicb mitigate or avoid the sijnifiCIDt 
effects on the cnvironme:nL 

c. Facts in Support of F'mdinJ 
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. 'Jbese Impacts will be mifila!ed to • Jevel or insi&nificaDce thmup • 
implemenwion or the miti&a!ion measures set fonh in Mitigation Measure Sections Bl 
lbroup BB, inclusive, along with the additional measures relatiDg to lhe aolf course 
management plan set foJ!h below. Said mitigadon measures wm ensure that lhe 
development and operatjon or lhe JOlf course will DOt sipificantly impact habitat areas or 
JUC or endangered spedea. 

B-9 Golf Course Manaaemeat 

B9.l Prior to the issuance or pding pennits for the aolf course by the Ci!)' of Seal 
Beach, the Direclor of Development SeJVices. shall ensure that a rmaJ JOlt course 
development and manaaement plan has bceD prepared ancS is available at the Citj 
for public viewinJ aDd/or reproducdon at viewer's expense. 

B9.2 Prior tO issuance or pcfinJ pennits for the JOlf' COUrse and the finalization of aD 

environmental JOlt course development and manaJement plan, the Direclor of · 
Development Services shall ensure that aU appropriate environmental permit 
conditions have been made part or the JOlt course development and manaJemeDt 
plan and are incorporaled into the rmaJ JOlt course development and managemeat 
plan. 'lbe Jolt course development and management plan wm ·specify tbat 
landscaping in the vicinity or tbe freshwater marsh wm consist of native species 
that will not invade tbe freshwater marsh areas. 

C. Hydrolol)' &Dd Water Quality 

1. PJoodiDJ 

L Jtolentia] Impacts 

Section 5.3 or the EIR ccmcludes that the hydrology of the Project could 
sipificantly impact the Los Alamhos R.ewdin& Basin (•LARB•) in that stormwater could 
exceed the LAD's capacity absent appropriate dn&inage measures on the Pn>peny. ID 
addition, some areas or the Property would be subject to periodic overflow and floodiDalf 
IIOJmwater flows are DOt detained on ~_site ~uring times of peak flows. 

. 
Por eacb sucb impact identified iD tbe Em. chanJes or ahe.ra!ions line 

beeD required in, or inc:o!pmled in10, the project which mitipte or avoid the sipiftc:~!f 
effects on the euviromneDL 

c. Pacts in Suppon of FmdiJia 
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The ER indicates lha! the drainage system for the Project has been 
designed to detain stonnwater flows on the golf course during major storm events and 
flows from the project site to tbe LARB will be limited to existing peak levels. 1be 
Project will be required to include a drainage plan that will meet interim Orange County 

.. Flood Control requirements. Structures on the Property wiD be consuucted on pads at 
least one-foot (1 ')above ~00-year flood elevations. 1be following mitigation measures 
will be imposed to ensure that aD significant impacts in connecdon with flooding pot=dal 
will be reduced to a level or less than significarJt 

W~l Prior to the issuance or anading pennits, the Project Developer shaD submit a final 
drainage pla.n for the proposed proj~ for· review and approval by the City 
&gineez. 

WQ-2 Prior to issuance or &nding pennits, the Project Developer shaD ensure tbat 
coordination between the City of Seal Beach and the Orange County Flood Control 
District has been undertakeo to demonstrate the ability of the project to meet 
interim County flood control requirements at the Los Alamitos Retarding Basin. 
To this end, a final hydrology repon shall be approved by the City Engineer which 
reports effects, if any, on the Los Alamitos Retarding Basin. 

WQ-3 Prior to the issuance of buDding permits, the project developer shaD submit to the 
City Engineer proof of payment of the City's drainage fees, as applicable • 

WQ--4 Prior to the issuance of &nding pennits, the Project Developer shaD provide &Dd 
submit measures for approval by the City Engineer which shall ensure that all 
structures Joc:ated within project boundaries, subject to flooding from 100-year 
storm events, are constructed on a pad or earth elevated at least one foot above 
100-year flood elevations. 1bis requirement wiD be monitored and a:Uorced by 
the City &gineez. 

2. Water Quality 

L Potentiallmpacts 

. Section 5.3 of the EIR cOncludes that pding and consuuction ac:dvities on 
tbe project site would create the poteDtial for siiJillicant water quality impacts as a resuh 
or storm water runoff containing debris and sediments. In addition, the ER indicates tbe 
potential for a signjfic:ant impact resulting from the operational use of herbicides iD 
drainage control areas. 1be ElR found lha! impacts arising directly from the increase iD 
wbaD SLonnwater nmoff from the Project's residential, colf course and other developed 
areas would be less than significant. However, because the Project would incrementaUy 
add to the regional problem or uJban stonnwater runoff, the ElR concluded that the 
Project's water quality impacts would be cumulatively significant. 

• 
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Por racb such impact Identified iD the Ellt, chan&es or alterations have 
been tequired in, or incozporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the .si&nificut 
effects on the environment. To the extent cumula!ive impacts wW remain si&nificam after 
mitiption, bowever, specific ecoDOIDJc, Jepl, social, technoloJical, or other 
considerations make lnf'easible the alternatives andfor additional mitiption me:asums 
ldtntified in the environmental impact rcpoa. 

c. Pacts ID Suppon ofF~ 
• 

Gracfin& and constmction activit)' Impacts can be mitipted to a JeveJ of_ 
Insignificance throu&b the implementation of NPDES penult conditions and u appmved 
Stonu Water Pollution Prevention Plan OD site, as required by the measures srt fonb 
below. Potential impacts related to the use or herbicides can be mitigated throu&b the use 
or such products iD compliance with applicable fedelil and~~ aandards, as required ID · · 
mitigation measure WQ-8. As Doted iD tbe discussion of Potential Impacts, aunuladve 

· impacts wDJ be partially mitigated by measures WQ-8 ChrouJb WQ-10 below, but wm 
remaiD significant and unavoidable. The significant and unavoidable impacts of tbe 
Project, as weD as the Council's ntionaJe for rejedin& Project altema!ives, are funber 
discussed below. 

WQ-5 Prior to movin& consuucdon equipment OD site, the project developer shall prc:Mde 
evidence to the City !:nJinecr that a national Pollutant Discharge EliminatioD 
System (NPDES) pennit has been obtained fonn the Stale Water .Resources 
Control Board (S'WRCB). Once obtained, the NPDES permit shaD be fttailted OD 

the constnJctioD site throu&bout the construction period, and a copy shaD be filed 
with the City EnJineer. 

WQ-6 Durin& constnJcdon, tbe City EnJineer sbaD ensure that aD the tenDS llld 
conditions outlined ID the National Pollutant DisebarJe Elimination SyiUID 
(NPDES) pennits, iDcludin& the implementation of Best Manqem=t Pncdces 
(BMPs) are compiled wllh. 

WQ-7 Prior to issuance of pdinJ pel"Dlits, Project developer sbaD prepare a Storm 
Water PoDution Prevention Plan (S\\'PPP) for the proposed project. 1bis pJIIl 
shaD be submitted to tbe City Enpeer for review and cornmeal prior ID 
implcmentin&uy SWPPP provisions or stanin& any constn1cdon acdvity. A copy 
or the SWPPP shaD be beJd by the construction contractor(s) on 1be constnJCdoD 
lite throughout development of the Rellmaft Ranch Specific Plan. 'lbe City 
EnJineer wm monitor and enforce the provisions of the S'WPPP. 

WQ-8 Durin& operation of the proposed project, the Project Owner/Operator sbaD eosure 
that all pest comrol, berbjeide, insecUeide and ocher similar substances used u pan 
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of maintenance of project features are handled, stored, applied and disposed of by 
those doing facility maintenance in a manner consistent will aD applicable federal, 
state and local regulation. 1be City :&gineer shaD monilor and enforce this 
provision. ResponSJole agencies shall be indicaled iD the Golf' Course 
Management Plan. 

WQ-9 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the project developer shaD provide 
evidence to the Direaor of Development SeNiccs that a water quality managemem 
plan (WQMP) has been prepared for the project in a manner consistent with the 
Qran~e County DliinaJe Area Mana~ement Plan. 1be WQMP shaD contam 
provisions and Best Management Pncdces· (BMPs) for both constnJcdon ud 
operating/municipal conditions. "Ibe WQMP sbaD also remain fJeXJole to 
modification to provide appropriate safeguards for the wetlands and los Alamitos 
Rtwding Basin. . 

WQ-JOPrior to the issuance of grading permits, the City Engineer shaD verify that. 
structural BMPs have been permanently iDcoipOmted into _Project plans by the 
Applicant. Such BMPs shaD ensure thal pollutants from project-related storm 
11.·ater entering the LARB and the San Gabriel River are mitigated consistent with 
applicable state and local standards • 

D. Soils, Geology and Mineral Resources 

L Potential Impacts 

1be Project wm be constructed iD proximity to known earthquake fauhs 
within a seismically active part of southern California. Residential and other suuctures 
built on the site may be subject to seismic impacts, including seismic shaking and JrDUDd 
settlement. Jf a catastrophic event should occur, however, such as one which exceeds 
magnitudes used in seismic design standards, the impacts of seismic shaking on residential 
suuctures and other Project improvements would be significant and unavoidable. "Jbe 
significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project are funher discussed below. 

b. Fmctina 

For t2eb such impact identified in the ER, changes or altem!ions bave 
been required in, or inco2p0mted into, the project which mitigate or avoid the signjfiCIDt 
effects on the errvironme:nt. To the extent impacts resultin& from catastrophic seismic 
events will remain significant after mitigation, bowever, specific economic, Jepl, IOCial, 
technologk:al, or other considerations make infeaSJole the alternatives identified iD the 
environmental impact report. 

c. Facts in Support of FmcfiDa 
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Section 5.4 or the ElR JDdica1es thai the foUowin& mitigation measures wiD 
ensure tm.1 the Project Is designed to aD anrent enJineerin& practices and seismic 
,Wdelines and will reduce seismic-related impacts to a level or insipificanee, except for 
caiaStrophic events which exceed magnitudes used JD seismic dcsip standards, and which 
constitute some risk 10 developme-nt throu&bout Southern Calif'onDa. 

G:SO.l 

GE0-2 

GE0-3 

Prior to Issuance or projecl Jnldin& permiu or compledon or project 
consuucdon plans, tbe project developer shaD submit to the City Engineer, 
completed subsunace JDvestigations in the proposed project area, pn:pued 
by a licensed aeo10Jist, to ensure that appropriate enJineerin& safeguards 
have been added 10 project plans 10 en'Sure that seismic standards are met u 
defined by the Uniform BuDdin& Code (1996), the Alquist-Priolo Spec:ial 

. Studies Zones Act or 1972 and the Cit)' or Seal Beach General Plan. 1be 
Project Developer shall ~imburse aU City or Seal Beach costs of 
independent thild·part)' review or said tecbniC:aJ repoiL 

The Director or Development Setvices shaD ensure that Ill SUUctures to be 
constructed within the HeUman Ranch Specific Plan are constnlcted 
accordina to the latest adopted edition or the Unifonn BuildinJ Code 
(UBC) and other applicable codes or standards 10 help ensure that these 
stroctures wm be able 10 withstand eanhquakes experienced JD the project 
arra. 

Prior to issuance or pdinJ pennits or completion or construction plans, 
whichever occun arlier, 1he project developer shall submit to tbe City 
Engineer, a soil study which identified au soil t)'peS on the project lite. 
The study shaD Include aU measures necessary to safely work in these soil 
types as calJed for by project consuuc:tion plans. 1be Project Developer 
shaD reimburse City of Seal Beach costs or JDdepenclent lhird-pany review 
or said technical npon. 

Prior 10 conunencemeut of project pctin& opera!ions, the consuucdon 
contnc:tor sba11 submit for the review and approval of 1he City Engineer a 
plan explainin& the disposal or expon or excess pded for fW material ad 
identify the approved disposal lite(s) to be used for the project. 1be pliD 
will also include measures 10 be takeD for the life reuse or on site material 
as engineeriD& or eavironmental fill, paniculmy IJ'OUDd the CODSb'UCieCI 
wedaDds. FJD Mllerial(s) used from off site constn.Jcdon project(s) sbaD be 
approved by tbe City Pngineer to ensue that tbe material is can ad fllle 
or environmentaDy deleterious materiaJs. 

The Project Developer shaD provide and submit measures for approval by 
the City EnJineer wmch shaD ensure that the necessary affected berms ad 
impounded dredJed fW soDs are ~moved aDd, dependin& upon filial 
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pades, replaced with compacted fiU in order to mitigate the likelihoocl of 
laternl spreadi"'. 

Prior to the issuance of project Jndin& permits, the City :&peer shaD 
meet with the pading contr.letor and sons engineer to detennine wbicb 
improvement techniques shaD be utilized to reduce or mitigate iiquefactiOD 
pOt.entiil within the lowlands area. Tbe techniques sbaD include, at a 
minimum, the foDowing techniques which shaD be evalU!!ed u part of lbe 
project geotechnical rqxm: 

Densification of loose sands via VlDralOJ')' techniques, pressure grout lbe 
sand zones, or dewater the area and then remove and rccompact the saDds 
zones with engineered fiD. 

Provide gravel drains to ajd in the dissipation of pore water pressure durin& 
an earthquake. 

Increase the overburden pressure by adding an appropriate thickness or fill. 

'Where structures are proposed, provide suuc:tural support via deep 
foundations in the a.rea of high liquefaction potential, and utilize post-
tensioned/structural mat foundations for structures situated within moderate 
liquefaction prone areas. 

Prior to the issuance of pading pennits, the City :&gineer shall meet with 
the construction contractor to evaluate options penaining to the settlement 
process in areas underlain by soft silts and clay soils and the preloadiDg of 
the ground~ these areas by placement of a suJ"Clwie fW if' recommenced 
by the project Jeotechnic:al study. 

Organic-rich layers found on the project site should be removed, blended 
with other inor&anic onsite solls where necessaJ)' and recompacted, or 
selectively disposed of outside of the structural fill ua.s. Excavated lOlls 
may require spreading to dry before being placed u engineered fill. . Jf 
Jarae pockets or thick layers of highly organic materials (da!t OJpDic 
soils) are eDcountered during excavation, these material lbou1d be 
stockpiled for future di~sal or used in nonstruc:tural fills OD the project 
lite. 

E. Hazardous Materials 

L Potential Impacts 
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Secdcio 5.5 of the EIR iDdicaleS that some soDs on the Properly 1Je 
contam.iDatecf with CJUde oJl, IDd ide.otifies potentially advme humaD Jahh effects (bat 
could result from the development of re.sidential and visitor servin& uses on the Pnptt)' If 
lhe contamination is DOt remediated. Ia addition, Rsidential developmem wm be located 
In dose proximity to equjpmeot used for extractioD of oD. 1bis equipmeot may sepreseat 
a hi&hly visible. altt'aCdve DUisaDee wmcb could asuh iD serious pbysic:aJ iDjuJJ to 
Individuals who live on or visit the Propeny. There ue also previously pluued ad 
abandoned oD wells on the aile whicb could pose a dan&er to persons and JtruelUres lbou14 
those plugs become loose. Explosion rislcs may be preseat for both acdve and abancloDed 
oD wells. Clude oiJ may be spiDecl during tanker truct Jc.4inJ. FmaDy, exisdn& on, ps, 
water and wastewater pipes may be dama&ed duriDJ proJect construcdon acdvidea. 

b. FJDCiiDa 

For each such Impact identified iD the EJJt. changes or alterations lave 
been required in, or inco1p0ratecl into, the project which mitigate or avoid the lipifiCIIIl · . 
effects on the enviJODmCDL 

c. Pacts iD Support ofFmdiiJI 

• 

Tbe mitigation measures se:t forth below wiD ftduce these ·impacts 10 a • 
• level of irWpificanc:e. The draft ErR had recommendecl.an additional measure, HM-8, 

which would have required mmgation for potential methane ps impactS for tbe Ull in 
and around oil weU 17(a). This measure was del~ from the :FEIR in response to DR' 
infonnation indicating that methane psis DOl present at well 17(a) and the Council bas 
determined thllthe measure Is DOt required to mitigate significant impacts of the Pmjec:t. 
Contam.inatecl sons wiD be manaaecl, trrated, or removed based upon the level of 
contamination present. A safety plan wm be Implemented to eliminate rislcs to penoas 
and stJUctures from existing Or abandoned on producdon facilities throuJb feaciD&, 
Jan_dscaping and the location of improvements OD the PJopeft)'. 

BM·l SoDs oathe project site with low to moderate concentratiODS of peaoJeum 
hydroca!boDs u dermec:l by the envbomnetltal sltc assessment npcnt, may 
be IDUIIJed usiD& tradidonal bioremediatkm Udmiques durin& lite Jildiq. 
These lOlls CID also be bJeDded with unconwnina1ecJ soDs by tbe 
construcdon COIJUictor for pbytoremediaticm beaellh the proposed aoJf 
course fairwa)'L 

Project dis wJlb modeJate ID biJb CODCaJtJadoas of petJOleum 
hydrocarbons, as defined by the envlronmental site assessment ftPOI'l, may 
be excavated aDd tmated by tbe · constJUcdon CODU'IctOI' with an approved 
teclmolo,cy, sucil as a biotetriediatkm ceU withiD tbe oiJ producdon areas, 
or disposed of or recycled at a licensed treatment, storaae, and disposal • 
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• materials which will be utii.ized for parking Jots and/or aolf cart pathways. 

BM-3 Prior to the issuance of a buDding pennit for the golf course clubhouse, lhe .. Project Developer shall devel~ and submit for the review and approval or 
the City Engineer a security plan which provides the pennancnt means to 
exclude the pubDc from oD producdoa areas of the HellmaD RaDch 
Property. "'be provisions of the security plan shaD be fuDy implemented 
and CODstructed prior to the issuance of a certificate of occ:ujlaacy for the 
JOlf course clubhouse. A1 a minimum, the security plan sbaU require (i) 
that weDs and associated equipment be enclosed by appropriate security 
feocing and landscape screening, ("u") that suitable gates are provided to 
pennit equipmeDt access ~ well sites, aad ("w") that weD sites are 
constructed so that spilla&e from oD wens will be confined tq the well 
enclosu~. 

' 
HM-4 The Project Developer shaD provide and submit measures for approval by 

the City Engineer which shaD ensure that climbable landscaping is DOt 
placed around the perimeter of oil weD enclosures in order to restrict 
access to these facilities. 1bis shall be verified by the City Engineer prior 

• to issuance of a cenificate of occupancy for the golf course clubhouse • 

HM-5 1be project developer shall ensure that DO proposed ~cture for human 
occupancy on the Hellman Ranch site will be located over or a previously 
plugged and abandoned weD, unless the plugged weD conforms to a1mmt 
applicable Department of Conservation, Division of Oil and Gu 

.• specifications. This shall be verified by the City Engineer prior to issn•ncz 
of building pellllils. 

HM-6 1be project developer shall ensure that buildings intended for buman 
occupancy Jocaled within a minimum distance of 100 feet of any active 
well shall have suitable safety and fire protectioa musures as established · 
by the O.range County Fue Authority (OCFA). 1be OC:A shall appmve 
any building plans for iny stnJCIUre built within 100 feet of an active oD 
Wfll. 

BM-7 The project developer shall ensure that adequate cleannce and acceas to 
active oils wells is maintained on the site for oil wen woJkover equipmeat. 
Roads for oil wtll wodc.over equipment shall bave a minimum 12 foot 
width of cl~. and be designed for beavyweiJbt use. 

• 

• BM-8 If' drilling, rewoddng, injectiDg into, or plugging and abandoning any oil 
wen becomes neceSSIJ)' as pan of project development, the project 
developer shalJ obtain written pennission for such activities from lhe 
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Supervisor or the l>lvlsion or OiJ and Oas. The project developer shaD also 
ensure the J)ivJ.sion of Oil and Gas Is DOtified 10 witness or Inspect aD 
opemtions specified In the approval or any Dodce to the division. 'Ibis 
includes tests, IDd mspections of oD weD blowout prevention equipmeat, 
nservoir ud freshwaler procectioa measures, ud oD weD-pluuiDI 
cpmtiaa. 

Prior to Issuance or JBdinJ permits, tbe Project Developer shaD prcMde 
and submit meamres for approval by the City Enpeer which shaD easure 
tha! the JocadoD of Ill oD, ps, water and tiastewater pipelines OD the 
subject property are clearly delineated on a map to be kept on file with tbe 
City &peer IDd on the project site durin.a project constJUcdon acdvides. 
In areas . where exact locations of pipelines caD DOt be determiDecl, 
exptomtoJ)' excavation usin& hand tools shall be Implemented to locale the 
pipe prior to any mechanical excavation. 

1be Project Developer shall ensure that any crude oD spmecf on the project 
site durin& the Joadin& or transport of this material Is Immediately c1eaDed 
up accordin& to the appropriate Fedeml and State nplations. 'Ibis will be 
monitored by the City EnJinee:r. 

P. Parlcs, Recftlation and Open Space 

L Potential Impacts 

The Project wm nsuh ill the conversion of approximately 24.6 leftS of 
ex.istiD& opeD space on the site to non-open space uses. However, approximately 171 
acres or the propeny would n.uiD their open space character throu&b the rcsttn.tion of 
wetlands, the preseMtion of Gum Grove PaJt. the constnJcdoD of a pubBc aolf oaune, 
and the continued use of the Los Alamitos Retardin.a Basin for flood control IDd 
recn:ational pu1p0ses. 

b. Fmc!i:D~ 
. 

:For each iuch impact Identified iD the EIR, chanpa or aheradons line 
been required iD, or inCosporated into, the project which mitipte or avoid U. siplfic:aDt 
eft'ects on the eavimDmeat. 

e. Pacts 1D SUpport ofFmdilt.c 

'!be Project is expected to have a beneficial Impact on puks, RCreatiOD ud · 
open space witb the implementation of the foUowin& measures, as discussed in Secti011 5.6 
of the Em.: 
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R-1 1be area or Gum Grove Nature Parle shaD be dedicated by Heliman Propenies · 
U.C to the City or Seal Beach prior to recordation or the vesting tentative 1Dct 
map for the residential Jots. 

R-2 Palk dedication documents shaD contain a doed restricdon which shaD be recorded 
against the part or the Helbnan Ra.ncb Specific Plan site identified as Gum Grove 
Na!Ure PaJk, Conservation Planning Area 3, to ensure that the area will be 
preserved in peipentity as a nature put. 1be Seal Beach City AUomey will 
review the language or such document before the park is dedicated. 

R-3 

R-4 

Conservation Planning Area 1 shall be dedicated to an appropriate public or DOD

profit resources agency by a conservation easement, deed restricdon or other 
appropriate conveyance, as long as there is an appropriate resource agency ~DlinJ 
to accept the conveyance, to ensure thai this area wiD be preserved in ~Ipentity as 
saltv.·ater wetlands. 1be conveyance wiD include the provision that the pedestrian 
path and observation areas adjacent to the coastal salt marsh remain available to . 
the public. 1be language of the deed restriction wiD be reviewed by the Stal 
Beach City Attorney before the deed restriction is recorded by Hellman Properties 
uc. 

A conser\'ation easement and deed restriction shall be recorded against the part or 
the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan site to ensure that not Jess 9.7 acres or this area 
will be preserved in perpetuity as freshwater wetlands, in the location specified in 
the final freshwater marsh/golf course grading plan. The language or the deed 
restriction will be reviewed by the Seal Beach City Attorney before the deed 
restriction is recorded by Hellman Propenies LLC. 

R-5 The Director or Development Services shaD ensure that a bicycle rack is provided 
near the entrance to the pedestrian tJail for the saltwater wetland prior to isP"nce 
of the certificate of occupancy for the visitor serving! commercial development. 

R-6 The proposed block waD along Seal Beach Boulevard wm extend to the southerly 
project boundar)' to prevent access to Gum Grove Nature Parle from Seal :&Qch 
Boulevard. 

G. Aesthedcs 

L Potential Impacts 

Construction activities wm cause the removal of existing plant materials. 
Development or the proposed residential units, aolf course, commercial/recreational 
facilities, and wetland restoration will alter the existina views or the project site . 
ConstNction activities and the residential development component will also introduce DeW 

mghttime ]jght sources to the site and the potential for daytime ~· 
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Por rach sucb impact Identified iD tbe m, chanps or alterations bave 
been required ID, or incoipOJ'I!ed into, tho project whicb mJti&ate or avoid the sipific:ut 
effects on tho eovbonmeat. 

c. Pacts iD Support or FJDC!iDI 

Section 5. 7 or the m aDd evidence presented to the Counclt Indicates that 
the exbtin& aesthetic CODdiliOD or tbe Property is depaded aDd below commuait)' 

..,. lt.andaJds. Implementation or the. desip JLddeUnes. dcvelopmeot replatjons and -
development standards set fonh iD Secdon V or the HRSP, alona with the foDowJq 
mitigation measures, wW positively Impact existJD& views IDd site aesthcdcs ~ that an 
exlstin& mo~y vacant Propetty Is proposed to be extensively improved visually throuJb 
tho restoration or wdlands ueas, the development or a JOlf course, the removal ~ . 
existin& utility poles and tnmsmission towers, and the construction or new residences IDd 

... 1 aolf course structure to exactina desip standards. IJabt and atare Impacts from the 
development or tbo ·Project C8D be miti&ated to I level or insignificance through tbe 
imposition of mitiaation measures reladn& to tho control of Uabt and atare spillover OJHile 
and l\\'1)' from wetlands areas and adjacent resideDces. 

AS-1 Prior to issuance or buDdin& permits, I landscape pliD for common areas or tbe 
project site, includin& stteet trees and parkway treatments, sba11 be prepared by a 
licensed landscape ucbhect and submiu.ed to the Direaor of Development 5erYices 
and tbe Street Tree Division of the PubUc Works Department for Approval. 1'be 
landscape plan shaD reflect that an open m.as DOt occupied by residUIJ w. 
service m.as, palkinJ lost, walkways aDd courtyuds wDl be attractively 
landscaped and irripud wilh a fuDy automated iniption system. Said landsclpe 
plan shaD include cJetaDs of Ill bennslwaDs provided for DOise mrupdon alODJ 
Seal Beach Bou1evanl. 

AS-2 Prior to issuance of Ca1ificatea or Occupancy for • project pbase. the poJect 
developer sba11 provide evidence to the City's Director of Developmeat Se:Mces 
that, whore appropriase, Jandsc:apin&. inipdon ud other common area featun=s 
lave been installed, and appropriate provisions for onaoinJ malmenance have.,_. 
included in tbe project cou.•a. 

• 

• 

AS-3 Prior to the Issuance of buDdina perm.its, the project developer IbiD aubadr 
i&htinJ plans to and obWn approval from the Director or Development semce.s. 
1be li&bdn& plans iha1l provide lhat aD outdoor i&h1inl. incJudin& consuucdaa
related li&htin& and any 1i&btinl on the aolf course, shalJ be desiped, inaDed and 
operated in 1 awmer that ensures lhat au direct nys from project li&htinJ are • 
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contained within the project site, and that residences, bolh within and adjacent to 
. the project, and wetland IJ'CI8.51 are pJ"'t.eded for spWover Hgbt and &J.ue. 

AS-4 1'be proposed block w~ alonJ Seal Beacb Eoulevard will extend to the southerly 
project boundaJ)' to preve-nt access to Gum Grove Nature Park from. Seal Beach 
Boulevud. 

I 

B. Cultural Resources 

I. Paleontological Resources 

L Pocenti.aJ Impacts 

GradinJ activities may expose and/or impact fossil bcarinJ formadons. 

b. Fmdirta 

:For tacb sucb impact identified in the EIR, chanaes or ah.erations bave 
been required in, or incoipOrated into, the projea which mitigate or avoid the signific:aDt 
effects on the eovironmeut. 

·e. :Facts in Support of FmcfiDa 

The foUowing mitigation measures will reduce impacts to lhese poteatial 
paleontological resources to a level of insignificance by requirinJ the pa.rDcipation of 
qualified paleontologists in the design and implementation of the Project. :Funher 
discussion of impacts on paleontological resources is set foJtb in Section 5.8 of them.. 

CR·l During final design of improvemems on the Hellman Ranch site, a qualified 
independent paleontologist wiD be retained by the City of Seal Beacb to review the 
project designs and detcnnine the potential for constNction to affect sensitive fossil 
bearinJ fonnations on the site. If the paleontolOJist detennines that tbe 
constNction could or may affect a se.nsitive fossil beariDJ formatioD., the 
paleontologist wm develop • mitiption and treatme.Dt plan, . includ.iDJ pre
constNcdon surveys. monitorinJ and resource recovery durin& constiucdon, 
resource evaluation and duration, and documentation of those ldivities iD a fiDal 
RpOJt, u appropriate. 

CR-2 During site preparation, pading and consuucdon. the mitipt.km and treatment 
plan developed in measure CR·l wiD be implemented by a paleontolOJist selected 
by the City of Seal Beach. The paleontolOJist sbaD Dot be inVolved ill the 
preparatlon of the treatment plan and the recommendations in that plaD. 

2. Arcbeologieal Resources 
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Tbe F.ElR Identified four imponant ucbeolOJical lites that wiD be 
·adversely impecud by tbe Plojoct. The F.ElR also fouDCJ that six other pcl(eDtially 
impo11a.nt sites may be impac:ted by the Project. but lhal existin& data was insufficieat to 
Jnake I conclusive ddermination reprdinJ the a.rcbeolOJleal lmpon.ance of these lites 
without addidonal study that Is requin:d by the EDt. 

b. FJDC!izta 

Por eacb sucb impact Identified ID the m.. cban&cs or alterations have 
beea required in, or inc:Otpe>rated mto, the projea whlcb mitipte or avoid the sipiftc:ant 
effec:ts on the environment. To the extent that cJiJec:t and cumuladve impacts to 
ucbeological resources wm remain sipific:a.Dt after mitip1ion, bowever, ·lpedfic . 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other considenlt.ions make infeaslble 1be 
alternatives and additional mitiption measum, Jf IDY, Identified iD the enviromnemal 
impactRpOrt. 

c. Pacts iD Support or FmdiDa 

1be foUowina measures wDl submntiaDy reduce the Project's impacts to 
imponant archeological shes. However, because avoidance or archeological resources IDd 
in siru preseMtiOD are the preferred methods or mitiaation and it may DOl be fa.sJbJe to 
avoid or preserve In si1U imponant archeological resources on the project lite, impacts to 
archeological resources are considered sipificant aDd unavoidable. Moreover, JOD&-ten:a 
development in the area is likely to resuh iD the Joss or additional archeological shes. 1be 
siplfic:ant and unavoidable impacts or the Project are fuJther discussed below. . 

CR·3 Prior to ID)' site pn=pa.ration, pdinJ or consuucdon acdvmes, the I>inclor of 
Development Services shaD verify that a qullified archeologist retained by tbe Cily 
or Seal Beach will conduct a literature searcb from baseline survey ad culluJaJ 
resource records IDd has confirmed whether each ucheoJo&ical aile OD lbe 
Bellman Ranch Specific PlaD ·site Is important under CBQA.. Tbe records· searcla 
wiD include contactin& past and preset LSA and ERA per&ODDel to obraiD dlla 
from their respecdve iDvesti&ations or tbe BellmiD Ranch site wblch may aat be 
included in a staDdaJd literature srarcb and evaluatin& the materials provided to lhe 
CilybyBRA. 

•• 

• 

Cl.-4 Prior to ID)' site preparation, lfldin& or consuuction activities, the J:>irec:uJr of 
Development Services shall verify that a qullified archeologist seleded by the City 
of Seal Beach has conducted I site survey, consistin& or I walkover inspection, OD • 
the ten sites detennined to be imponant or requirin& additional study under CEQA 
and the City or Seal Beach General Plan. and has documented the present 
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condition or the archeological resources on those sites. Pamcula.r attention wiD be 
placed on attempting to Jocat.ed evidence or past excavations on the imponant 
~~~cal~ . 

CR-5 A qualified archaeologist selected by the City or Seal Beach wiD prepare 1 peer
reviewed research design for 1 test phase pro&ram on Chose shes determined to be 
important. A! I minimum, tbe research desip will mcJude: 

L 

b. 

A detailed SUDmliJ)' or alJ. information available on I si!c-by-slte basis. 
1be researcher should also contact appropriate JocaJ poups such as the 
Seal Beach Historical Society, the Pacific Coast Archeological Society, 
Joc:al Native American tn"bes, and infonDed local residents for any 
additional inf'onnation deemed applicable to the project. In addition. a 
substantial amount or anecdotal information regarding cultural resources DD 
the Hellman Ranch property was provided to the City durin,& the p1blic 
comment process on the Dnaft PJR. 1be City ·should supply lhal · 
information to the researcher for evaluation IS part of subsequent 
archeological studies. 1be site descriptions should include 1 composite 
map for each site which indicated the location or past activities, notes 
regarding the location or datum used by each investigator, and the DOteS 
regardin,& field location points or the units/trenches. "Ibis wm establish 
areas to be avoided by the testing program and simultaneously highliJht 
areas where information is already available. 

A detailed plan for field investigations includin,& bow the areas or prmous 
excavations will be located and avoided, and how the testing plaD wDl 
provide new infonnation to the data which already exists on the sites. 1be 
details or the field investigation shall be determined by the archaeoloJical 
finn retained by the City to perl'orm this woJk, and included iD tbe.ir 
Research Desip. 1bis plan shall be reviewed and approved by tbe 
Director or Development Services before any field investigation wOJt bas 
been stanecl. 

c. A detailed plan for additional studies including the methodoloJY 10 be 
employed to obtain information regarding 10D stratignphy, fiUDil 
analyses, pollen studies and ndiocal'bon dadDa. 

d. A cultural ovcni;ew or the Joc:al reJion whb an emphasis on other sites oo 
the landing HiD, Bixby HiD and Bolsa Chica Mesa sites sball be prepared. 
Comparative material summaries should be compiled from keY. sites OD aD 
three mesas so thal a Jocal chronology can be established. The ovemew 
should clearly explain bow the test program will produce data wmch is 
significant to addressing important regional restareb questicms. 



. 
CR-6 MIN the compledoD or the J"eSQJ'Cb desip ID m~re CR·3, a qua]Jfted 

archaeologist selected by tbe City of Seal Beach will conduct tbe test proJriiD as 
outlined in that resca.rch de.slp. A qualified Native American monitor shaD be on 
the project aile durin& aD pdinJ activities Decessary to implemeut tbe tell 
propam. 1be a.rchaeol()Jist will provide a peer-reviewed rqxnt which IDclUdes 
detailed results or the test proJ!Ul iDcJucfinJ lite descriptions loteptiDJ lile 
lonnatfoa processes 'With tbe results or poUea analyses, IODs analyses ad 
radiocarlxm dadnJ. Artifacxual and fauna! dala wiD be rela!ed to the lile 
descriptions throuJb I dhuibudon amlysls. DetiDed descriptions or tbe artif'ICU 
will be provided and the artifactual and faunal data wm be lntepted IDd used ID 
address tbe ftliona1 research questions idenilfted ID the researcb desip. Tbls 
repon wm clearly demonstra1e the need lor addidonal excavations at each site, u 
appropriate, ad how these excavadons wiD provide aew and impol'tllll 
information lor addressinathe identified ,.;oaat research quesdons. 1be CBQA 
criteria shall be applied at the sites includina evaluation or their importaDCe. 

• 

CR·7 1be clear preference is for the preservat.ioll, IHJiu, or uchaeoJogicaJ lites 
determined to be imponant under CEQA. If leaSJ"ble, impoJ"taDt sites should be 
placed in opeD apace and avoided. 1be identification or impoJ1allt sites, from the 
n;pon prepared in measure CR-4, wm be used to assist In the sitina or planned 
improvements on the HeUman Ranch site to the extent feasible. Documenlllion of 
the pre5ervation of impol"ttDt sites durin& the final project desip process wDJ be • 
provided to the City or Seal hch. AD construction related documeuts wD1 
Include notations clearly identifyin& those areas on the site to be preserved u 
EnviromnentaDy Sensitive Areas (ESAs). AD c:onstnJcdon documents wiD dllldy 
DOte the an construction activity, includina vehicle access and storap, materials 
storaae, dumpiDJ, etc., is absolutely proJu"bited wJthin or adjacent to any identified 
J:SA. 

CR-8 If' preservation or one or more sites identified as important under tbe CBQA 
Gujdelines by the test phase propam is not fetSJ"ble. the foDowing activities wDl be 
implemented to mitipte the impacts or development or the land uses included iD 
the Hellman RaDch Speclfic Plan on those sites: 

L 1be City or Sea! :kach wDI select I quaDfted uchaeoloJist ID CODduct 
investiptions Jn tbe development area on the Bdlma Ranch Spedftc P.laD 
aile. 

b. ne qualifted uchuolOJist wiD prepare a research desip for tiDal · 
mitiption for those sites detennined to be Important based on· the lilt 
phase prorram and which cannot be avoided duriD& consuuctiaa of · 
proposed Speclfic P1aD land uses. 11Us task wiD focus on updatina the 
previous research desip based on the new inf'onnadon pthered du.rifta the 
test PJ'DII'IDl· 'Jbe fmal field invesdaat:ions proposed m this reseudl 

• 
• 
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design shall be justified and descn"bed in detail. Emphasis wm be placed 
on how the artifact analysis will be conducted and integrated into artifuct 
interpretation, inter-spatial relations, inter-site comparisons and the broader 
questions or ttaveJ and b'a.de networkin&, ll a minimum. Consult with 
appropriate Native American JTOup(S), as identified by the Native 
American HeJ'ita&e Commission, 1D the development of the restardl 
design, aDowma ~riate representatives or those groups 10 review tbe 
research desip. 

1be qualified archaeologist wiD conduct the final site excavations based OD 
the research design identified in measilre CR·S, specifically emphasizinJ an 
adequate sample for final analysis within the limits or the ideatiraed 
research questions. Special stuclies such as adclitional pollen analyses, JOi1s 
analyses, raclioc:arbon dating, obsidian hydration dating and obsidian 
sourcing, artifact poUen analysis and blood residue studies, will be 
conducted as appropriate based on the research design and questions. 1be · 
final site excavation report will also specifically establish the needs aDd 
requirements or monitoring during site preparation, pding and 
construction activities on the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan Ike. 1be 
qualified archaeologist will prepare a detailed, peer-reviewed, final n:port 
for distribution to appropriate private and public institutions. 

CR-9 AD archaeological field activities on the HeUman Ranch Specific Plan site will be 
monitored by a Native American representative who meets the requirements of a 
Native American consultant as outlined in the City's Archaeological Eement and 
by a qualified archaeologist selected by the City of Seal Beach. The frequency of 
monitoring will be defined in the rmal report descn"bed in measure CR-6 and sbaD 
include monitoring during any site pading activities. 'When all site disnnbance 
activities are complete, the Native American monitor will prepare a final 
monitoring report for submittal to the City or Seal Beach Director or Development 
Services. 

The monitoring requirements sball inco1p0rate ,Wdelines ld forth by tbe County 
of Orange, which include that monitoring is overseen by a qualified arcbeolOJist 
aln-ently OD tbe County's List Of Certified Archaeologists. Jn addition, lbe 
Joc:ation or all archeological resources that require construction pding moDitorin& 
shaD be incncated on all pertinent constnJction related documents DOdJl& caU1ioa 10 
construction workers so 1hat important resources are DOt accidentally distulbed. 

CR-10 Concunmt with the activities in measures CR-3 to CR-7, a qualified archaeologist 
selected by the City of Seal Beach wiD condud ethnograpruc/ethnohistoric research 
to examine the relationship between the known ethnohistoric sites bi the area such 
as Motuuchey at Anaheim landing and Pu 'wunga in Long Beach with the sites on 
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IDd surroutdn& the Bellman Ranch Specific PJaD lire. 1bls wesearch wi11 be 
intepate.cl iDto the fiDa1 repon prepared as pan of ma.J~U"~J CR-6. 

CR.·ll J.o the eveut humaD remaJns are diScovered dwinauy ucbeolo&fctl field 1cdvtdes 
aDd/or ID)' site prepuadon. cradin& and cxmst.rucdon acd'Yitles 011 the Be'ftma 
Ranch Specific Plan site. DO funher excaVIIioa or disturbance of lhal pan of abe 
site shaD occ:ui unrD the requirements of Public Resources Code Socdoa 5097.98 
have been fulfiDed. If DOl alreldy on site, the City-selected archaeolOJ{st IIJd 1be 
Na!ive Americu Monitor will immediately be coatacted IIJd they wi1l lhaa 
immediately notify the City of Seal Beach DJJ:ector of DeveJopmem S~ 11le 

... Development Services Diroctor wiD immediatel)' contact the County· Coi'ODCI' 
pursuant to Sccdon 5097.98 of the Public Rcsourca Code (PRC) lelasive to NadYe 
American remains. Should the Coroner detennlne the bumm remains to be Native 
Americ:aD, the Native American Berlta&e Commissioa wm be contacted puJ'IUIDt 
to PRC Seaioa 5097.98. 

3. Historic Resources 

• 

AlthouJh the~ are DO documented historic resources OD the Project lite, • 
th~ is I potential for buried historic JeSOUI'Ce$ durin& Jr8diDJ IIJd CODS1nlcdOD of abe 

"PJoject. 

b. FJDCiiDa 

Por each such impact Identified iD the EIR, chanps or alterations lave 
been required in, or inco!pOJ'Iled into. the Project which mJ1i&ate or avoid the liplfiCIIIt 
effects on the environmeat. 

c. Pacts in Support of FmdiDJ 

1be foDowina mitipdoa meuare wiD reduce imJ:*:ts ID Ill)' .lUCia 
wesources to 1 level of insipificance. by requiriD& mODitorlD& of the Ploject by 1 qua1ifted 
lldlaeoJo&Ut. . 

CR·12 AD site pnparadOD1 pdinJ and CODstJUcdon acdvities OD the Bellman 
Ranch Speclfic ~ site wm be monitored by 1 qualified mba~ ad 
Native American aelec:aed by 1he City of Seal Beacb with experieace iD 
both prebisloric and historic resou~ WheD an site distutbance actMdes 
are complete, the mhaeoloafcaJ monitor will prepare 1 final monitoJiDI 
lq)Otl, as reviewed and commented OD by the Native AmericaD monitor, 
discussinauy historic resources found durin& monitorina for submittal to 
the City of Seal Beach Director of Development Service. 

........ CaftJ!Mtioltllloh ...... 
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L Transporcalion and Ci.rculaDOD 

L Potential Impacts 

Secdon 5.9 of tbe EIR identifies the potential for confUct between 
pedestrians and Project-related traffic on Project Streets. In addition. tbe EIR indiCI!eS 
~ the Project wilt abo result in an overall increase in the amount of traffic In the 
vicinity. Landseapin& at entrances to the Project may Impact site distanca. and IUmfD& 
movements into the Project may impact the intersection of Seal Beach Boulevard and 
Forrestal Lane and on the westan half' of Seal .Beach BouleYUd aene:rally. Project 
construction activities could Jive rise to potentially sipific:ant traffic impacts by 
temporarily blocldn& iraffic 'With construction vehicles and narrowin& wstin& travel Janes 

- on Seal Beach Boulcwnf and Pacific Coast Hi&hway due to conS1rUction employee 
parkin&. Busses may impede traffic when stoppin& to pick-up passenaers adjacent to the 
Project site. 

b. FmcfiDa 

For each such Impact identified in the EIR. chanaes or alterations haw 
been required in, or inc:orporaled into, the project which miti&a.tc or avoid the siJnific:ant 
effeets on the environment. As discussed below, however, certain intersections where 
tnffic improvcmc::nts are proposed are in part or in whole within the jwisdiction of other 
p.~blic agency and have been, and can and should be, adopted by those other a&encies. 
Specifically. the EIR found that additional traffic volumes caused by the Project would 
result in siJnificant traffic impacts for intersections in the jurisdiction or the City of !.on& 
Beach and CalTrans, in addition to the City or Seal Beach. Miti&ation measure T-2 below 
Rquire.s the City or Seal Beach to coordinate with the City or Lon& Beach and CalTrans 
the Project's fair share contribution to traffic improve~ts at four affected intersections 
in order to miti&ate this impac( to a level of insi&nificance. 

c. Facts in Support of findin& 

Sec:don 5 .. 9 of them indicates that impacts caused by Project construed• 
and operational activities, as wdl as the vehicle enteyways into the developed portions of 
the Project will be miti&ated to a level of insi&nificance 'With the implernentatipa of the 
measures ret forth below. 1bc traffic improvements identified in mitigation measure T·2 
below would miti&ate the additional &raftic volumes &enerared by the Project. 
Implemc::ntatiCI'l of these improvements by Lon& Beach. CalTrw and the Oty of Seal 
Beach wm reduce lhe Projec:t'i impact on the intenectiCI'l of Pacific Coast Hi&hway IDd 
Studebaker Raid 10 a JeveJ of insi&nificanc:e. \VhDe the actual implementatiCI'l or lrlffic 
improvements al the identified intersections is within the jurisdiction or one or more other 
aovemrnentala&encies. Miti&ation Measure T-2 ensures that the Mitiaation Measure wD1 
be complied with by requirin& compliance prior to the issuance of buildin& permits by the 
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City of Seal &tch. Ocher midp!ion measu~ require the Applicant to provide • 
appropriately en&ineered traffic improvements, interior sidewalks, and lipaJ 
modifications 10 reduce potential b'affic hazards tJaftic hnpacts. Bus awps ~ required t.o 
meet OCTA requircmeats. 

T·l 1be Jow tnffic volumes OD the project internal lbeeU wiD minimize poteada1 
pedestrian confUcts. However, the project developer shaD provide sidewalks OD 
boCh sides ·or the project internal streets. 

T-2 Prior to Issuance of buDdinJ pennlts, the project developer shaD coordinate with 
Caltrus, the City or LDna Beach and the City of Seal Beach 10 develop a plaD 
ensuring the project's fair share contn"butioa, based OD the projec::t petee11t 
contribution as identified 1D Table 11 of tbe tmffic study, for the roadway 
improvemems at the foDowina intersections 1o the extent these improv~eais ue 
DOl included in the City's Road Fee ProJfiiD! 

Pacific Coast Highway (NS) It 

a Westminster Ave. (EW) ·Add a southbound ri&ht tum lane. 1bis iDtenection 
is in the City of LDna Beach. 

a Studebaker Rd. (EW) • Restripe the southbound approach to accommodate • 
three through lanes. 1bis intersection is in tbe City of Lon& Beach. 

a Flfth St. (EW) • Restripe the eastbound approach 10 acoommodate a left 111m 
Jane, a shared left-1hrouah Jane, and an exclusive right tum Jane. Split PhasiDa 
at this intersection is also a requiremeDL 

a Seal Beach ·Blvd •. (EW) • R=>nsuuc:t lbe southbound 1pproach 1D 
accoJIUDodate three throu&b laDes. 

T-3 "'be project developer shall ensure that sight distance at each project entrance wDl 
conform 10 City of Stal Beach si&bt diSlance standards at the time of prepmtiaa r4 
final project pdiDJ, landscape and street improvemem pJau. 

T-4 1be project developer will complete balf'·secdon street improvemeats ID Seal 
Beach Boulevard adjacem to the project site. Half section street improvcmems m 
the improvements from center line of Stal Beacb Boulevard to the projec::t lile 
along the west side of S~ Beach Boulevard. 1bese improvements would iDclude 
sidewalks, street Ji&btinJ, landscapinJ within ·lbe street Ji&bt-of-way, mrb ad 
pUer at new enuuces to the projec::t site and suipinJ of turns for entrance drive . 
approaches. 
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T·5 1be project developer wm pay for sipal modifications If the intersection of Seal 
Beach Bou1evud and Fomstal Lane. CumntJy, this opera1es as a T-intersec:tion. 
However. with the development of the proposed project, the founh Je, of this
intersection (WB approach) wm be c:oiDpleted. 1be project developer wm also 
pay for traffic signal modifications for tbe project approach to the intersecdon or 
Pacific Coast Highway at F.LI1it Stria. . -

T-6 1be project developer wm provide 150' Jef\ tum pockets with 90' ttansition for the· 
two project access points on Seal Beach BouJevanl. 

T·7 1be construction contractor wiD ensure thai equipment and/or materials are DOt 
stored in road travel Janes If any time during project constJUction activides. 

T·l Prior to the stan of' project constnJction activities, the construction CODtractor wDl 
submit parking plans showing employee parking locations and wodc sta&in& an:as 
for review and approval by the City Engineer. NecesSil')' project construction· 
pa.rldng and equipment storage areas may be on the project site or in ao off·site 
staging ma as approved by the City Engineer. 

T-9 1be project developer wm provide bus stops in accordance with Orange County 
·Transportation Authority requirements. Bus st~s improvements shall be reviewed 
and awroved by OCTA and the City Engineer before they are installed. 

J. Air Quality 

L Potential Impacts 

Air poDutants generated by stationa.J")' and mobDe construction equipment 
during construction activities aDd fugitive dust generated during pding and lite 
preparation will result in significant shon tenn ·impacts to air quality. Emissions arisin.c 
from motor vehicle use, both during and after construction, on and off-site eneiJY 
aeneration, and ocher operational aspects or the Project would faD below state standards 
and are therefore DOt considered to have a significant direct impact on Jon: tam air 
quality. Because the South Coast Air BasiD in which the Project is located is desipated a 
ac:m--anainment IJ"L2 for certain air poDinants, aoy incremental contn"bution of poDUIIDtS is 
considered to be cumulmvely sipificauL 

b. PmdiDa 

Changes or aJteratjons have been sequired ln. or Jncorpora1ed illto, the 
project wbicb mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment. To the ext.er1t 
that sbon·tenn direct and cumulative impactS wm remain significant after mitigation, 
however, specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations make 
infeasible additional mitigation measures and the alternatives identified in the Ellt 
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c. Pacts iD Suppon orFmcJiDI 

Secdoa 5.10 of them Jncfic:ases that the mftiptioa measu~s tel fOJ'th 
below wiD substa.ntialJy reduce both the sbon term and Jon a term air quality Impacts or the 
Project. However, because they wm Dot elimiDate aD P.roject-relaled emissions. thae 
Impacts m considered direc:dy (sbon-tenn) and cumuladvety siplficant and unavoJdabJe. 
Tbe sianfficant and unavoidable Impacts or the Project are fUrther discussed below. ne 
m proposes a nnae. or const.mcdoD-retated and more Jona-wm mJti&ation measures 
suuested by the South Coast Air Quality Ma.naaement Distrlc:t u mcus to substanddy 
lessen air quality impacts. As DOted above, because the South Coast Air Basin iD wbicll 
the Projec:t is located is desipated a DOI)<oattainmem area for certain air poDutuu. ay 
·mcrementaJ contdbution of poDutaDU u a JeSUit of development on the Property wou1d 
likely create a sianfficant air quality impact. • 

AQ-2 

Project Coftstrucdoa Contractors sbaD use low emission mobDe 
c:onstnJctioD equipment where feas~"bJe to reduce the release. of undesirable 
emissiODS. 

P.rojec:t Construc:Don Contmctors shall encouraae. ridesbare and Ulndt 
programs for project constructioa personnel 10 reduce automobile 
emissions iDto the atmo'J)bere. 

AQ-3 Projec:t CoDstrucdoa Contmetors shall water active Jrldin& sites 11 least 
twice a day, and clean appropriate c:onsuucdon equipment iD the mondDJ 
and/or evenina 10 reduce pardculate emissioas to reduce the release or 
fUgitive dulL 

AQ-4 Project ConstNction Contmctors sbaD, as neceSSI.I)'. wash truck lira 
Jeavina the lite to reduce the amount of paniculate matter uansf'e.md ., 
paved streets u equired by SCAQMD Rule <403. 

AQ-5 Ploject Construc:Don Contmcum sbaD n:estabUsb pouDd c:over .cm 
construction lites throuah seedinJ and wateriD& on portions or the lite lbat 
will Dot be distuJbed for two months or more In oJder to reduce the ftleue 
or fuJidve dasL 

AQ-6 Projec:t Construcdon Contmctors shaD sweep on and d/llite streets If I1Jt Is 
c:anied over and onto adjacent p.sblic thorouabf'a.res, u dere.rmined by lhe 
City En~ to reduce the amount of particulate matter on p.sbUc ttreet. 

• 

• 
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Project Construction Contractors shall limit traffic speeds on au unpaved 
road surfaces to IS mDes per hour N Jess in order to reduce the release of 
fugitive dust. · 

At the discredoo or the City's Director or Development SeMces, 
Construction Contractors shaD suspend gnding operations during first ud 
second stage smo& alerts to reduce the release of undesirable emissiaas. 

1be City's Director or Development Services has the discretion to Older 
the Construction Contractors to suspend aD grading opermons when wiDd 
speeds ('mcluding instantaneous JUst5) exceed 2S miles per hour 10 reduce 
the release or fugitive dust 

Project Construction Contncton shall maintain construction .equipmeat 
engines by keeping them tuned thereby rcducin& undesirable emissicm. 

. Project Construction Contractors shall use low sulfur fuel for staUODIJ)' 

construction equipment as required by SCAQMD Rules 431.1 and 431.210 
reduce the reltase of undesirable emissions. 

Project Construction Contractors shall use existing on-sile electrical power 
sources to the maximum extent practicable. 'Wbere such power is DOt 
available, the Contnctor shall use clean fuel generators during the early 
stages of construction to minimize or eliminate the use of portable 
generators and reduce the release of undesirable emissicms. 

Project Construction Contractors shall use low emission, on site statiODIJ)' 
equipment (e.g., clean fuels) to the maximum extent practicable to reduce 
emissions, as detennined by the City Engineer. 

Project Construction Contractors, in conjunction with the City Pngineer, 
shall locate consuuction parkin& to minimize traffic ~t.erference on local 
roadways. 

Project Constmc:don Coiltractors shall ensure that aU Inlets hauliol ctiJt, 
sand, son, or other loose materials are covered or should maintain at least 
two feet of freeboard (i.e. minimum vertical distance between 10p of the 
load and tbe top of the tJailer) in accoJ'd&nce with the requirements of the 
California VdUcle Code Sedioo 23114 to reduce the spillin& of this 
material on area roads. 

Prior 10 the opening dates of the project's public golf course or tbe 
commercial center, the project developer shall meet with the City's · 
Director of Development Services to detennine if a Transponation Demand 
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Jdana&ement Propam wiJJ Deed 10 be prepared. Jf SUch I plan is required, 
the project proponent wm provide said Propam to the DUector of 
Development SeNices prior to the ope:nin& or the aolf and/or commercial 
land uses. 

1be City EnJineer sbaD ensure that the traffic U&bts around the project li&e 
are synchronized, to the exteDt practicable, to minimize mobile IOUrce 
emissicm. 

Prior to the opening or the JOlf' course, the JOlf course operator lbaJI 
provide evideDce 10 the Director or Development SeJVices that reasonable 
measures have been made 10 schedule tJVck deliveries and pickups for oft . 
peak-hour drive times in order 10 reduce air quanty impacts 10 potaJtially 
sensitive reapton adjaceot 10 the aolf' course. 

Prior to issuance or Certificates of Occup;mcy for the residential . . 
component of the project, the Director of Development SeNices sba1l 
ensure that the project developer prepares a tmnsponation alternatives •fact 
sheet• for distnoution in ~cb residential UDh. Tbe •fact Jbeet• IbiD 
highlight the regional and project-specific tnnsportation alternatives 
available to the residents of the proposed project. 

J. Noise 

1. Long Tenn Noise Impacts 

L Potential Impacts 

Traffic DOise from Seal Beach Boulevard bas the potential to impact 
occupants of oew bomes proposed to be developed on the project site. Additionally, 
impacts from automobile and other DOise sources on the proposed residential area may be 
sianificant without effective DOise barrim. 

b. PiDdiDa 

Chanaes or alterations have been iequired iD, or iocoJporated blto, tbe 
project which mitigate or avoid the sipificant effects OD the eaviJonmeDL 

c. Pacts in Suppon orFmcfiDI 

1be mitigation measures set fonh below wiD reduce these impacts 10 a 

• 

• 

level of insignific:ance. 1be DEIR had recommended an additional measure, N-4, which • 
would have required mJtiption for potential helicopter noise impacts aenented by 1be · 
Proximity of the BoeinJ facility to the Project site. 'Ibis measus:e was deleted from 1be 
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FEI:R iD response to uew inf'onnadon indicatin,c that heliccpter noise would DOt 
significantly impact the proposed residential areas or the Project site, and the CounciJ bas 
determined that the measure is DOt required to mitlgate sipificant impacts of the Ploject. 
Section 5.11 of the ER inc:ticates that noise impact can be mitiga1ed by requirin,c proposed 
residences to be constructed iD conf'onnance with State noise standards for habitable moms 
and outdoor Jiving ~· and throu,cb the constnJction of specified noise barriers ad 
mechanical ventilation, and throu.ch DOdce to potential buyers of reside:Dce&. 

N-1 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, an Acoustical Analysis Report shaD be 
submitted to the City Engineer by the project developer for approwl. Tbe Report 
shall de.scn"be iD det.aiJ the interior and exterior noise levels for residential uses oa 
the site and the specific desip and mitigation feall.IJ'es to ensure compliance with 
the City of Seal Beach interior and exterior noise criteria or 65 dBA CNEL f~ 
outdoor Jiving areas and 4S dBA CNEL in habitable nxms. 

N-2 1be required location of the noise barriers on the proposed project site shaD be as · 
shown on E.xhl'bit C in Appendix L (Hellman Ranch ~peclfi.c Plan Noise Sludy, 

• R.KJK Associates. 1996, PI· 10). 1be Rqx>n shall specify the height of the DOise 
barriers. The height of noise barriers between Seal Beach Boulevard and onsitc 
residential uses· shall be within the range or six to tea feet. 

Noise barrier construction ma1erials shall have a weight of ll least 3.5 pounds per 
squam foot of face arr:a. 'Ibe reconunended barrier must present a solid face fmm 
top 10 bottom, and no openings or decorative cutouts should be made. All pps 
(except for weep holes) should be filled with crout or caulkinJ. The nquiftd 
noise control ba.niers may be constructed usina one or the following altemalive 

L masonry block;· 
b. stucco veneer over wood framina (or foam core), or 1 mcb tJDck tempe 

and groove wood or sufficient weight per square foot; 
c. 1/4 incb thick &lass, acrylic plastic. or OCher tra.nsparent materials with 

sufficient weight per square foot may be used to provide views; 
d. earthen benD; 
e. any combination of these materials or other construction materials With a 

minimum wei Jilt or 3.5 pounds per square fOOl or face ma. 

N-3 Residential Jots facina Seal Beach Boulevard that are within the existin& fiO elBA 
CNEL contour sbowD OD Figure N3 may require mechanical venti.ladon. \\''bela . 
the operable doon and windows are open for homes facin& Seal Beach Boulevmd, 
the interior 45 dBA CNEL interior noise limit for these units amy be exceeded. 
Therefon:, a •w-JDclows dosed• condition may be required for these units, aDd a 
means of mechanjcaJ ventilalion is required to meet the nquiremeuts of lbe 
Uniform BuDdin& Code (UBC) standard. It should be Doted that the wiDdowa 
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facinJ Stat Beach Boulevard may be qeoable wiDdows, but the homeowDe~S • 
would have the option to dose their windows and sdJl obtain adequate ventiladoll 
throuJb tbe use of a mechanical ventilation system. 1bis mechanical veotUadoo 
system shaD supply two air changes per bour 10 each ·habitable room, iDclulba 
20S (one-fifth) fresb make-up air obtained directly form the outdoon. Tbe flab 
air inlet duct shall be ot sound attenuatina construction and shaD consist d a 
minimum of ten feet of stralaht or curved duct or six. feet plus one s1wp 90 depee 
bead. 1be City EnJineer shaD onsure that 1be Acoustical Analysis RepoJt 
Jdentifies any RqUiremeats for mechanical veotilaticm for individual ODSile 
residemiaJ UDits. 

. . 

R.esidential uses JOUtb of the project site could experience sipificant sbon 
term noise impacts from Project-related construction activities. 

b. FJIKtiDa 

• 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorpofatod iDio, the • 
project which mmaate or avoid the sipificant effects on the emironmeaL 

c. :Facts iD Suppon of FiDcfiDa 

Section 5.12 iDdicaleS that these impacts wDJ be mitiaated 10 a level of 
insipificance through tbe implementation of the foUowin& measures, whi~ nquire 
Project constnlction 10 comply with adopted City aoise standards and safep&Jds. 

N-5 Construction 011 the proposed project site shaD be limited 10 the hours of 7:00 AM 
10 7:00PM Monday lhrou&b SatunJay, and shaD be prohibited ora Sundays IDd 
Fodml holidays. 

N-6 AD project eons1nlcdon vehicles or equipment, fixed or mobile qerared. sbaD be 
equipped with proper))' opuatin& and maiDtaiDed mufflen. 

N-7 StoekpilinJ and/or vehicle sta&iDJ areas IbiD be located u far u pacdcal fRJm 
residential units OD ud Off the proposed pmj~ lite. 

N-1 Noise from project construction activities wDI lm~ adjacent land -. 
Whenever fwible, the DOisiest construction operations sbou1d be scheduled ID • 
oc:cur toaethcr to avoid eontinuina periods of the peatest lnDO)'IDCe. 
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ImpJementaJiOD or the Project wilJ result m 1D increased demand for a 
variety or public services and utilities, including tele:pbone, cable television, police 
services, fire and emer&ency services, schools, llonuies, transit services, wa1er supply, 
wastewater services, solid waste services, electricity aDd nal\nJ ps. 

b. FmcfiDa 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, tbe 
• project which mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 

c. rac:ts in Support of Fmc:Jin& 

Section 5.13 or the EIR indicates that the following mitigation mea.su~s 
will reduce these impacts to a level of insignificance in that the Applicant will be required 
to design the Project in a manner that is consistent with the requirements of local utility 
and public service providers. Further, the Applicant will be required to pay applicable 
fees for additional public service needs created by the Project. 

PSU·l During final design, the project applicantlccmt:ractor will coordina!e with 
the applicable public service and utility agencieycompanies to detennine 
their needs to accommodate new utility conduits and any necessaJ)' 
protection of existing facilities and services during the consuuction or the 
land uses under the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan. 

PSU·2 

PSU-3 

Prior to the issuance of buDding pennhs, the project developer wm submit 
a construction phasing plan for the subdivisions to the Orange County Fire 
Authority (OCFA). The plan will be consistent with OCFA Guidelines for 
fire Am?amus Access Roads and Fire Lane Requirements ud tbe 
Combustible SoU Gas Hazard Mitieation Guideline. 

Prior to tbe issuance of buDding penn its in a pbase, the project proponent 
shall submit evidence to tbe City's Director of Development Services of a 
fee payment between the developer and tbe Los Alamhos Unified School 
District to offset scbool facillt)' related impacts. 

1be project developer wm provide bus stops in accordance with OJanae 
County Transportation Authority requirements. Bus stop improvements 
shaD be reviewed and approved by OCTA and the City Engineer befo~ 
they are installed. (Mitigation measure PSU-4 is the same as mitigation 
measu~ T-9). 
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Prior to the CODStnlcdOD or Slred Or utility Improvements within tbe 
HellmaD Ranch Specific PlaD area, the project proponent shaD submit 
evideDCe to the City Pn,meer or coordina!ion with the Oranae CouDt)' 
Transportation Authority and Lon& Beach Tn.nslt related to. te:mporuy 
detour routes and temporal)' bus stop locations for afrected bus liDes for 
each phase of the constnJction of the proposed HeDman Ranch Spedflc 
PliD. 

Prior to issuance of buDdin& permit, ~e project developer shaD complae 
wa1er system ptans and specifications for submiuaJ and approval by die 
City En&]neer. 1be desiao will address avaDable waser resources IDd 
improvements to tbe water system required 10 serve the proposed project 
and meet fire flow demands. 'Ibe specific contents of the -plans ad 
specifications should be detennined in coordination with the City Engineer. 

1be project developer sbaU pay a f'air share of the cost required 10 offset 
project impacts on off-site waser system. 

Automatic sprinkler systems usina the best avaDable teclmolol)' should be 
set to irriaate project landscaping during early momin& hours or durin& tbe 
evening to reduce water Josses from evapomion. Care must be 11keo to 
reset sprinklers to water Jess often in cooler months and durin& the niDfa11 
season (November to April) 10 that water is Dot wasted by excessive 
landscape irripdoo. 

Project plant varieties should be Jrouped aecordin& 10 water requiremellts 
to reduce ove.r-iniplioo. 

Mulch should be used extensively iD project common, DOD-turf' landscaped 
areas. Mulch applied on top of soD will improve tbe wller·holdiDI 
capacity of tbe soD by reducin& evaporation and sDt compacdOD. 

Prior 10 the release of • rmaJ map by tbe City or Seal Beach tbe project 
developer JbaJJ construe& or eater into an apemeut and P,st leCUIIry 
JU&JUteein& cons1nlcdon of Deeded sewer collec:don l)'stem faciJ.ities, u 
ftqllired by Cir:y of Seal Bacb. 

In order to eusure adequale semce to tbe project aile, pJms ·for the 
proposed wastewater coUec:tiOD system shaD be submined by tbe project . 
proponeat 10 the CSDOC and/or City En&ineer for approval prior to lhe 
issuaDCe of buDdinJ permits. 
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Prior to issuance or &Bdin& permhs, the project developer lha11 
demonstrate to the City of Seal Beach that the type and amount of soUd 
waste generated on the Hellman Rancb Specific Plan site would conform 
with the City of Seal Beach Source Reduction and Recycling Elemeot 
wbicb supports AB 939 requirements for cities to reduce their waste stream 
by 2S peJCent by the year 1995 and SO percent by the year 2000. 

Proposed commercial uses shaD incoipOrate facilities for compaction, 
coUection and pick-up of recyclable materials. 

A facility shall be provided on the project side for the coDedioo of peeD 
waste from the JOlf' course and ocher landscaped areas of the aile. 
CoUected. green waste shall be composted on site, or delivered to a 
centralized p.rocessiDg facility, or be made available for city co1Jectioo for 
this puJPOse. 

Energy and Namral Resources 

L Potential Impacts 

Development of the Project will resuh in the consumption of aleJJY 
resources. through increased usage of electricity and gas in order to heat, light and c:oor 
residential, commercial and recreational structures developed as part of the Project. 
Development of new land uses on the project site will resuh in the need to instalJ a DeW 

street lighting system to seNe 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 corresponding 
increase in the need for e:nelJY. Wood burning fireplaces may produce JUgb amounts of 
particulate matter into the atmosphere The FEIR has concluded, however, that althouJh 
the Project will resuh in increased eneiJY consumption, oone of these impacts are 
considered significant since the amounts of fuel, energy and building materials requUed 
for the Project represent a very small amount of demand in the Je&ion. 

b. FmdiDJ 

Changes or alterations have been required m, or incolpOmted illto, tbe 
project which mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environmcat. 

c. Pacts iD Suppon of Fmcfin& 

"lbe Project's impacts related to the consumpdoo of natunl resouttes IDd 
energy will be Jess than significant. 1beref'ore, no mitigation measures are ~Ued UDder 
CEQA. However, the City adopts the foUowing measures in order to ensure that eneJ1Y 
efficiency is incoipOnled illto the design of stnlctures on tbe site. 
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lD CODjuncdoD whb the submittal or applications for buDdin& permits, the 
projec:l develop« wDJ submit a repon 10 the Direceor of Developmeat 
SeJVices which demonstrates that tbe use or alternative eneJIY sources IDd 
aam:ot enau efficient leehnoloJies have been considered ID tbe project 
design. The repolt wiD describe the UdmoJoJies tbat wm be lnco!pOI'IIed 
iDto this project and live the reason for rejecdn&technoloJies that are DOt 
IDcolpOJIIed. 

Sou1hem California Edison and Southem California Gas Company shaD be 
consulted aDd, when feasible, CDeJJY conservation meuuea lha1l be 
incoJPOrated iDID tbe projec:L 

NR·3 Tbe project developer shall instJlJ alerJY efficient street li&btina (e.a .• hip 
pressure sodium, metal halide or clean Jucalox) OD 1he project site. 

NR-4 1be project developer lhaD install Jow-poUutillJ, enei'J)'-efticieat · 
appnances for project residential and commercii~ uses. as appropriate. 

NR-5 Tbe project developer shaD install solar Wiler healers where fe&SJ,le iD 
project residential and commercial buDdizJis. 

Tbe project developer shaD incozporate appropri.a!e passive solar desip aa 
project residential and commercial buDdin& 10 the extent feasible. 

NR·7 Tbe project developer shaD instaJJ outdoors lamps on projecr buiktinas that 
Jive the hi&best ti&bt output per watt of electricity consumed. 

NR-8 The projecr developer sbaU install time docks or other systems to reduce 
eneJIY use within tbe project li&e. 

NR-9 ne proposed projecr sbiD use heatinJ and coolin& systems wblcb 
incoJPOTile cascade ventilation air from hiJb-prior.ity (occupied apace) 
ueas to low-priority (C!Qrridors, equipment ad meclwUcaJ tpaee) mas 
before be.in& cxhausled 10 reduce the use or eDeiiY. 

NR·lO AD mew project buDdinp shaD IDco!pOmte exterior electrical outlets,llceb 
m the ftoJJt and tbe rear, to faciUtate the use of electric maim.,.nc:e 
equipmeaL 

NR·ll The project developer shaD provide shade trees to !educe tatinJ!ooolinl 
demands uound project buDcliDJL 
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F'll"eplaces in project residential and commercial buildinp sbaU be desiped 
to bum latural ps 10 the exclusion of wood wbcre applicable to reduce the 
production or paniaJiate matter. 

m. Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Impacts 
. . 

A. Impacts that Cannot Be Mltigated to a tev&"l orinsiplficuce 

ne FElR Identified several Impacts as poteotially significaDt aDCI 
unavoidable. Based on the information provided in the F.EIR and the record or. dec:isioD, 
the Council finds that each or these impacts can be mitigated 10 some degree, but that such 
mitigation would not reduce the impacts 10 a level of insignificance and further mltigadoo 
Is infeas1'ble. Therefore, as required by Section 21081 or CBQA, and as sboWD below ill 
more detail, the Council finds that spocific economic, lepl, social, tecbnolosical, or other 
considerations make infeasible the additional mitigation measures or alternatives identified 
m the E1lt The significant and unavoidable impa.cu or the Projec:r are descnDed bolow' . . 
along with measures tbal would putially mitigate the impacts. · 

Biolo&Jcal Resowas 

1be loss or degraded coastal wetlands ultimately win be mitiptcd to a less
fhan.siiJUficant Jevd by the creation of a high-quality 23.1-acre coastal marsb complex. 
The reitored habitat Is intended to increase the habitat \lllue or the site and provide 
improved habitat for special interest species. However, during the tariy years or the 
restoration project there will be periods during which a Del Joss or wetland values is 
experienced. 'Ibis wiii result m a tem}X)nu')', but significant and unavoidable, impac:t on 
wetland values, both diredly and aJmulatively. Some sbon-term Joss or the degraded aDd 
severely degraded wetlands areas on tbe P.ropeny Is inevitable due to the Deed for 
significant hydrological, pading, and planting activities as part of tbe long-tenD 
restoration of the subject amt.S. 1be record indicates that fuU·scale restoration or the 
wetlands area m a manner that would be successful over the long-tam, while avoicfin& 
sbon-tezm impacts, Is DOt economic:alJy or tecJmjc:alJy feasible Biven the biolopcat, 
hydraulic. and geolo&ic const.raints or the Propeny as identified in tbe EDt If' successful. 
however. the value or the restored habitat wm substantially offset this lemporuy losS. 

Water QualltJ 

The developmeat or tbc residential, commercial and ao1f CDUJ'Ie 
componeats or tbe Project wilf incJcasc the amoUDt of urban stormwater nanoff tblt is . 

_ discharJed from tbe project site into the Los Alamitos Retarding Basin rtARB1 IDd, 
ultimately, the San Gabrid River. 1be increase Is exp&Cted to be relatively small iD 
comparison 10 the existing amounts of urban JUnoff that is received by the !.ARB. 'Ibis is 
particularly true &ivea tbe limited size of the urban component or the Projec:r and the fact 
that the detention or stormwater OD the vegetated a.reas of the JOlf course wW proviclc & 
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certaJD amount or Datura] fiJuatloD or the IUDOft' bef'ore it is discharzed Into the I.AJUJ. • 
N'itiaation m~res WQ-8 to WQ-10, summarized ill Atdcle D, wm funher ~educe the 
llDOUDt Of contaminated Nnoft' Jeneraled by the Ploject. 

. 
However, lbe Ell. concluded tbat because the LA.:RB already receives 

· aozmw11er from a Jarae ulban watershed containin& conmtuents that are deleterious to 
IUrf'ace w11er quality, the Project's Incremental Increase of urban mnoft', thou&b Jelldvely 
small, would resuh In a cumulatively sipiftc:ant wller quality impact. 'Jbe CouncD ftDds 
tbal the mitigation or Ibis impact is tecbnic:aDy and economically lnf'QSJbJe, Jivera the fAct 
that vinually any ecoDOmicaDy viable developme-nt of.. the Property would include uses tbll 

· would Incrementally lncmue utbaD NDOft' into an already poDuted drainap system. 

GeoJo&y . 

'Jbe Project wm be CODS'lrocted in proximity to bown ea.nhquake fauhs 
within a seismic:aDy active pan or Soutbem Calif'omia. 1be Project has been desiped 10 . 
locate residential development outside the setback zone or the Seal Beacb 'fault aDd away. 

· from areas of' the propeny that are most subject to Uquefaction and other seismic hazuds. 
M.iti&ation measures GE0-1 to GE0-8, summarlz.ed in Article D, wm ensure that the 
Project Is designed to aD cumat en,cineerin& pracdces and seismic pidelines and wD1 
reduce most seismic-related impacts to a level or insignificance. However, there is always 
a remote posSJoWty that a catastrophic event wm occur which exceeds the magnitudes • 
used m seismic desip staDdants. In sucb • case, the impacts or seismJc shakin& Cll 
residential structure& and other Project improvements would be significam ad 
unavoidable. Mitiaation or such impacts beyond compliance witb appUc:able codel ad 
reJU]ations is technicaJJy and economicaJJy infea.SJ"ble iD that the map.ltude of IUCb 
catast:ropbic events cannot be accurately predicted, with the effect that the only true 
mitigation would be to prohibit consuuction iD a seismically active reaiaa· 

ArcbaeoJo&fcaJ Resouras 

'lbe F.EIR. identified four important archaeoJo&fcaJ sile& that wD1 be 
adversely impacted by the Project. The F.EIR. also found thai six other poteDiiaDy 
important sites may be impacted b)' the Project, but thl1 existin& data !45 msuffic:ieat to 
make • conc1usive determinatioD repn:ti.Da the archaeolOiicaJ importance or these sites. 
Mit:iJation measuJeS CR-3 to C'R·11, suiJ'lJDIJ'ized ill Article D. require implemeatal:kll r4 
a propm or arcbaeoJo&iCil research, lestinJ, monitorlnJ and recovery prior to IDd 
concumnt wltb Project pdinJ and excavation ac:tivldes. 1bese measures foDow the 
nquire:mems or the CEQA and. the CEQA GuideliDes repn:tiDJ arcbaeoJOJical I'IICIUft:e 
aUtiption and wDl substantiaDy ~educe the Project's Impacts to imponant an:haeolop:al 
lites. 

However, avoidance n.ther thaD recovery, and presuvation In mu, are tbe • 
prd'ened me'!hod or m!tiptiDJ impactS to arcbaeo10Jit21 resources under CEQA. • 
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Because it may Dot be f'eas1'ble f'or the Project, or Other projects in the ~ to avoid m:J 
pre.serve aD important archaeological resouJces on the Project site, direct and cumulative 
impacts to archaeological resources are considered significant and unavoidable. 

AJrQua11tf 

1be PrOject is located in South Coast Air Basin. which bas be= designated 
u a non-attainment area for certain air poDuta.ats. Therefore. any incremeatll 
contn"bution of air pollutants by the Project, even if' sliabt, Js considetecl to be · 
cumulatively significaDt. 'Ibe Project would aeoeral~ both sbon lenD constJUction--related 
emissions and Jong lenD emissio~ from increased vehicle use and e:ne!JY consumpd011. 
'Ibese impacts wiD be substantiaDy reduced by mitigation measures AQ-1 to AQ-19, 

• summarized in Article D. However, because these measures wm Dot eliminate aD Project
related emissions, air quality impacts are considered significant and unavoidable in the 
sbon-lerm and cumulatively significant and unavoidable. Purther mitiga!ion h DOt 
leclmically or economically feasible, since any eoonoD'Ucally viable development on the· 
Project site would likely involve the introduction of addjtional air poUutaDU into a DOD

atta.inmeDt area. 

B. Adcntional ImpactS 'Which May Not Be Puny Mitigated 

• The Council finds that a1J feaSJ'ble mitigation measures have beeD applied, 

• 

and that based on the record before tbe CounciJ aU significant impacts wiD be mitigated to 
a level of insignificance. In the event that any other envirorunental impact identified in the 
Em cannot, through fuD compliance with mitigation measures imposed berein, be fuUy 
mitigated aver time, the CounciJ finds that specific economic, Jepl, social, tecbnological, 
or other considerations make infeaSJ'ble the additional mitigation measures or altcmadves 
identified in the euvirorunental impact report, and that the Statement of Overridin& 
Considerations adopted concum:ntly berewith applies with equal force and effect to aucb 
impacts. 

IV. Project Alternatives 

CEQA requires agencies m.'iewing the eovirorunentaJ impactS of a project 
to consider a n.np of reasonable alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(cl), 14 
Cal. Code of ReJ. 115126(cl)). 1be nnae of alternatives considered in an Em sbould 
include those whicb am f'easib'y auaiD most of the basic objectives of lhe project. As 
defined by CEQA, •rea.SI,te• means •capable of bema accompliShed in a .auccessft11 
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking Into account economic, el!vironmeatal, 

· Jepl, social, and technological factors. • (CEQA Gujdelines Section 15365, 14 Cal. Code 
of R.eg. 115365.) Amona the factors that am be taken into account in detemUDina 
feasJ'bility are site suitability, economic viabWty, availability of inf'ra.stnJcture, ccnenl plaD 
consistency, and other plans or regulatory JimilatiOAS. 
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Tbe PJR. for the PJOject analyzed I tceaJ or five alternatives to the proposed 
Project. 'lbe altemadves considered were: a No Projec:t AJtemadve; Deve1opmeut UDder 
the Ex.isti.DJ City Geooral Plan; ud three aJtemadves to the Wetlands Re~rado.D. 

UDder tbe No Projec:t ahema!Jve. DO new deve1opmeat or change ID lad 
uses would occur OD the wiD the fomeeable fUture. Anodlet aJtemadve studied wouJd 
pe.rmit development OD the sfte to tbe extent currently contemplated ID the exlstiDJ Sell 
Beach General Plan'slaDd use elemeat. 1'be remainiDJ three ahema!Jves were designe!IID 
increase lhe amouDt or wdlands restored on--site or to pJOVSde an aJtemadve meaDS for 
achieving the City's wdlands objecdves withcM depiivin& tbe laDdowner Of the abDity ID 
make ra.sonable ec:onomic use of the p.ropeny. 

In addition to the altematives studied iD tbe m::R, the Cily considered 
several other aJtemadves that could meet project objectives while avoidin& or minimizilll 
the environmental impacts of the proposed project, pan.icula.dy impacts to c:ultuJI1 · 
resources. As discussed in the m, these aJtemadves were f'ound to be infeasible for a 
variety or environmental, safety. technical and economic reasons and were elimiDated 
from funher consideration and DOt fuUy descn"bed or analyzed in the D;ent 

• 

'Jbe Council has cvefully considered the attributes and eovironmeatal • 
impacts of Ill of the alternatives analyzed iD the EIR and bas compared them with diose or 
the pJOpOsed Project. As mquired by CBQA. the Council fiDds that each of tile 
aJtemadves is inf'east'ble f'or various environmental, economic, technical, social and otber 
reasons set f'onh below. (Public Resources Code Sections 21002 and 2108J(a)(3); CBQA 
Guidelines Section 1509J(a)(3), 14 Cal. Code of Re,c. 115091(a)(3).) Tbe Projec:t u 
proposed represents the combination of features 1hat, iD the CouDCIJ's opinjcm, bat 
achieves the City's objectives while minimizin& environmental impacts. 

1. Summaa of AJtemadye 

• UDder tbe No Projec:t Ahemative, the proposed Hellman Ranch. Spedftc 
PiaD would DDt be approved. The property would remain primuDy open space ad 
existing on production activities would COD1inue into the foreseeable fidure. 1be ~ 
bousinJ, · public JOlf course. visitor-servinl recreatlouallcommerclal developmlat. 
inteq>redve center, and related bprovemeats would DOt be constructed. Gum Grove Put 
would ~ be dedicated to tbe City and DO wetlands restoration would occur. 

1be No Projec:t Alternative would have the fewest environmental implc:U 
u it would DOt ,ceot.rate uy additional traffic volumes. air poDutants, stonnwater rwdf 

• 
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or demand for public services or utilities, nor would it disturb biolo&icaJ or adtural 
resources on the project site. !=or thh reason, it Is considered the environmenlllly 
superior alternative. However, several important environmental benertts would Dot be 
realjzM under this alternative: the existing wetlands, whicb are fragmented and depaded. 
would DOt be restored and the poor visual aesthetics of the site would rem•in, 

- . 

The No Project Alternative would fail 10 achieve the prindpaJ objecdve of 
tbe Project, which is to assure quality, su~inable development and improvemeDt oftbe 
property m a manner that wm benefit the local and regional environment, the JocaJ 
community and the owners and ultimate users or the property. Al the EIR discusses, the 
eximng we&nds on the site are severely' degraded aDd rcuin little wetland value in their 
current state. 1be restoration under the prc:p>sed Project would increase the biologic aDcl 
habitat values or the property, which is considered a significant environmental benefit. 
'Ibe No Project alternative would deprive the City or an important opportunity 10 restore a 
fully functioning tidal connection and saltwaler marsh ecosystem and 10 create additional 
freshv.·a.ter wetlands on the site. 

1be No Project Alternative would also prevent the City from realizing 
other benefits or the proposed Project. Gum Grove Park would remain in private 
ownership instead or being dedicated 10 the City in perpetuity for use as a public paJk. 
1be City would also Jose the recreational benefits or the proposed public eolf course IDd 
int.e~pretive center, as weD as the aesthetic improvements that would occur UDder lhe 
Project as proposed. 1be No Project Alternative would not enhance the public's use of 
and access 10 the property. For all or these reasons, the Council has determined the No 
Project Alternative 10 be infeasible. 

B. Existing General Plan land Use Designations Altemative 

1. Summary ofA)tematiye 

This alternative would involve development or the site in accordance with 
the land use designations for the property under the existing General Plan. 'lbe exisdna 

. Generu Plan allows for the development of 329 single-ramDy residential units, c:ontiDuecl 
operation or the oD production faciljties, de~elopment of 26 acres of community pub, 
includin& Gum Grove Nature PaJt, 3.8 acres of service a>mmercial use aDd the 
restoration or 41.4 acres of wetlands on the project site. 

Althoup this alternative would incrmsc the total Dumber of wetlands 
restored on the project site, reduce the amount or sbon-tenn construction-related impacts 
10 air quality, and provide the peat est amount or public paddand, the CouncD finds tbat it 
would result in more overall environmental impacts than the proposed Project or any of 
the other alternatives. 
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A pol1ion of the residential compoaent would be L1 the lowland IJU of the 
site iD close proximity to the Seal Beach Fauh and iD IJUS of hi&b Jiquef'acdoa potendll. 
'Ibis would expose structures aDd Jesidcots to signific.ant seismic safety risks. IDclucliDJ 
risks associated with existin& oD and ps pipelines which cross the fault iD the lowlands 
area. ID additioa to exposina strucmres and residents to slanific:ant seismic safety dsb. 
ex'lellsive soD remediation for hydJ'OCilbon contaminadoa would be required to malce lbe 
1tt1 suitable for residential developmeat. 1bis ahemative differs from 1he pzoposed 
P.roject iD that DO residential structures would be permiued to be const.nJcted iD die 
lowland areas uDc!er the RRSP • 

• 

Tbe construcdoa of bousin& iD the lowland IJU aDd the etiminatioa of 1be 
aolf' course would decrease the ability or the site to detaiD and rll~r stormwater nmotr. 
which would adversely affect water quality and Jead to noodin& of residential areas. 1'be 
residential development componet.at would also .cenerase up to four or five times 1be 
amount or traffiC, three dmes the amount or air poDutants, .and up to three times tbe . 
demand for public ICMces ancS utilities as the proposed project. ID additioa, a ponieD of 
Gum Grove Park would be pded for residential const.nJcdon, causin.c tbe loss of a 
pol1ion or that historic eucalyptus JTOVe and potentiaDy damapJ archeological resources 
iD the Palt. For all or these reasons, development or the propetty under the exisriDJ 
aenen.I plan land use desi.cnafions is considered mfwlbJe. • 

C. Alteroative No. 1: Wetlands Mhipdoa Bat 

1. Sumrnan of A1tematjye 

1bis altemative ca11s for 86 acres of wetlands to be restored, more than 
twice the acreaae or restored wetlands under the proposed project. 1be wetlands would be 
laDd banked for future restoration by developers of other projects that impact wedud 
areas where on-site mitigation is Dot possible. No public aolf' course would be 
constJUcted. 1be number of sin&Je family residential units would be incJ'QSed to 150 aaits 
IDd 100 muki-famDy residential units would also be consuuc:aed for a toeaJ of 250 
asideotial units oveJill. 1bese units would be Jocated primarily 011 the mesa ua rllbe. 
propeny, altbou&h a portion of tbe development would extend westward into the JOwlt.Dd 
I.J'eL OiJ producdon activities would continue OD .c6. 6 acres Jllber thiD 28.2 acnJ1 U iD 
the proposed Project. 1be teeratioDil/commerclaJ component and interpredve oeau:r 
would be appmximately the same as iD the proposed Project anc! Gum Grove Natun Padt 

. would be dedicated to tbe City or Seallelcb. . 

2. Reasons Pot 'RcjectiQa!Jtemadye 

1bis ahmat!ve would provide for the p=atest amount of land tD be left iD • _ 
J1s aistiDJ condltiOD and would have the potential 1D reaore the Jar&est ICre&Je of 
llhwas.cr marsh wedands. However. these benefits are outwei&hed by aeveJil &cacm. 
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Wdlands restoration on the site would be dependent on the existence or devolopmeat 
projects in other areas that require off'·site weda.nds mitigation. Unless and uD!iJ tbe 
wetlands bank is needed for such projects, the wetlands on the property would remaiD iD 
their severely depded CODdiliOD. 

1'bis alternative would also preclude development or the public JOll' eoune. 
Without the JOlt course, ulbaD stormwater nanoff' would either fJow dircc:tly into the 
wetlands area, impacting sensitive bjoJogical resources there, or be diverted from the 
wetlands area, resulting .iD Jess filtering of the naooff' and an increased pCI(eDtial for 
flooding iD the residential component of the lowland area. 1be City would also be 
deprived or the active recreational beDcfits that woUld be provided by the aolf course 
uDder the prtpJsed Project. 

In addition, the expanded residential component under this altel"DDtive, 
which was considered to be necessary due to the Jarae percentage of the property tbat 
would be required to be left in an undeveloped state, would resuh in eoviroomeotal · . 
impacts that are more severe than those in the pi'OJX)sed project. Approximately 405 
more trip ends per day would be generated by this alternative than under the proposed 
project. "'bis alternative would produce approximately twice the air poUutants u the 
proposed project and would cause areater construction-related air quality impacts. Wltb 
tbe exception of water, this alternative would require approximately three times the 
amount of services, utilities and natural resources to c:onstnJct and operate than the 
proposed project. Alternative No. l would present ~er seismic ha.za.rds than the 
proposed Project due to the fact that residential units would be constructed on a portion of 
the lowland 11ea c:onta.ining sons which exJu'bit high shrink and sweD capacity. 1bose 
units would also be Joca1ed on sons contaminated with petroleum hydroca1bon residues 
which would require much more extensive remediation than what would be necessary for 
DOD-residential uses. J=or all or these reasons, the CouncD finds Alternative No. J to be 
infeasible. 

D. Altemasive No. 2: 9-Hole Golf' Course with Additional WrtJ•nds 

1. Summary of Ahemative 

'Ibis alternative was designed to increase the acreage of the resto~ wetlands 1D a 
amount comparable with that iD the Existin& Genel'll P1a.D Ahemative, 1:ut with 
significantly fewer residential units than ca.Ded for in that altcmative. Ahemative No. 2 
would restore 43 acrei d wetlands, approximately JO mo~ acres thaD tbe proposed 
P.mject. A 9-bolc aolf course oD 65.6 acres would replace the proposed Project's 18-hole . 
regulation JOll' course OD 1 f17 .S acres. 1be number d single famny residential UDits 
would be incJUSed to 90 units, and 60 multi-family residential units would also be 
constructed for a total of 150 units. Tbe visitor-serving recreationallcommen:ial caster 
would contain the same amount or square footage u tbe proposed Project, but would be 
built on 1.4 acres Jather than on 1.8 acres. Oil production activities would continue on 

• 
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47.2 acres Dl.ber thaD 28.2 acres iD tbe proposed Project. Gum Grove NllUre Pa!t would 
be dedicated to the City. u 1D the proposed Plojec:t. 

'Ibis aJtema!ive Is considered enYiromneotally JUpelior to ID odler 
aJtemmves other than the No Project Alternative because of the increased acreaP 
available for wetland restomtion. However. It would aeneme JT'Wer impacts thaD tbe 
proposed Project iD several other mas. 1be residential component would aeoerase 13 S 
·more vehicle trips ud 70S more air poUutants ~ lhe proposed project. and would 
require twice the amount or public seJVices, utmties and resources. The ponion of lbe 
residential component located iD the lowlands area or the property would be subj~ to 
similar seismic and soD contamination Impacts u Alternative No.I. In adc:tition, tis 
alternative would provide only a 9-bole public aotr course, wrucb would reduce the limited 
recreational opportunities afforded the public in comparison 10 u 18-hole regulation JO)f 
course. For these reasons, Alternl!ive No. 2 is found 10 be infeasible. 

E. Alternative No. 3: Off'site Wdland Mitipdcm 

1. SuJDJDII)' of Ahemadve 

1bis alternative would allow for development of boCh a JOlf course ud 1D 
expanded residential component by requirlna wetlands to be restored in Jocatjons off-site. 
1be developer would be required to restore wetlands on one or four identified areas 
adjacent to tbe Santa Am River at Fairview R.elional Park or OD tbe Naval Weapom 
Station. An 18-bole public aotr course would be consuucted on 96.5 acres in the JowlaDcl 
area. 'lbe Dumber or sin&le famDy residential units would be inmased to 150 mdts, 
located primarlly on tbe mesa but with a portion extended west or the mesa- iDt.o 1be 
lowland area of the propeny. 'Ibe visitor-seJVin& recrtationallcommerclal center would 
be the same square footage u that or tbe proposed Project~ but would occupy 3.4 acns 
rather thaD 1.8 acres. Oil production activities would continue OD 47.5 acres n!her thaD 
em 28.2 acres u in the proposed Project. Gum Grove Nature Park would be dedicated 10 
6e City. u in lhe proposed Ploject. . 

• 

• 

This alternative would provide for both tbe restomtion or wetlmds, • oft'· 
site locations, and the consuucdon or a fuU·sized public aolf' coune. However, It wou1cl 
Jive rise 10 impacts that are moft severe lhan those or the proposed Project. Altemllive 
No. 3 would aenerate tbe hi&best amount or traffic among all the alternatives other thaD 
6e Existing General Plan land Use Designation Alternative, crrating 55 S .moft vebic1e 
trips per day and almost 18 S more air poDution than the proposed Project. It would a1Jo • 
Jenerlte tbe Deed for approximately twice tbe amount or public services, utilities ad 
JWUral resources. 1be portion or the residential component located in tbe lowlands uea 
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or the property would be subject to similar seismic and soD contamination impacts as 
Alternatives No. J and No. 2. In addition, aU or the special interest species on the lite, 
including the southern tmplant and Coulter's ,oldfields, would be directly impacted by 
this alternative, and off-site restomion may DOl be capable or providing the same depee 
or mitigation for these species IS Would 8D OD-Sne restozatiOD pqtam. J:or a1J or these 
reasons, this alternative is considered infeasible. 

V. STATE~IENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS FOR 
THE HELL~IAN RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN AND RELATED 
DISCRETIONARY AcnONS 

The following Statement or Overriding ConsideJatiODS in COilDecbon with 
• the HeUman Ranch Specific Plan (•HRSP•) and rela1ed discretionary actions (coUec:dvely 

referred to as the •Project•) is hereby adopted by the Seal Beach City Council reouncn•) 
pursuant to the requirements or the California &lvironmeDtal Quality Act, Public . 
Resources Code section 21000 ~ KQ.. eCEQA •). 

!. CEQA requires the decisionmaking agency to balance the economic, legal, 
social, technological or other benefits or a project against ns unavoidable environmemal 
risks when detennining whether to approve the project. If the benefits of the project 
outweigh the unavoidable adverse effects, those effects may be considered acceptable 
(CEQA Guidelines section 1S093(a)). CEQA requires the agency to provide wriD.en 
findings supporting the specific reasons for considering a project acceptable when 
significant impacts are unavoidable. Such reasons must be based on substantial evideuce 
in the EIR or elsewhere in the administrative J"ea)rd (CEQA Guidelines section 1S093(b)). 
Those reasons are provided in this Statement of Overriding Considmtions. 

The CouncD finds that the economic, social or other benefits of the Project 
outweigh aU of the Project's signjficant and unavoidable impacts discussed in Article m of 
the Statement or Environmental Findings (anached to this resolution as •Exhibit B") and 
any other remaining significant effects round to be unavoidable. In making this findinJ, 
the Council has balanced the benefits of the Project against its unavoidable bnpacts ud 
has indjcated its willingness to accc:pt those adverse impacts. 1be CouncD finds tbat cacb 
one of the following benefits or the Project, independent of the other benefits, would 
warrant approval or the Project ootwithstanding the unavoidable impacts of the Project. 

'Jbe Project will restore 23.1 acres or saltwater wdlands and .create 9.7 · 
acres of freshwater wdlands. The resto!1tion will fulfill the City's objective.ofimproving 
the quality of existing wetlands on the site. 1be existing saltwater wdlands have been 
severely degraded through fragmentation and contamination and retain little wetland value 
in their current state. 1be restoration under the proposed Project would increase the 
biologic and habitat values of these wetlands by restoriDJ a fuUy functioning tidal 
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connection aDd consoliclatin& the wdlands into a saltwl!&r marsb ecosystem. Sensitive 
• spodes on the site would be translocated 10 the saltwir.er marsh and its buffer uea. 'Jk 

marsh will provide impoJtant Destin& ~bita.t for the BeJdina's avannab spanow. It wiD 
also provide habitat for shorebbds, heJODS, earets and ducks and wDJ have siPfjc:at 
foragjnJ wlue for the Ca1if'omia least terD. 1be saltwater marsh wm ~ as D 
imponant biolOJicallink iD lhe coastal marsh enviromneots iD the rep.. 

In addition to the saltwater marsh, the Project would create a Detwolt ~ 
six interconnected opeD water/freshwater marsh areas oa tbe Ike. 1bcse areu wDl 
provide higlrquality habitat for water fowl, beJODS ud eareu as weD as passerines. AD 
plant species associated wJth the marsh areas wm 'be Dldve to c:oastaJ OraDp Cou.aty 
fresbv.·atc:z or bl'&cldsh watc:t IDIJ'Ihes. 
. . 

1be restond and created wdlaDds wiD be fUrther buffered 11om 
surroundina urban environmeDt by a public aolf course. 1be &olf course wm provide 
over 100 additional acres of open space adjacent to and around the wetlands areas. Jt wD1 · 
be constNctcd and manaaed iD u eovironmentaDy sensitive manner in aecordaDce with 
the proposed Environmental Management PlaD. Out-d'-play areas wm be planted wJdl 
Daf:ive vegetation which wm function u habitat zones ud wm enhance the habitat values 
of1he marsh wetlands system. 

• 

• 

1be costs of the wetlands restol'&tion propun wiD be para.niOed by the • 
project applicant u a condition of approval, thus pro\idin& assurance that the restorldOD 
proaram wm be fUnded and that no public funds wm be required to ensure its compJedOD. 
1be saltwalc:z marsh wm be dedicated 10 a public or aonprorJt aaeocy or olpJliz.atiOD for 
monirorina, maintenance and management if there is an appropriate lleDCJ wl1lina to 
accept the conveyance. 1be fresbw11er areas will be manaaed and maintaiDed by lbe 
Hellman Ranch Reserve Golf' Course. Both the saltwater and freshwater marshes wDI be 
dedicated u permanent wetlands and opeD space. 

B. Dedication of Gum Grove Nature Palt 

The project applicant will decticate Gum GJVYe Nature Put to tbe City for 
opr:a space aDd park pwposes as pan of the PJqec:t. The Put Is a 10.2 acre biltaric 
eucalyptus JIOVO which supports an abundance of wlJdlif'e ud Is a pote'llt1al miptial IIOp 
for the Monuch butterfly. 1be P&Jk llso contains severaJ pocentiaDy imponaDt 
rieo1oJical sites. includinJ the site whb the hiJbest diversity or ethnoampmc IDIIeria1 
culture traits of aD the sites loca1ed OD the specific plan pmpe~ty (0RA·258). ID addidoa. 
tbe Pail pl'O\ides a bufrer between exisdn& resid=tial developmeat ad ~ all 
extraction opetadoas. 

Currently, the Put is privately owDed by tbe project appliCIDt ad Is 
leased to tbe City oa an annual basis. 1bc dedicatkm of the Patte to the City u pan oftbe • 
Project wm preserve the land as a ftlture park iD pel'pCIIUity. ThU decticatiOD wm achieve 
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one of tbe specific aoals of the open space/recreation/conservation element or the Seal 
:Beach General Plan and wiD also eosure that the unique arcbeolo,Pcal resources iD the 
Pane are left undistuJbed. 

C. OpeD Space, 'Recreation and Public Access 

Tbe land use element or the Seal ktcb General Plan jdcntifies u a 
important aoaJ or the City •ao acquire and develop recreational facilities 11 stra!eJic 
locations throughout tbe Commuuity. Because open land is rapidly being developed, 
acquisition of park sites should be acoomplisbed at lhe ea..riiest date. • (Community Goal 
13). 1'be open space/recreation/conservation element similarly encouraaes tbe acquisilioD 
and preservation of patkland, open space and recreation areas. 1be California Coastal Al:fl. 
contains policies which promote 1he proted:ion and provision of public access aDd 
recreational opportunities by private developers (sections 30213 and 30222). 

The Project includes 178.5 acres of open space/recrearicmal uses, over· 
755 of the total project area. In addition to tbe 32.8 acre wedand testonmon program 
and dedication of the 10.2 acre Gum Grove Narure Park discussed above, 1he project will 
develop a 100.8 acre public aolf course. The regulation-Jenlfh 18-hole aolf course wiD be 
a public access couiSe open for play to the aeneral public on a year round basis, providiDJ 
recreational opportunities iD the coastal zone for residents and visitors. The Los Alamitos 
Rewding Basin will provide an additional 34.7 acres of open space. aJthouJb the space is 
used for a specific puJPOse. 

The Project wm also peatly enhance public access to tbe coastal ZODe. 
Wnh the exception of Gum Grove Paik., the Project site is currently closed to the public. 
As part of the Project, tbe developer will provide public access to the restored saltwater 
marsh by const.ructin& a pedestrian trail system Ilona a portion of the marsb perimeter, 
which will include two observation areas for bird and wildlife watchinJ. This trail wiD be 
funher linked to the San Gabriel River traiJ, allowina regional access to tbe restored 
wdlands. An intetpn:dve center will be constructed by tbe developer adjacem to the 
wetlands and will provide infonnation on tbe area's J'elional wetlands, wildlife, bjoJOJY 
and Native AmericaD bistozy. 

D. Sustainable J)evelopmeat 

1be development planninJ ueas of the Project have beeD desiped 1D 
permit the landowner to make reasonable ecooomic use of the property while maximiz:IDg 
the propeny's open space and Olher environmental values. 1be residential componeat wiD 
create 70 new units of bousina iD tbe City. Unlike previous development· proposals for the 
propeny, the residential units wiD DOt be spread out across the propeny but wiD be 
clustered on 14.7 acres of the mesa area 1be 6.7 acre aolf course clubhouse and facilities 
wDJ be located immediately adjacent to the residential component. These deve.lopmeat 
areas are sihlated alon& Seal Beacb Boulevard, an existin& thorouahfare, and are adjaceut 
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' to the existing Marilla BiD residential developmeat. Tbe 1.1 acre visitor·lei'YIDJ 
l'eiCreatlonalfcommerciaJ compoDeDt or abe propercy Is localed Immediately adjaceat to 
Pacific Coast Highway,IDOther major thoroughfue m the City. 1be sitin& and desip of 
the development components wW ensure land use compab"blllty whBe limldn& dae 
constnl(::don of Dew ulban infrastnlctura to existin& developed areas ortbe City • 

. 
1be Project wDJ hnprove the aesthedcs or tbe project she m a varieq_ ot 

ways. Tbe propercy is cumotly marked by open we:edy vegeudOD on the mesa, depaded 
., wedand lmU JD the JowJaD4s1 on produc:doD activities, uti.Uty poles ind a utJJitieS access 

. mad across the lowlands area, DOD-operatina transmissioD towers, the n:mnaats ot a 
derelict buDding by Pacific Coast Hiahway, IDCS views of indusuial acdvities iD tbe 
distaDce. 

Under the Project, the dejnded wetlands wiD be restored to 1 funcdoaiDJ · 
saltwater wed and with regular tidal exchanae, and approximately J J 0 acres or Jowlmds 
wiD be kept in ~ space as freshwater wetlands and a public aolf course. 1be utiBty 
poles, utility access road and uansmission towen wm be removed from the site. The 
derelict buDding foundations on Pacific Coast Highway wDJ be replaced by a visitor 

•• 

serving conunercial facility, an inte~pretive center, and space reserved for the ftlocatioD of • 
the 1920's vintage ICrenwinlde House. The mesa will be developed letonfin& to dae 

· architectul'll, landscape and design JUidelines set forth in the specific plan and wiD iDcJude 
tcreenin& from the mad and ornamental landscapinJ. Screenin& and bufferin& or on 
production activities wDl also be created throuah the use of block walls and landscapiDJ. 
1be views or indusuial facilities iD the distance wW be scr=ned by the residelltial 
development streetsc::ape. Tbese features of the Project wW mate I positive aesthedc 
experience for residents and visiton viewina the propetty and wm visually impi'O'Ve • 
sianfficant lan~ area wkhiD Dry. 

P. Minimized Tllffic and Air Quality Impacts 

1be City ldemif'Jed as an objective or development OD the P.roperty IIDd 
uses that would be sustainable, but that would resuh iD minimal traffic and air ·quaJlty 
impacts. '1be m and OCher evidence presented iD the ncard of these proce'UWS 
Indicates that the Project wm subst.a.ntia1Jy reduce the DUmber of vehicle trips aDd air 
emissions over tba1 whi~ could have been expecud to occur uDder the existin& Speclftc 
PlaD. 

G. Developmeat of'Visltor·SeMnJ Commercil.1 and RecJealiol1 PacDidel 

1be City also idefttified the development of visltor-servina commercial IDd • 
ft.Cre&tion facWties as ID objective or she proposed Project. The HRSP provides for the . 
development or a relatively small commercial area iD one comer of the Propercy, ·as weD 
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as 1 tolf course to be available for play by members ol tbe public. Io COMedian with the 
dcvebpment of publicly accessible tJails and tbe restoration of delflded wetlands areas. 
the Property on which the HRSP is located wDJ become a siPfic.ant visitor scM.D.c 
coJJUDercialand recreational area oltbe cay. 

An analysis of projected City mrenues and expenditures associated with the 
Project has indk~!ed that tbc City will experience teD successive years of anoualsu~plus or 
between Sll,(X)() and $74,000 as I result or the Project, whh • teo-year a~muladve 
sa.uplus of approximately $603,000. 

• ••• 
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INTRODUCTION 

SECTION7.0 
PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Section 1S126(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 S.O 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 envifonmentally 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/cration 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 Alternatives 

&rading on the project site. Therefore, reducin& the number of units would not achieve the 
purpose of avoidin& impacts to cultural resources on the mesa as those sites would be impacted 
_regardless of the number of units developed. • . 

1be alternative of reducina density was also considered to be economically infeasible. 
Substantial expenditures are required to meet the conservation coals and objectives of the 
project. These goals and objectives include: 

• Restoration of depaded wetland areas. 

• Preservation of Gum Grove Nature Park and dedication to the Qty. 

• 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. 

1be 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 constructina improvements, on-going maintenance and operations costs, and a 
reasonable rate of return on investment, even without calculatina 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 sin&le-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 
•cJustering• 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 pading 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 have to be 
located on the northern portion· of the mesa, there by unavoidably impactiq important 
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 mb. 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 ALTERNATIVES 

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 wa.S approved by the City in 1990 which would allow for the 
development of up to 329 dwelling units. Other ~ternatives 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 su.mmary for each of the five project alternatives . 
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7.0 .. Project Altematives 

ALTERNATIVE NO. 1: WETLANDS MITIGATION BANIC . . 

DESCIU]PfiON OF ALTERNATIVE NO. 1: WETLANDS .MITIGATION BANK 

As shown on t:igure 7-2, this Alternative increases the number of single family residential units 
to 150 units. In addition, 100 multi-family residential units would be constructed for a total of 
250 residential units overall. No public golf course would be constructed as part of this 
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 caUs 
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 wetlands would be land banked for use by 
other projects that impact wetland areas where on-site mitigation is not possible. Gum Grove 
Nature Park would be dedicated to the City of Seal Beach. OU 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 

J..agd Use 

Under this Alternative, up to 250 residential units would be built on the project site versus the 

• 

70 residential units under the proposed project. Amendments to the Land Use, Qpen · 
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 Agreement 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 Ibis 
Alternative. Eighty·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 micigation is not possible and off-site 
mitigation 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. This 
Alternative also would provide for the dedication of the same amount of acreage 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 Altemativ• 

Blolo.&kal Besoums 

Under Alternative No. 1, dependin& on ultimate restoration plan, there may be si&nificant 
construction impacts to wetland resources and special interest species including the southern 
tarplant, Belding's savannah sparrow and bunowin& owl. However, mitigation would be 
provided to reduce the long·term 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 foraging habitat for the California least tern. Tbe 
overall benefits to wildlife habitat under this Alternative are considered superior to the proposed 
project. . 

BydroiOJY and Water QualitJ 

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 large 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, stonnwater 
flows from the developed portions of the project site to the Basin may surpass existina 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. Geolo&Y and Mineral Resoums 

Under Alternative No.1, impacts associated with mineral resources and seismicity would be 
similar to those described for the proposed project. Impacts associated with development of 
structures on soils with high shrink swell capacity would be greater under Alternative No.1 than 
anticipated under the proposed project due to the westward extension of development, with a 
portion of the residential development occurrina 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 oraanic silt and clay deposits. Development over these soils is 
feasible, but would require substantially greater treatment during grading and construction to 
reduce the poss1"bility of extensive foundation problems. 

Soils in the Bolsa Series on the lowlands area of the site are better suited for the wetland and 
existing on production uses proposed under Alternative No. 1 than for structures proposed as 
part of the proposed aolf course due to flooding potential and low strenath of these lOlls. 
Therefore, under Alternative No. l, impacts due to son constraints are anticipated to be less than 

· under the proposed project as amendments to the son 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.I 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 oU production facilities would be greater under 
Alternative No.I 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 setbaclc:s to · 
be approved by the Orange County Fire Authority. 

Parks. Recreation and Open Spice 

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 reconfig~ 
and extended slightly to the east, although its size would remain 10.2 acres. A community 
center would be provided. Under this Alternative, 150 single family dwelling and 100 multi· 
family dwellings units are proposed and would contain approximately 525 and 220 people 
respectively. The City of Seal Beach has a standard of 5 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. I 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. 
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. 1 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 parlc:s, 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. ~ghty·six acres in 
the western portion of the property would 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 Altemativ• 

the wetlands miti&ation 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 dearaded wetlands to a view of the screened and landscaped commercial area. The 
sensitive viewers in the northeast portion of the Marina Hill development would have views of 
the backyards of new residences. 1be residential development alon& Seal Beach Boulevard and 
walls alone the highway would be screened with landscaping. 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 in~ of a golf 
course. Restoration of the mitigation area could take place over a longer period of time as other 
developers contract to use the area for mitigation. Therefore, it could be a lonaer period of time 
before the entire area is restored than under other alternatives. In Alternative No. 2, both golf 
course and wetlands restoration, and in Alternative No. 3 the &olf 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 
character with the existing adjacent development and the view of the wetland area would be 
copsid~ a similar or improv~ view in comparison to the existing degraded wetland area. 

Cultural Resoums 

Alternative No. 1 would result in arading and construction on the Hellman Ranch site, which 
would result in potentially significant adverse impacts to paleontological formations and which 
could result in unearthing previously unknown subsurface historic resources. These potential 
impacts could be substantially mitiaated, 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 S.O of this EIR. 

Grading and construction und~ this Alternative would occur in approximately the same areas 
on the Hellman Ranch site as under the proposecl 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 direct adverse impacts on some, and maybe all, of the important 
archeological 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 mitipted based on 
measures CR-3 to CR-11 described earlier in Subsection 5.8 of Section S.O of this EIR. 
However, the impacts of Alternative No. 1 on these important archeological resources cannot 
be mitigated to below a level of si&nificance and would remain a significant unavoidable adverse 
impact under thD Alternative. · 

Transportation and Clmdattog 

The 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 JXU hour and claily trips for the proposed land uses under these ~ 
alternatives. 
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TABLE 7-1· · 
TRIP GENERATION RATES 

PEAK HOUR 

AM PM 

LAND USE UNITS' IN OUT IN OUT DAILY 

Singte--FamUy DU 0.19 0.55 0.66 0.35 9.55 
Detached Residential2 . 
Mutti-FamUy Resideotial2 DU 0.09 0.42 0.43 0.20 6.47 

·Golf Course' Hole 2.67 0.55 1.75 1.61 37.59 

Visitor/Rec. 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)' 

. 

WetJaDdS" AC 0.10 0.10 0.20 0.20 5.00 

Source: RKJK, 1996 

I 

2 

s 

• 

DU • dweJiing units 
TSF • tbousaDd square feet 
AC • acres 

Source: Institute ofTransportation Engineers (ITE), Tdp 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 (SANDAG). 



7.0- Project Alternatives 

Alternative No. 1 wouJd generate 3,400 trip-ends per day with 215 vehicle trips durin& the AM 
peak hour and 325 vehicles trips during the PM peak hour, as shown in Table 7-7. This 
Alternative would generate more trips during the AM and PM peak hours and on a daily ~ 
than the proposed project which will generate 2,390 daily trips. 

As shown in Table 7-8, Alternative No. I contributes peater amounts of traffic than the 
proposed project and Alternative No. 2, but less than Alternative No. 3. Alternative No. 1 
would also generate greater amounts of traffic than the No Project Alternative but less than 
development of the existing Hellman Ranch General Plan Alternative. Trip generation for the 
proposed project and Alternatives Nos. I, 2 and 3 is shown in Table 7-8. The Year 2000 daily 
traffic volume for cumulative conditions with the project and the three alternatives was calculated 
as shown in Table 7-9. Based on the project trip generation, trip distribution and traffic 
assignment, Year 2000 daily cumulative traffic volumes were projected for the project and these 
three alternatives. The average daily traffic contn"bution for the proposed project and the three 
alternatives 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 Obslday) of pollutants or 63. 731bslday 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 modeled NQll emissions are projected to be 211.13 Jbslday. This quantity of N()l, 
211.13 Jbslday, is approximately 47.081bslday more N()l emissions than the proposed project. · 
This increased amount of N()l can be attributed to the larger residential component designed into • 
this Alternative. Because construction emissions standards are exceeded for N()l, 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 contn"bution 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 Jbslday than the proposed 
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 vehicle 
contributions. Therefore, operating conditions for Alternative No. 1 itself would fall below a 
level of significAnce. However, beca~se the site exists in a non-attainment area 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. 

l 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I Under Alternative No. 1, ex:istin1 noise levels on the east part of the site where residential wa 

are proposed currently exceed 60 and 65 dBA CNEL. Therefore, Alternative No. 1 would 

~ 
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TABLE7•7 
Al TERNAnVE 1 TRIP GENERA nON 

LAND USE 

DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNITS1 

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 

, 
a 

• 
• 

All peak hour trips rounded to the nearest 5. 

DU • dwelling units 
TSF • thousand square feet · 
AC • acres 

All daily trips rounded to the nearest 1 0. 

NOM • Nominal (less than 5) 

~\ 

PEAKHOUR1 

AM PM 

IN OUT IN 

30 85 100 

10 40 45 

15 10 40 

5 NOM4 NOM 

10 10 15 

70 145 200 

OUT DAILY' 

55 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 DAILYI 

Proposed Project 80 85 120 86 2,390 

Alternative 1 70 146 200 126 3,400 

Alternative 2 70 86 160 100 2,700 

Alternative 3 116 110 200 146 3,720 

• Source: RKJK, 1998 

• 

, . 

~ 
f ., 
J 

~ 
• J 

All daily trips rounded to the nearest 10. e1 ' All peak hour trips rounded to the nearest 6. 

, 
~ 

.. 
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] · TABLE 7·8 
YEAR 2000 AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

• DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES UN 1 ,OOO'S) 

J 
SCENARIO 

ROADWAY PROPOSED ALT. 1 ALT.2 ALT.3 

J· Seal Beach Blvd. 
• NIO Westminster Ave. 43.8 43.9 43.7 44.0 
• SIO Westminster Ave. 29.2 29.7 29.4 29.7 

J 
""' 

• NIO Pacific Coast Hwy. 21.2 21.8 21.3 21.8 

Pacific Coast Highway 
• NIO Westminster Ave. 37.6 37.7 37.6 37.8 

. J. • NIO Seal Beach Blvd • . 42.9 43.2 43.0 43.3 
• S(O Seal Beach Blvd. 45.0 45.1 45.0 45.2 

Westminster Ave. 

J • WIO Seal Beach Blvd. 22.9 23.0 22.9 23.0 
• EIO Seal Beach Blvd. 23.0 23.2 23.1 23.2 

Bolsa Ave. 

J - • WIO Seal Beach Blvd. 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 

Main St. 

• • NIO Pacific Coast Hwy • 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 
1 

• • 
Source: RKJK, 1996 

J 
• 
J 

] 
• 
-
• 

• 

I 

•• 



TABLE 7·10 
AVERAGE DAILY PROJECT TRAFFIC CONTRIBUTION 

DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES CIN 1 OO'St 

SCENARIO 

ROADWAY PROPOSED ALT.1 ALT.2 

Seal Beach Blvd. 
• N/0 Westminster Ave. 800 800 700 
• S/0 Westminster Ave. 800 1,300 1,000 
• N/0 Pacifte Coast Hwy. 700 1,100 800 

Pacific Coast Highw.y 
• N/0 Westminster Ave. 400 800 500 
• N/0 Seal Beach Blvd. 800 1,100 800 
i S/0 Seal Beach Blvd. 400 600 400 

Westminster Ave. . 
• W/0 Seal Beach Blvd. 200 300 200 
• E/0 Seal Beach Blvd. 300 600 400 

Bolsa Ave. 
• W/0 Seal Beach Blvd. 100 100 100 

Main St. 
• N/0 Pacific Coast Hwy. 100 100 100 

Source: RKJK, 1996 

• 
ALT.3 

100 
1,300 
1,100 

700 
1,200 

800 :. . 

300 
600 

100 

100 

l 
• 
r 
j 

• 

•I 
i 

• 

f 
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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. I 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. 

. 
Alternative 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 15 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~t 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 are anticipated to be minimal and below a level of significance . 

Population and Bousln& 

Population. At buildout, Alternative No. 1 would provide 150 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 705 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 seat 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. 

Jobs/HousiD& 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, Alternative No. 1 would have a small but beneficial effect on the jobs-housing ratio in 
the region. • 

Hellman Rancb Specific PlaD Draft Env.iroameatal Impact Report 
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Low/Moderate Iac:ome Houslna. The pricin& of new housing units at the site will be dependent 
on market conditions at the time of deveJopmenL However, &iven that Alternative .~..a.l 
proposes to provide an ranae of attached and detached housing, it is possible that some ~ 
will be at:fordable to low or moderate income households, thereby assisting the City in meeting 
its regional housina needs for affordable housing. Further, provisions have been incorporated 
in the General Plan Housing Element to provide for low-income housing needs elsewhere in the 
City (including part of the future development portions of the site i.e., Plannina Area 9). For 
this reason, it is thou&ht that the effects on the provision of low/moderate income housing would 
be below a level of si&niftcance. 

Consistency with SCAG Rqloual Growth Forecasts. 1be 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 family units on the site. Therefore, population, housing 
and employment &rowth under Alternative No. I would not exceed the growth forecast under 
SCAG's regional growth forecasts. Consequently, this impact would fall below ·a level of 
sianiftcance. 

PubUc Senius and UtDitlcs 

Alternative No. I would result in more demand for public services and utilities c;ompared 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 w~JII.. 
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. 

Enem and Natural Resources 

Under Alternative No. I, a total of250 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 greater than under the proposed project. Since 
sufficient supplies of energy and natural resources are available in the region, impacts related 
to natural resources and energy under this Alternative are anticipated to be below a level of 
significance. "'bis is because the amounts of fuel, energy and building materials required to 
construct and operate land uses under this Alternative are small compared to the amount of the 
demand in the repon. 

Raprds 

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 u under the 
proposed project. Therefore, these impacts would be less than significant since no pater 
exposure to hazards wiD be Created by this Alternative than under the proposed project. 
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7.0 • Project Alternatives 

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE NO. 1 

Ability or Alternative No. 1 to Meet Prqject 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. 

Summaa or the 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 · · 
provide 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 peater amount of traffic than the proposed project would since 
250 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 s~ 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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TABLE1·2 
COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT 

ALTERNATIVES FOR THE HELLMAN RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN 

I 
Existi .. General 

En•II'OIIIIIedbll Proposed No Project Plan Land Use I Altti'Mtift I Allf:r'Mti•e I Alternatift 
EfFect I Project Altenatift Desipations No. I No. 2 No. 3 

Altti'Mti•e 

LandUae 2 2 2 2 2 2 

I 2 

I 

I 

2 1 2 2 2 2 

2 1 2 2 2 2 

-a H Aesthetics I 2 I 2 2 2 2 

2 2 2 2 2 

Hazards 2 I 2 2 2 

Lgend. 

I. No ill'lpeCI or below a level of significance without mitigation. 
2. Impact that can be mitigated to below a level of sipificance. 
3. Impact lbat canot be mitigated to below a level of sipificance. 

Source: P&.D Consultants, Inc. 
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Sf Residential 70 

MF Residential • 0 

GolfCoune 18 Holes 

Visitor/ 16,100 ... ft 
Recnation 

lalfelpnlliWI Cader 3,900 

Wedlacls 30 IICftll 

City Plm:el 1.4 IICftll 

Service Comlneldal .o 
Minend PnMiuclionl 
Future Developmeat 28.2IICNI 

- ,.. 10.2 IICftll 

Flood CODiml .... 34.1.:.. 

Wetlaad a.tiaa 0 

Wedlad Milipdoa 0 
Olfsite 

(I) SF • Sillale-famil)' Resideatial 
MF • Multi-FIIIIIily Residential 
NIA • Not llppliclble 

• • • • I .I I I 't. I 

TABL£7-l 
COMPARATIVE LAND USE SUMMARY 

Existinc Gentnl 
No ftant....ndUse ........... ~- Aittn.the 

Aht!l'nlllite Altern.tite No. I 

0 329 ISO 

0 0 100 

NIA 0 NA 

0 0 16,100 ... ft 

0 0 3,900 ... ft 

0 41.4 IICftll 0 [a) 

0 1.4 IICftll 1.4 IICftll 

0 3.4 IICftll 0 

36.4 
36.4 .:res 46.6 .:res 

0 26 .:res 10.2 acrel 

34.7 83 acn!S 34.1 acn!S 

0 0 86 acrel 

0 0 0 

-.. 
raJ wet~~ac~s ....w 11e 111110n.1 .. 111e prqecc • hut usee~ tor 1anc1 t.ntm1 purposes. 

I I I I I 

Allei..Ste Alternadte 
No.2 No.3 

90 ISO 

60 0 

9 Holes IBHolel 

16,100 ... ft 30,000aq ft 

3,900 .. 1 3,900 .. ft. 

4111Cft11 0 

1.4 IICftll 1.4IICNI 

0 0 

47.2 acrel 47.5 .:res 

10.2 acrel 10.2 len. 

34.1 acnl 34.7.:.. 

0 0 

0 Up to 27.1 
acn!S [b) 

(b) Wetlands would 1le ~off the project site in .n amount aJR!ed apon by the Cily,lhe California COISCal eon.issioa, ancllhe Army Corps 
of EnJineen. • 

Soun:a: City of Seal Beach General "-·Land Use Element, 1990 
Helln.t Rlnc:h Specific Plan, 1996 
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Recap of Existing Wetlands 

• 25 acres of severely degraded wetlands, 
pursuant to Section 30411, scattered 
throughout the site. 

• 2 acres of degraded wetlands, consisting 
of a channel constructed to drain the 

.J property to the River. 

:4 • 92°/o (2 acres) of the existing severely 
degraded wetlands have no tidal 
influence 

• The site has no natural tidal inlet and is 
located aln1ost 1 mile from the ocean. 

• 

• 
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5-89-1087 
Mola Development Corporation 

ApprovedJanuary12,1990 
Tbe revised IIDdiap for this project iadkate this restoration plana 
would yield 25.6 acres 41A II tile 
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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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Legal Basis for Approval 
Section 30233 and Section 30411 

'•Step 1: Is a boating facility 
feasible? 

· •Step 2: Is the Hellntan Ranch 
Reserve project less intrusive than a 
boating facility? (75°/o/25°/o test) 

: •Step 3: Is tlte Hellman Ranch 
Reserve project the least 
environtnentally damaging feasible 
alternative? 

~~----------------~ 

• 

• 

•• 
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Helhnan 

+ CDI~"'G tnade a 
deteranination that a 
boating facilit)" was 
infeasible. 

j +By making this 
t detertnination, it 

,:J 

.~ allows the 
Conuuission to 
detertnine "other 
feasible ways to 
achie\'e restoration." 

Bolsa Chica 

• CDFG did not n1ake 
a finding that a 
boating facility was 
infeasible. 

• \Vithout this CDFG 
detennination, 
"other feasible ways 
to achieve 
restoration"' cannot 
be considered. 

• 

• 

•• 
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Why can the Commission make such a finding? 

• Because in this case, 11 avoidance" and "no 
project" have been determined not to be the 
11least 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 

• Will control drainage and runoff into the wetlands 

• Audubon principles for management/operations 

• 1\faintains open space and vie\vshed 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 
t~e statutory schetne. 

• The meaning of a statute may not be 
detern1ined frotn a single word or 
sentence. 

• The words must be construed in context 
and provisions related to the same 
subject tnatter must be harmonized 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 11degraded/severely 
degraded" categorization. 

•Hellman 

• Los Cerritos 

• Bolsa Chica 

•Ballona 

•Banning 

Other "Degraded" Wetlands 

+None of these five specially 
categorized wetlands is a 
precedent outside the group of 
five. 

J +Hellman and each of the other 
1 4 should be decided on their 

own merits. 



Mitigation Ratios 

• The Coastal Act does not mandate 
mitigation ratios. 

• Coastal Act policy is 11
110 net loss." 

• The Con1mission is guided by: 

o Past Comtnission decisions on wetland 
mitigation 

a Procedural Guidance for Evaluatin 
Wetland Miti ation Pro"ects September 
1995 

• 

• 

• 
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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 circumstances 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 
11DO 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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• 
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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 permanently 
restoring tidal connection (8 acres) .. 
Total=36.7 acres 

+Acreage Mitigation Ratio: 2:1 
.This does not include freshwater marsh 



Procedural Gutdance for Evaluating 
Wetland Mitigation Projects 

• .~.~ ... [d]efined as the ratio of values 
gained per unit area to values lost per 

•t , unt 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." 

...... .............. ............... 
Cllfllllt ---.......... ,.. ......... 

.... ... ., ..... ... .. .... 
a.t u .... 
.... - 1.1111 .. &t .... 

-· 'P 
..... .. .., .... .............. ................... .. u ..... - .... .. 
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Hellman Ranch Mitigation Ratios 

• The Helhnan Ranch Reserve mitigation 
ratio, however measured, results in: 

o A uno net loss" of wetland acreage 

a An increase in wetland acreage 

€) Significant increases in wetland 
functions and values 

o 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 
intrusi-ye than a boating facility." 

-Current Staff Report 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Andrea Tuttle 
u •• .1 do not think that the staff 
suggestion to increase the number of 
acres of salt marsh is technically going to 
work ... bigger doesn't mean better, is 
,what my feeling is here ... We should 
l make findings that have to do with 
~alternative means if boating facilities are 
i not found to be feasible ... " [Wetland 

Guidelines] 

' .._ ~'- •::,. .. '·' ....... . 



David Armanasco 
~~[there have been] ... tremendous 
advances in having co-habitation with 
golf courses and wetlands that have 
been terrific success stories and I just 

-want to make sure that we are clear on 
:. that. .. the United States Golf Association 

has indeed worked very, very closely 
with the National Audubon Society ... " 

Penny Allen 
"'Having sat on the Coastal Conservancy 
when \Ve looked at this project several years 
ago and corning up with a plan for this 
wetland, I think the developer in this case is 

, to be con1n1ended for going forward with that 
.f plan. This is an opportunity not to be lost 
i. where we \Vill get some replacement and 
-· t 

i restoring of wetlands in this area. I would 
· hope that perhaps there is son1e way that \Ve 

can do credit for restoring the flushing 
through the culvert. . .in order to achieve a 2:1 
mitigation ratio ... " 

-~··-~---~------------------~ 

• 

• 
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Dorrill Wright 
" .. .It seems to me credit 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 1nove. 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 
0 also a valuable habitat and will create an 

influx of wildlife into the area and sustain 
it. .. " 



• 

• 

• 



• 

•• • 

• 

. - . -. . .. - ·- ..• --- ---

."Carefully, creativity designed and 
managed golf course projects can be both 
environn1entally beneficial and 
economically rewarding. The Commission 
stands ready to help project developers 
meet those goals in a way that has enduring 

4 value for all of those lvho cherish the 
J California coast." 
·.-~ 

-Peter Douglas, Executive Director, 
California Coastal Commission, Golf 
Course N e\vs February, 1995 

~--c- ··-····-· ... 



------------------ I 

USFWS 
USF\VS suppoi1s Staff because the recommendation 
"avoids further Joss nf \Vet lands and reduces im acts to 

0.rassland areas." 

• Restoration includes consolidation and increases 
in wetland acrea~c and values. There is no loss, .__ 

but a significant net gain. 

1 • Grasslands are non-native vegetation and are not 
i 

~ protected by federal or state law. 
_:j 
~:c: J • USF\VS supported the tv10LA project which 

_,. included over 100 homes in the same area as the 

proposed golf course, draining directly into the 

proposed wetlands. 
--~~~--------------------~ 

• 

• 
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Other project attributes ... that further the 
goals & policies of the Coastal Act 

• Immediate restoration of the degraded 
wetlands 

• Si nificant itn rovetnent in \vetland 
qualities and values 

·~ • Increase in ublic access to the property 
;~ from 6°/o to 77<'/o 

• Provision of visitor-servin recreation in 
the coastal zone 

• Planning for =e.::...:n-=d-=a-=-=n~.::...::;,.;;:.:...:::.-~=-=-e-=ci=-=e;.;:;:.s'"""""t:..:::.o-=r;..::e:..::...tu::::..r::;.::n~ 
to this area 
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Functions and Values Analysis 
Existing Conditions Compared to Restoration 

.... ., ........ ................. ._... ......... ~ 
K• .,...... 

~ ..... 
lit 

,..., ... A-.... ........... ............ -............. .... &:f .... ................ .. .. .... 
....,...._~c... u u .... ...... 
...... a- .. M .. Ulll ..... _._ ... 

c: ••• ..................... .. .., .... ......... 
..... .. .. •'1111111. ... &f .... ..__ ......... 

,.,.,_....,. ... ~ ..,. u ..... .............. ~ u IV 1111 ........ 
T_. 19.3 73.9 3.8:1 

Note: Anal sis does not lnducle wetlands restoration bank ro rdes 
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··· Eliminates access to a 
. ~neral production area 
,Moves wetlands closer to.· 
·~stllllJ reSidential uses· . 
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Pro{)osed Concept fot Wetlands 
· . , •· Restoration . , ., .. · · ··. 
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<aalifornia J55tate J55enate co-mn:a ....... ~ ..... ,..,... . S&CU .. CN'I'C OI"''CCt 
ITATE C:AI'ITOI. 

aAC;ItAME"'TO C:A eUt• .......... "' r""•..c:c IHYI:I't .. l-n • 
IHTI""'" TION..._ ,..ACll 

SENATOR 
ROSS JOHNSON 

CHAIRMAN. SENATE REPUBLICAN CAUCUS 
THIRTY·FIFi'H SENATORIAL DISTRICT 

lto!OUITAIAI. •II,ATIOtoft 

-Uil&NCC 

December 10, 1991 : 

Mr. Rusty Areias 
Chairman 
Califorrtia Coastal Commission 
1.400 N Street, Suite 9 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Rusty: 

~DJ ~~~n~~~ 
IIU DEC 1 2 1997 lilJ 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl CONMISSION 

I urge you to support the Hellman Ranch Reserve Project (Coastal Development Permit 
#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 75% 
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 foraging and 
nestin,g habitat for Belclin&'s Savannah Sparrow and the California Least Tem. 

Once aaain, I urae you lo. approve the Hellman Ranch Reserve Project when it comes 
beforeyou. · 

ROSS JOHNSON 
Senator, 35th District 

, 



" . 

JAI\'IES W. SILVA 
CHAIRMAN OF THI IOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

SUPERVISOR. SECOND DISTRICT 

10 covoc ...... ::~::~~:::.~:;: ;;~.~~~i'·~t·!1 Vi ~ fTI' 
February 3, 1998 tJl) FEB 8 1998 lJdJ 

The Honorable Rusty Areias 
CbaiJman 

... California Coastal Commission 
1400 "N" Street. Suite 9 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Chairman Areiu: · 

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 planning to develop a project that has • 
fmally won the broad-based support of the community. The proposal before you won that 
suppon because is balances sensible development with environmental sensitivity. The plan 
allocates nearly 80% of the property for conservation uses including restoration of the salt and 
freshwater wetlands, preservation of the wilderness park, and creation of an environmental 
interpretive facility. Only 15 acres of the land will be used for residential use. All of these 
elements integrated together will be enjoyed by both the Orange County community and the 
many tourists who wiJl 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 Da.mlll, South Coast District Director, California Coastal Commission • 
~ 
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J\ESOL~ON NUMBER~ 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SEAL BEACH DECLAJUNG 
SUPPORT OF THE HEU.MA.N RANCH DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

\V'HEREAS. the City of Seal Beach has been a consistent advocate or sensible development, 
panicularly or environmentally sensitive priorities, whidl serves the best interest 
or the public·· heahh, safety and welfare~ and • 

\V'HEREAS, the Hellman Ranch propeny,located in the hean of this City. has been the foeal 
point of many eontroveuies over the years, which included I development 
proposal for J,OOO homes, and a proposed plan for 329 homes which wu 
eventually defeated by 1 vote of the people or Seal Beadl throu&h an initiative 
ballo~and 

WHEREAS, after nearly a decade or intense planning. which included many different levels or 
eommunity panicipation, the property owner of the Hellman Ranch has created a 
development proposal that meets the eoncems and needs of this eomnwnity by 
observins the propeny's unique physical constraints as well as restoraticm and 
enhancement ora severely deJfaded wetland area; and 

WHEREAS, the proposal offered by the Hellman propeny owner has aarnered sipific:ant 
eommunity suppon throuJh its sensitivity to the eommunity's eoncems, and has 
received unanimous approvals at all levels ofloc:algovemment, which included a 
5·0 vote by the Plannina Commission and 5.0 vote by the City Council 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE JT RESOLVED that the City of Seal Beach hereby urses the 
California Coastal Commission to Jay this long-standing eontroversy to rest by approvina the 
Hellman Ranch Reserve Project {Coastal Developmenl Permit IS-97-367), atlowins this 
eommunity to eontinue to provide safe, environmentally sensitive development to our residents, 
while still providina public access in the eoastal areas. 

PASSED, APPROVE.D AND ADOP~by the City Co~ C~! Beach at a 
meeting \hereof held on the day of 11 u • 1997, by 
the rollowina vote: . 

•. 

# 

AYES: ~~~~~~~~~~,., 
NOES: 

ABSENT: 

A TrEST: 

EXHIBIT •• 

liD E~~~W~ m; 
liD DEC 16 1997 ~ 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAl. C~SS1~· 



December 22. 1997 

... Mr. Jlusty Areias, Chairman . 
California Coastal ComminioD · 
1400 "N" Street, Suite 9 
Sacramento, California 95814 

I.E: Project Name: Hellman Ranch Reserve 
Project No. : CDP S-97·367 
Project Location: Seal Beach 

CALIFORNIA 
":OASTAL COMWliSSION . 

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 Propenies LLC, is planning a 23 J -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 wholeheaned 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; construction of an 
18-hole public golf course; dedication of a JO.acre public park; construction of70 single family 
homes; provision of visitor-serving commercial and interpretive facilities; and retention of the 
.,Osting flood control basin . 

·I am committed to this project u it is an ecoloJical, recreational and people-serving uset for this 
reJion. 

Sincerely, 

Jk~ce~ 
Mayor, City of Seal Beach 

Cc: Charles Damm, South Coast Director v' 



March23, 1998 

· Mr. Rusty Areias, Chairman 
California Coastal Commission 
South Coast District Office 
245 W. Broadway, Suite 380 
Long Beach, CA 90802·1450 

RE: HeDman Ranch Development, City of Seal Beach, 
Coast Development Permit Application 5-97·367 

Dear Ch.air:man Areias: 

~ E~E~WEm! 
MAR 2 8 1998 ill.' 
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 shall be 
heard. 

• 

The 149-acre HeDman 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 subjected to the many abuses typicaDy associated with 
this activity. 

Previous proposals, which included homes ranging in numbers from 329 to 1,000, were rejected by 
the community based on unavoidable adverse impacts or e.ovironmental incompatibility. The physical 
constraints, which include an active faultline with a history of surface rupture, high liquefaction 
pote:otial, archeological artifacts, peat deposits, high water level, an urban forest and wet1ands, have 
compelled the city to work with the property owner in developing a proposal that respects the 
limitations of the property while attempting to receive community support. We believe the project 
before you has met this criteria. 

Executive Dir~or Peter Douglas has stated that golf courses "have the potential to meet a wider 
variety of recreational needs, preserve open space, create new habitat valueS, and often, enhance the 
quality ofJife in the surrounding comnunritieL" 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 
CODlpODellt, but tbe simple fact mnains that, upon completion of this project, I degraded/severe!@' 

s 



•• •• 
degraded wetland will be replaced by a larger wetland habitat with a significantly improved • 
environmental value. · · 

We truly believe a limited window or opportunity exists for this property. Because the applicant 
owns the land outright, financing that would otherwise be necessary to cover land acquisition can 
instead be applied to wetlands restoration. If' the CWTent project does not gain approval, we are 
Jl1lVCly concemed that the land might be sold to investors who would demand considerably more in 
development rights in return for significantly less wetlands restoration. lbe economics curreut1y 
tivor an environmentally sound development. Fa.D.ure to seize this opportunity would likely preclude 
any restoration project for generations to come. 

Under the guidance of the Audubon Cooperative Sanctuary System, a group retained by the property 
owner to oversee the ao1f course construction, six categories for go1f course criteria must be met. 
These include environmental planning, wildJife and habitat management, public involvement, pest 
management, water conservation and water quality management. 'Ibis group's mission is to protect 
and enhance wildJife and habitat while conserving natural resources. Go1f courses provide open 
space, natural sanctuaries and wildlire habitat. lbe City feels that based on this property's 
developmental constraints, the most appropriate use must maximize open space. 'Ibis doe5 so, aDd 
eljmjn;rtes the tity's concern reprding consuuction ofhomes on geologicaDy unstable soils. It fiu1her 
eljmjnates a blighted area in the heart or our city. 

'Ibis property was originally a part of the Los Cerritos wetlands. During the channelization of the 
San Gabriel River, vast amounts of dredge spoils were dumped on the property. 1be channelization 
removed the tidal influence that occurred and replaced it with what is now a dysfunctional inlet "pte" 
which aDows only a minimal amount of tidal flushing. Oil production and other sources of fin have 
occurred 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 perspective, the property has been a liability. Cut off from public access, the property 
has been an eyesore and a danger to children in the community who frequently cut the perimeter fence 
and play around the abandoned oil weDs. It has become a dumping ground for car parts and old 
refiigerators, a 'tl'eeding opportunity for mosquitos, a setting for aime in the secluded portions and 
a detriment to property values in the jmnwJjate viciDity. 

1be aty of Seal Beach feels this project is fu superior to any submitted to the Co~sion in prior 
applications, the most ream of which was approved by state and federal regulatory agencies, as well 
as the Commission. That previous p~ however, was defeated by an overwhelming margin when 
the city was forced to hold a special election based on opposition to the project. 1be project before 
you is the result of the conmmity and the property owner worlcing together creating a plan that has 
widespread support from Seal ~ch as weD as the surroundiDa co1DIDllDiries. 

• 

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 tbat the basic goal of the Commission is to "protect. mtlintllin 
flllll..W,ere feasible,· enhance IUUI restore the overall quality of the coastal zone envirrmmf!llt tmd • @' 
Its natural fllll1 artificial re.stiiii'Cts". 



• 

• 

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 maximize public recreation opportunities in the coastal zone consistent 
liith sound resource conservation principles and constitutional protected rights of private property 
omaers". This project takes a degraded, abused piece of property, removes the perimeter fencing, 
restores the degraded/severely degraded wetlands to a larger, fully restored wetlands, creates an 
environmentaDy sensitive public golf course with an 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 whDe respecting the constitutionaDy protected rights 
of the private property owner. In addition, a visitorfmterpretive center for wetlaDd 
information/education will be located on the state lands parcel included in this project. 

Section 30004 (a) "to achieve maximum responsiveness to local conditions, accountt#Jility tmd 
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 ahemative 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 participation of those individuals who have historically 
opposed every development proposal in this town. It has been carefully crafted with respect to the 
problems that have rendered other proposals unacceptable. It takes a blighted piece oflaDd 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 
significant community support and received unanimous votes at both the Planning Commission and 
City CouncD levels. 

1be City of Seal Beach respectfully requests your support for this proposal The ahernative to this 
project will be the continued degradation of any wildlife habitat on site, as wen as the continued 
Degative impacts on our community. 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 of the HeDman Ranch to rest 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~~ 
Gwen A Forsythe 
Councilmember, District 3 
City of Seal Beach 

1 
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Dear California Coastal Commission, 

c.~LirOP.t--!\1: •. 
We are addressing you, Chairperson and CommissioneJ"S:.()fiite-t C0t--:A/N~~~:i·. _:i·: 

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 ~" 
and your hearts to approve this plan. 

~ectfully submitted, 

/LA·~ ~.o..u._~.....a......J 
Mike Westmoreland & Y.wie Westmoreland 
527 Riviera Drive 527 Riviera Drive 
Seal Beach, California Seal Beach, California 

• 
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AUG 031998. 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Mrs. Margaret Juler , 

_seal Beach, ca. •w 4 li12 . .. ··:•_ ! !-]: 
1709 Crestview A~=--;. E~ ~·-.:~·· w· . ~--· :--- · .. 

.. •. . . . ~. [ ~~ 'I . - . - . . .. t. 

The California Coastal Com~issio:: . AUG :. 4 .19S8- Lf!-) 
45 Fremont Street .:· 
San Francisco, CA. 94105-2~19 

To the California Coastal Commission 

. ,:i. . 

CAliFORNIA · 
COASTAl COMMISSIOhi 

Members: 

I wish to give my affirmative vote to your Commissiop, 
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 s"ince 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 • 

. · v .... ~ .. 

$;.. -~ 

r. ~,, 

.. : .. 

·p. • ... ... 
~n Sincere Respect, 

-:S,: •• •• 

7-28-1998 
-,~. 

f.;· ;':: .. '· 
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July 14,1998 

California Coastal Commission 

S'~pM 
L- di ~~\'#~~ 

L JUL 211998 M 
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 G'!Jm 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 Hous.e 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~il7~~~serves 
Glenn w. Jone~.,.---
610 Ocean Avew. 
Seal Beach, CA 90740-6109 
562 598-9251 

a golf 
coursfDJ ~ ~ ~ ~ w ~ ~ 
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Mrs. Nancye B. Juler-Davidson 
2107 Willow Brook Street 
Bakersfield, Ca. 93312 

The California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street 

~ ~~~n~~~ 
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 t~ 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 memb~ of the Coastal Commission give this 
proposed plan of development for the Helman Ranch property 
their utmost consideration. · · 

• 

• 

• Sincerely, _ ~ 7\ _ ~ 
~-~/:A/~ ,, 
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To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Members of the California Coastal Commission 

Daniel W. Kee 
408 Jade Cove O»t.Jl-1 
Seal Beach. CA 90740 

June 6, 1998 

Hellman Ranch Project 

~ ~~~!!~w 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

I am member of the Sierra Club and Audubon Society. .Thus. I would prefer the 
restoration of all of the Helfman Ranch property to wetlands and a preindustrial 
wilderness condition. It 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 Pro)ect In Seal Beach. I 

participated In planning meetings on this pro)ect. 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 stop all development on this property In 
favor of complete wetlands restoration and wilderness preservation of all of this area 
Including the bluffs! 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 
Chief OperatinQ Officer 

15620 Shoemoker Ave. (562) 925-1234 
Santa Fe Springs, CA 906 70 FAX (562) 802-3050 
P.O. Box3tR Bellflower. CA 90707.()369 Voice Moll# 112 
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The proposed development oa dle HeUman Estate In Seal Beads would put a aolf coune oa Wetlandl 
whlcb bave been de\·utated by dle ownen ud othen. Tbls would 'iolate dle commitment I feel to 
dle A.Dceston of tbe Native Americana to preserve the wetluda for other creatures and for tlte nest 
aenerations, If any. 

1be proposed development on tbe BeUmu Estate in Seal Beacla would put a housing tract on lad 
· held satred by the Aaceston of tbe Native American~. 'Ibis would Yiolate tbe commitment I have co 
the ~ceston to safeguard tbelr sac:red lites. 

I would like to voice my opinion apbul tbe ReDman Development on tbi1lud wbkb Is sacred-to tbe 
~aceston of the few Native Amerlcu people who remala, and whlc:Ja Is a valuable part of the 
required wildlife corridor In the remains of the Los Cerritos Wetlaads environment. 

AI part of my respoaslbUity to the Aaceston to take eare of the land, I am oppoaed to bull dina a calf 
coune or any other development oa the few remalaiag wetlaadlleft, and I am opposed to despoillna 
the few re.mainlnasltes sacred to thole Allcaton. 

I am unable to attend tbe meeting ol tbe CaJifonlia CoutaJ Comml11lon in Eureka beaute of 
etoaomic reasons of job pressures, family commitments, laek oiiDODe)', etc. 

It would be possible for me to attead the meetiag of tbe Coastal Commission If it were held locally, • 
either In Oetober in Oceuside or in November Ia Agoura Bills. By boldln& the uudal meeting• 
far away in Eureka, I am deprived of the opportunity to upren my opinion in penon ud to 
partldpate Ia penoa to petition the Coutal Commission Ia Itt dedlion maida& process. 

NAME ~~ir f,'\, ~~ 
ADDRESS .3''' Obftf.( ,., , ud/orTELEPBONE~-........---
111111 cmail.lfavaillble Edmicil)' (volwdlry) N. A. (, ~~,,"') 
WWW.EYl.ORG (Website coacemin& the Hellman Wetlands 8Dd Me$tl ~.aDd you can sipwp for 

the llllitina list) 
.. WWW.EYl.ORG/HELLMAN" 

WED..ANDS@EYl.ORG (Send email to tbislist. it will 80 to everyone Cl1 our mailing list) 

Save The Wetlands 
P.O. BOX 2911, SEAL BEACH, CA 90740 . 

A copy of tbis petition to STOP 1HE DEVELOPMENT on tbe saaed site will be mailed to: 
Atta. Mr. John Aayoaa. (562) 590-50'71 
Pl~~~~~e d&trlbt~Uro tla• c~ 
California Coastal Commiaioa, 
200 Oceaaaate 106 Floor 
lAD& Beadl., CA 90802-4382 • 
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GABRIELBNO TONGVA TRIBAL COUNCIL 

Mr. Jolm '1'. Auyong 
Staff Analyet 

May 12, 1998 

California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90902·•302 

Re: Hellman Ranch Proj •ct 
Coastal Development Permit 5-91·3'' 

!)ear .7olms 

Thank you for your letter of May 8th. I enjoyed 
meeting you at the Coastal Commission Meeting and I appreciate · 

·you taking the time to speak to Sharon Cotrell and myself. 

Enclosed is a copy of the mitigation language that the 
Gabrieleno/Tongva Tribal Council {•C/TTC•) worked out witb the 
Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency (•CRA•). The G/TTC'• 
intent in adopting this language waa to avoid the problema that 
have plagued many arcbealogical projects that hire one individual 
as a Monitor and he is responsible for making al~ of the tribal 
decdsion•. The G/TTC asked the ~ to name the G/TTC in the 
place and stead of the Monitor wherever a deciaion had to be 
made. This document was changed to give Tribe the decision 
making power. The G/TTC wanted to insure that whenever a 
decision was to be made, the Tribe would make the decision and 
not the Monitor. As you will aee from the language, the C/TTC 
representative had a role in selecting the archeologiBt and tbe 
monitor as well • ., reviewing the RFP and the R.esearch Design. . . . 

Thank you for •ending me the archaeological special 
conditions. I will review them and respond by separate letter. 
If you need to apeak to •, my telephone number ia 626/t&l-1387. 

Sincerely, 

~~YJ?ClPIL . 
Mary Ann Moore, ehairper•on 
Membership/Certification Committee 

ca: Anthony Morale•, . 'l'ribal Cbairp4u:·•on 

P.O. BOX 693 £SAN GABRJEL, CA 411& 91778 
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a. 

Bnforc:ement .AseDC'Y a 

~'nitoring Agency• 

Departtnent of Building •n4 
· Safety 

Department o! Building and 
Safety 

I:! an underground atrueture i• expoaed during the excavat!OD 
ac;~tivity, all work on the aite ahould ceaaa. · The LOll 
Angelea Fizoa Department ehall .then be contacted. for the. 
&]'Jj>ropriate permits an4 p:rocedurea for the removal of the 
t1tnk and •urroun4iDS aoila that may contain high level• of 
p•ttrole\la hydrooarbou. . . 

ttueponaibilit)# for .Implemefttatioru Project Applic:Mt 
Mcmitorin; PhaMa Peat ConatructiOQ 
!Cuforeemant· AsJeacy: l'epanment of Buildinsr and 

Safety · 
Mcmitoril'lg ~uaya Department o! Building and. 

safety 

C1JLTURA1./HIB'l'ORIC RESOtlRCBS (text aa nviaed Rov • 19, ~11'7 
and incl\lr!ed in COuncil file on px-oj ect) . 

1. ~18 Agency, the Archbishop an4 the Gabrieleno/Tongva Tribal 
o,uncil (•OTTC•) ahall each appoint one representative to a 
ctlmmittaa (•committee•) for the purpa1e of making ce=taill 
d•~terminationa aDd c!eci•ion• •• cle•cr.t.ba4 below. 'I'M 

• 

~~chbiabop, the Agency and ~h• OTTC ehall aaoh •ele~t ita • 
r•tpraaefttat:l.ve by December 1, 1'''· Xf any repl-e•entatift 
i•• not appointed by Decembe:r 1, 1Jt'7, tba committee •hall 
bel compoaad of thea• representati ~· which have beaD 
&])pC)intecl until auob time •• ••ch of the antitiaa ba8 
•J~ointe4 a repreaentativa. The GT'l'C!' • repreaentativ. i• 
r•tfar:rec! to here!~\ •• the "Tribal. Repraaantative•. 'the 
G'l'TC' • :repreaentative 1• referred to herein •• ~;be •Tribal 
lt•tpra•entat:l.va. • '!'he OT'l'C' a poaition in cormacticm with tM 
P::ojeot ia baaed on GTTC' • repreaentation that it ba• baa 
r•tcogniaec! by the loe Allgele• C:ity-COWlty ••tin Ameriou 
H•aritage (•COI'IIIliaaicm•) u the appropriate organiaatiOD of 
B;ttive American• to deal with Hative American wltural 
r·~ecnarcea which may be encountered during excavation. ZD 
t:~ e'ftl\t the Coaai•aion aalacta a different organiB&t40D 
f•x th:l.a purpoae, crrrc •ball :be replaced in thi• progra by 
t:w organization, which aba11 thereupon· ••l•ct.• i.ta 
r·apr••entative within 15 daya of auch ae1ect1on. 

Jh•pozw1b:l.lity for Implementation• Arcbb:l.ahop, Colmi\Uillty 
lu4eva10PtQe.Dt APIKYY ancl cncc 
M~torius lba .. : l%e•Conat~c~iCJD 

30 • 
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Knforceme11t Agencya Community Redevelopment A;enc:y 
M'mitorin; Agency: ·Community Redevelopme.nt l\gGDoy 

. 
'l'be Archbishop shall appoint an •rcha.ologi•t 
(''Arcbaeologillt•} and a Native American monitor ("Monitor') 
f,>r the Project aa aet forth below. 1'he A.rchaeologi•t 
aulect.ri for the pt-Oject IDU.Bt he (1) cartifiad by t.ba 

. 8c)ciety of Pz.oofe••ional Archaeologists (SOPA) , aD4 (I) •et 
the standards for a protea•ional and preh1•tor1c archaeology 
aocordin; to tbe Ot~i t•d State• Sacretary of the Interior' • 
St:an<!arda and OU.ideliDee. The ~le of· tha Archaeologist 
an4 tha MonitoZ' 1a t.o conduct pre•exoavation teatizav, 
m1mitor all excavation act1v1t1e•, and. conduct •alvage 
e:c~avationa if necessary. The selection of tha Archaaologiat 
and the Monitor shall be approved by a majority of the 
c,,mmJ.ttee with eacJ:i repreeentative uvin; one vote .• 

ft,laponaibility fo:r tmp1amentation: ArehJ::Iisbop 
Mc:mitoring Pbaees · Pre-Construction 
Ellforcement Agency: Community Redevelopment .Asenc:IY 
Ml>nitoring JQency: C()rllmunity Redevelopment ""eac:r 

3. ~te Archa&ologilt· and the Monitor shall deeign a subsurface 
tttet excavation to determine if cultural resource• or b'WDI.D 
Z'11maina ara pre•ent. Baaed. on geotechnical information arad 
•:Lte hi•to:ry, thia test excavation ahall btt conducted OD 
t)1At pe>J'tion of the Project aite (•Area of A.rchaeo1ogiea1 
P()tential•) which is more pa.rticula!!r deacribed. on Pigure 1 
wldoh is attached hereto. It :t.a y within tb41 Ana of 
A;:-cbaeological Potential where und.iaturbed acil layer• .. y 
b•a present beneath artificial till. The Excavation Delign 
shall be revieved with the Tribal Repl'eeentative and. t.he 
A~fency and ahall be approved. by a majority of the Coamdttee 
w;tb each repreaentat~ve bav~ oDa vote. 

'1':"1a pu:posa of the taeting will be to c!etert'Pine Whet.~ uY 
at!ditional archaeolog'ical resource• N.y be preaent. Ar)y u4 
all human rematns of Hative Americana, if encountered, •ball 
b1t handlecS i~a accordance with State and l'adaral law• · u 
d•cided by the committee. Any human remain• datermiaed ~0 
bot not of :Native Ameriean origin ahall be int.ene4 in a 
r•apectful manner. In the event GTTC de•ire• ~ hav. ~ 
!ntive Ameriaan tw.iu.D remaina whioh may be eftCOUDtered. 
r·einter-re4 in a location which is not em the Pro~eat •ite, 
1: .~11 notify the Archbishop and the Awency in vritiDsJ by 
D•:>t later than January 1, liJB. '!'he notification •hall 
•: ... c:ify the locatior.a and metbottology fozo that reint•Z'IIIIIa.~. 

J £ the ~eat exc:avatiozw are det.erm.i.n.ct by the Arobaeolcgi•t. 
•. :\4 the Moniter to be of little or DO eignifice.noe, OZ' an 
•·~ emall that such teat excavation• constitute an accep~able 
salvage aa~le, •• dete~ined by tba A:rchaeo1og:l.at aDd the 
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Mc,nito:r, no additional arahaeo1ogi~a1 work (other thu. 
DoNAl monitorlDg of exoavation) aba11 be rdtcesaary ~ 
au.mmarizinsr t.be results iD a formal report, If teatlld 
dupoaita &l'el detemined. to be aigr,ificant, tta.L 
a::-chaeolog:iotal •alvasr• e:xc:avation of a repr••entative aample 
IN'Y be refl\ll~ C••• ttea ' below) • In the event of a 
d;Leagreement betweeD tha Archaaolcgiat and the Moaito~ u to 
wh•ther o:r: not tha teated ••~lea ara a1gnifieant, tb. 
d•,ciaioM will be •de by the Ptt•r Group C••• %tea 2.2. 
btllOW) • 

Jtcaaponaibility for Implementation: Az'cbbiabop, ConNniqr 
Redevelcpment AgeDcy &D4 
GftC 

Mcmitor.t.na Pbaeer Pn•t'onat:ructiOD 
Bnforcement Ageacy: C:omDlUDity l.fldevelOpmant Asr•na,' 

· Mc)rti torin51 ASJtiDCY= Coaauni ty ~evelopment As•nar 

•• 
1001 

• 

'· The following ahall be a m:l.ni~DU~t mitigation requiremet !OJ: 
all euhaurface eonatructton excavations on the Project •ita. 
tntere geolo;ic•l reporta and arcbaeolosical information ha¥e 
indicated that intact eoila aay be present, areluleologioal 
t•,llt exoavationa My ·ba .nquil'eld. lu.ch teet excavatiou 
ahall be ordered by a majod.ty vote of the Comlllitt••· a. 
phyaical in~tpection of any and all expoaec! preb1ator1o OZ' 
h:L•to~£.c: at'."ohaeolosical deposita will be made by t.be Pro~ect. 
A::oeha•olosri•t aDd the Monitor. A determ:lnatiOD of • 
aLgn:l.ficance will be made followiag aamp11Dg analr-1•. 

rbe Archaeolog.t.•t aDd ~he Monltor ehall ~ preaent duri~ 
e:ccavation in the Area of Archaeological Potential. fti 
'Archaeolotilt and tbe Monitor will be empowered to balt or 
J:'•t4ireot excavatiou away from a •r:c:l.fio looatioD wit:.IU:a. 
t:a .a.z..a of A:l:'c:b.aeologtCial Potent al until tb.eric:an 1Mt 
a•Saquately inspected an4 evaluated. Tb.e Arcllbi• •lla11 
D•,t be required to excavate uy portlOD of t.be ea of 
~rchaeological Potential beyoad the max~ depth needad to 
O•)!'lllt.ruct that portion of tha project; wbieh will. be built in 
t::uat portion of the Area of Archaeological Potential. 

s 
• 
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the ma.xill\\ml required depth. J:n the event of a disagreement 
btttwt!lan the Archaeologia~ ana ~he Monieo~, the dieagreelQeDt 
w!.ll be rete:r:-:-ed to tht!l Peef' Ot-o\i.p for a decieion. . 

Rfr•pon.ibility for Implementation r Archbi•hOp 
Mc:,nitoring P~eea conet:ructiOQ 
Bnforcement Ageucyc Community Redevelopment Agency 
Monitoring Agenaya Community ltedevelopment Agenay 

Au requind by State and Federal archaeological mitigation 
guidelines, formal recording •hall be undertaken ·of any 
p~~ehistorio or hiatorio archaeologiaal aita or depoeit 
encountered by the Archaeologist and /or the Monitor. Such 
rucord1ng ahall include measuring and mapping the •1te. 
d=.acovered, photographing it, an4 other •tand.ard data 
rncovery and deacriition activieiea which can be made oa. the 
bn•is of vi•l.lal nspacticn. 9uoh recording ehall aleo 
!nciioate if further mitigation ie bece•eary. !n the. •v•nt 
o2: a disagreement between the Arohaeolowiat and the Monitor, 
tlw matter •ball be referred to the Commiteea !or a 
dooiaion. In the event that the members of the Committae 
cmnnot reach agreement, the matter shall be decided by t:9 
Pner Group. · 

Rttl!lpon•ibiH.ty for Implementation: Archbishop 
Mc,nitoring Phaaea Pre-Con.truoticm 
s~~fox-d~Ment AgenC!}'s Community Redevelopment .Agenoy 
"''nito:r:ing Agency: community Redevelopment. Agenc:y 

I~ archaeological resource• or feature• are determined to ~ 
•;~gnificant, \,1.1\der the •tandarde of CBQA, by the 
A::och.aeolcgiat and the Monitor, or by the Committee by 
1\l'jority deciaion, upor~ a recommendation of one o! ita 
~•mbera, impacts to the resouroea may be mitigated through 
a::ochaeologioal •alvage excavation•. Construction work •ha11 
bt11 halted at the •pacific location for whatever time ia 
ft1!1cesaary up to four weeks within the Area of Are~aeological 
Pc)tential to allow for excavation and removal of •amplel 
including a.Jtifaet•, During •uah tlrM, 
e:tcavation/cc:~natruction activities may prOC!ee4 in all U'e&8 
p:~evioualy •cleared• or determined to bave no archaeological 
• Lgnifioanoe ~ the Archaeologi•t BC1 the Monitor. 
A.:r:-c:haeologioal aalvage excavations shall eithe~ completely 
r·tl'ICIVe the deposits deemed •ignifioant, or •hall ~e a 
V•::tlumetric eample of predetermined •iae. Once the eample 
h.u been c!oC\.UD81\ted, recorded UJ.d/or .reau;we4, ~he •alvage 
e:ccavaticm will be c"nt~idereci completec!. an4 OOl\8tl'Uoticm 
w·~rlc will reauu uncSer continued. archaeological monitoriDg. 
'1'.~• •ise of the ••l vage •ample will be dete:rmine4 bf t.he 
C·~ittee. in advance of any •a.lvaga work be;iani.Dg. '1'be 
d1spoeitian of all recovered Kative Americ~ m.terial• aball 
bt coorc!in.ted ttith tbe Tribal Representative. Jlo fia.a1 
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a,.epo1itioza. of auy remaiM/utifacta shall be made until tbe 
rttport c!e•cribecS il\ %tam a below ia COftlPl•t~. 

Rlt•pon•ibility for %mplementatioru Az'ehbiabo;l 
Mc~i tori:ng fhaH c Cout2/:'\lctlOD 
Bz~orcement Agenaya Con1munity Kedave1opment ~DGF 
Mc)Jlitod.ng APnor• connnunitJ Re4evelopmeDt Agtma, 

? • It! human burial• or human remaine •r• fGUil4, all wozt at 
that specific locatioza ehall halt until it can be deteZ'IIlDed 
wbetlwr or not auch remai11• are tboaa of lfative AmericiUUI • 
. UNr-ing auch tima exc~vation/con•truction activitiea _,. 

....,. p~:ooeed. !11 all araaa previou•ly •cleare4" or datemine« to 
hu.ve no archa.ological aignificance by the Arahaeolog18t and 
the Monitor.) If th!.a provea to be tbe caae, ln accol"4a1\Ge. 
w:.tb California an« Federal law, tbe Tribal Repre8eDtati'VII 
aball be contacted and the ultimata cU.~oaitioD of tlMa 
rumaine ahall be made in accord.ance with written. cUrectlODIIJ 
rooeived. from G'l"1'C prior to January 1, 1'98. lA the evat DO 
auch c!il'ection ba• been received, then t.be AZ'cbbi•hop •ba11 d!.•po•• of ~he remaillll in acCiordaftc• witb. ca:U.fomia lllld 
Pudt:ral law. If hu~ remaina &1'$ deteninecl not to l:MI thoH 
O'! a Rati•e American. then ehe nmaina will be interred in a 
:r:uspectfu1 .,.DDV • 

• Roaponaibility for Implemantaeiona Arcbbl•hol> 
Mcmi toring l'h&HI C'onatruotlOD · 
Bnforcemant Agency: ' Loa Angelea County Corcmar 
Mc:mitoring AgeBcy; CommUDity Redevelopment Agency 

1. All r••••rch ancl reooverecS fi:n4a ahal.l be cle•c:ri.bllcl aDd. 
interpreted., ancS pre•e:ntecS lra a report. detailing' tbe goala, 
•••thod.a an.c! results of t.he archaeolo;ical reaearah affozt.. 

Rct•ponaibility for Il;)lementatiozu Az'chbiahop 
Mc>nitoring Pbaaa1 Conatruct10D/Poat-

Cc=•tnction 
commuttity Re4eve1~nt Agw:nGy 
Comm\Ulity l.eclevelOpment .Apllar 

t. ~,. Tribal Repre•antativa ahlll ~ the .ole .determiftaftt of 
w:~t Rativ. Ameri~ material• fram tba arcbaaologioal 
d'spoait• •Y 1Mt 41-s>layect, lt any, u4 when aac! bow .-y 
•::tall 2M prepared. Hi•tor1cal photOST&pU, ...,. a4 
ct:rawinr• nlatin9' to obanging patterllll of lancl ue :1.11 wbat 
11 ra.ow clowntown Lo• Aaplee •hall be diaplayecl Jlf ~ 
Archdioc••• &Dd·abail be ao~e4 by oultural•hiato~iaa1 
r••ourcea •~ud¥ prepared for ~· Project. 

• 

• 
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PJ...ANNJNG DIP!' 

RosponaibiU.ty for tmplementationa ArebbilfhOp 
Mnnitoringo Phase• Poflt con•tt'U.ctior& 
Bufe>t"06m6nt Aw~aya Corranunity Jted.evelopmeut Agacy 
Monieoring ASe.nc!l'• C¢tmnuntty Jtedevelop'l'lleDt AgeDc:y 

•the grading pe:r111it for tbe proj ttct •hall );)• iaaued 111 t.wo 
pba•••· The :i.Ditial demolition permit •hall be f.~ t:he 
rennoval of exiating pavement• only down to, but DOt 
•l~c;eeding, the level of imported fill as determined bf the 
l'~:oj ect geologiata, Archaeologiat imd Monitor. Once t.M 
f:.ll and pre-fill groun4 •urface ha• bean exposed for 
aJ~haeological inapeotion, a determination will be made oa 
whether 0\1l<;ural depoDit.e are pJ:"e&ent. This determlnatlcm 
w:.ll be made by employing tbe teat proc:eclur•• •tipu.latec! Ia 

. tlle preapprovad excavation daaign for the Pro~ect .. 
~~pending on what ia found, additional inveltigation. may be 
:rEuJuirecl a.loni with other mitigation meaeurea. ':heae 
p•:-oc:edur•• must be completed prior to tha 1.a1uance of tl:ul 
f:.!!al grading permit. 'l'M.• ••c:ond pe:rmit will enable 
construction exoavationa to proaeed. to tbe:l.r tH.Xba.ua 
r••quirecl depth wiehout adcUeion.al arah&aologiaal work beil\9 
rl!qu1=-e4 beyonc! normal monitoring by the ArahaA!ologilt. aDd 
the Monitor. 

JlttlfPc:::tnaibility for %mplementat.:1on: Arcbl:>iahop 
Mt,nit.ori~g Phaaa1 Pre-Con•tncn:icm 
Bnforo•me,t Ag'eucy; D.pa:ttment of luil41nv anc1 

Safety 
~>n1toring Agency: Department of Bu114ing ADd· 

Safety 

11. A Peer Group ahall be appointed 1D order to re1ol._ 
d.L•a.;reement• anc!/or c!i•pute• which uy oocur aa deecribed 
above. 'l'he Peer Group ehall ~ compoaecl of three 
r••praaentativea, all o! whom •hall ba arahaaologiete an4/H 
aatbropologlete satisfy at leaet two of the foll.owiDSJ 
C~!."itariaa (2.) certified by the Society of Pro!eeeional 
A::'chaaologiat• (SOPA), (2) Met the atan<laZ'Cia f• 
p::ofeaaional and prehiatoria archaeology accord.iq to tu 
Ul'1ited. Stat•• secretary of the :tn~erior' • 8t.ancSam ud. 
~lidelinee and/or (J) have the ad.v~ca4 degree of Doctor of 
p;:d.lc•ophy (Ph.D. t. one ~nember each of the Pe•r GroUp ahail 
~ appcd.:ntecl by tbe Agenoy, the Arcl3bi•bop, an4 the GTfC. 
~~ pareiea ahall make tboae ~int.-.nt• by ao 1ater t.baD 
Dte>(lltaber 1, 199'7. If any party faile to appoi.Dt • cpa,a11f!.a4 
r•praaantativ. by December 1, 1997, the rep~•*D~ative• wbo 
h.ave been properly appointee! ehall ao:ru~titute t:.he ... &' 

Ctoup • 
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GABRIELENOITONGVA TRIBAL COUNCIL 
May 14, 1998 

VIA PAl 5G2/St0-$08t 

Mr. John T. Auyoog 
Staff Analy•t . 
California Coastal Commission 
200 oeeengate, 10th Floor 
Long Beach. CA 90802-4302 

Res Hellman Ranoh Pzoojeot 
Coastal Development Permit 5~t7·3C7 

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 aabrieleno/Tongva 
Tribal Council (•G/TTC•) had regarding the C.the6ral and now baD 
concerning Hellman Ranch. 

. on behalf of the G/TTC, t would like t.o respond to the 
Staff's recommended archaeological special conditionsa ~ 

Comment on A. a I believe it is necessary to form a 
committee with the oabrieleno/Tongva Tribal Council as an active 
participant. Tbe Committee ahoula review the propoaed 
archaeological reaearch design and approve it before it ie 
adoptee. 

comment on 8.: Beaides uaing the HARC'• •Guideline• 
for Monitora ••• • the 0/TTC will make recommendations by 
aubmitting a liat of acceptable archaeologiate. The G/TTC will 
also recommend acceptable Native American Monitor•. ~ you will 
see from my 5/12/98 letter, the purpoae of choosing a Monitor is 
to select a Monitor that will work with the G/TTC. 

Comment on c.; (a) Who ha• the authority to deternaine 
what ia •important• archaeological reacurce8? !ba G/TTC would 
w•nt to make that determination. (b) Re: archaeological •alvage, 
the G/TTC would claim whatever salvage auoh ae artifacts and all 
cultural reaourcea that are found. Although we are aware the 
owner of the property can claim whatever ia found, the G/TTC a•ka 
that the owner give special conaideratiOD to the G/TTC by giviag 
them whatever archaeological aalvage ia recovered. (c) Rea 
Additional Mitigation Measures, the 0/TTC an4 the.Committee 
should be involved in auggeating what new mea~rea.abould be 
taken:f,. (d) The G/'fTC should be designated aa tbe appropriate 

I • 
'I ,. 
:~. 
,: ., 

. .. 
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John A.uyong 
May 14, 1998 
Page 2 

. CAL CO"P 

Native American Tribe that is responsible for the area where 
Hellman Ranch ia located. Please see the attached documents that 
will idantify our area of occupation and show our reasons for 
claiming responsibility for preserving Tribal territory and its 
cultural reaourcea. 

Comment on D.: •No later than one year after 
completion of field work a final report on the excavation and 
analysis shall be submitted to OBP and the Commiasion•. Tbia 
report should not take a year to complete. This time ia very 
long and should be shortened. 

Comment on B.: The G/TTC should have input as to 
whether something discovered is •significant•. The Tribe ahould 
be consulted along with the Monitor. This will insure that the 
Monitor is POt working alone. The Tribe must be kept informed at 
all times concerning discoveries. 

Comment on F.(l)c The 0/TTC should also receive a copy 
of the Arohaeologist•a findings of archaeological resources. The 
G/TTC should have input regarding any changes to the •itigation 
measures. 

Comment on P. (2) ; 'l'be G/TTC recommends that any human 
remains that are found, should be reburied on the site. 

I believe we can work out an acceptable partnerahip 
regarding archaeology and cultural reaourcea. Don't hesitate to 
call me at 626/961-1387 with any questions. 

Sincerely, 

't!}':t !!::~(~ 
"embership/Certification COmmittee 

cc: Anthony Morales, Tribal Chairperaon 

\0 
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Welcome to the Land 
of the Tongva 

WHERE DID WB LJVB'l 
The Toncv• ocwpied the ~ LM Ansetes huJn and the lslanda of Sult.a Catal!na, 5Ift 
Nichol», Su\ Clemente, md Santa Ba!bara. Prom Topansa canyoa to Laguna Beach, froln lbe 
San Cabrlelmounta!N to tht Ma, we Jived thro\lpout most of what ls now Loa Angela and Oran• Countlea. Thf exlstenct of our people on cbcte lnCeJtnllands has been '111\brobn IUa 
Jm\s before the first eontaei between the T0ft1Va and~~ 

WHERI! HAVE WE tsEENt 
Despite the European iN:union, we have reaWned an Integral put of the Southern CaUfonda 
community. Our presence is weD docwnattec:l. Our exiateru:e II pmtrved Jn records of the tbra 
local Catholic missions and in records of local cities lind both Los Angelet and ~ Counttea. 
A mistaken notion thlt we were atiN:t developed. But we have surviml We are helel 

• 
• 

• 

• 

COALS! 
To be vigd111t, cffedive p~ of our land• and ancestral nanains. 
To be wlst teachers of our youth to that they wUl be informed m)d proud paardiana of 
the ways of our anetttora. 
To increase our efforts at cultural recovery and NMwal: llz\guap, tcq, diJoa. muat.c. 
basketry, alory telling, ceremonial nplia, and spirituallnctiticaa. 
To ac:hleve federal nc:osnltioll ol our People • 

RECENT TONGVA COMMUNITY ACHIJWEMENTS AND RBCOGNJnON 
• The MOOD'\At Ahiko (Breath or the Sea) made it& maiden voyage IX\ September 9th, 1995 

at CataliNa- the first ti'at (plank c:anoe) built since the tiOO'a. 
• CeleNe of Puvunpa. sacred bb11\ pW:e ofTCJaiVI reiJalousleadv adn~ 
• II\ the euly 1990's Kunsvungna Sprinp, 1ft Ulelltrl1 TarLSYa vW.qe mciiiiCI'Ici till, 

was rrdedka~ u ritual land an4 il ultd lot~ eventa. 
• The San Dilna& featival ol Watem Arb is.inttalJins a murll ir\ San DJmas City HaU 

tommemoraUnc Jlllnl Maria. the 1ut Toacva to Inhabit Sin NlchoJu w-.t. 
• In 1995, San GabrW nsld.anta vol8c! to name tMir rww hJgh sc:hool-'l1w GabrieJIDo Jllth 

SchDol". 
• The "Cabrielino Trail• wu deaipted in the upper Aztoyo Seeo CaftyaR ol the.S. 

Gabriel .MountaJna In 1994 by 1be United States Pon.t &emm, 
• 'l'he ctty of Sill Gabriel puaec! a resolutiOD neopdzlna "tbe Gabdelmo-Taqva Natlan 

u the abotipal trlbe of the Loa Aftael8 Bub\. Autull ~ 1"4 
• 'n.e CaJilomia t..&it)atwoe adopt.c! a tiD\ilar reeolutiOl\ atkftowJedstDI Ita JoD,st:bM 

reJatian&hip with the Cabrlelmol'fonr• Aupt 31, t"'-

CD'IUEL'EN07TbNCVA filiAL ~~ ~· lbi iii, :r..:dA.Jmt ex: liM I 
(CIIJ Jlf.IW _, Pat (115) a.UN 

Contact Pereon: Art oral 1'llNl Oaf · 

,, 
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Native American Services - • 

• 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 communicy programs, Outreach and media releases on nutri-
tion .. F~ distribution (brown ~ag$) food.~istance (vouch~) and 
·holiday food baskets.(Easter;Otanksgiving,~~) 

• HEALTII -Jnfomutti~n ~n 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. • 

• GmDANCE-Educational fun workshops and recreational ac
tivity ~d other projects on Human and Personal development ( ro.p. 
jcs such as: Motivation, Discipline and Self Esteem Cultural Aware
ness Individual social development. Provided for Youth and their 
famili~ as a F~ily support scrvicc . 

• 
• 
• Our CSAIBG Program prcMclcs emergency services to 'Lovi'I6~mc Native 

Americans.-emphasizinJ in Families and Seniors ( VerltiCillon ol'low-lncomcand ~ 
clocuiJMIIIIII6UoD belna .. N.A. wW be raqairtld.) 

• • 
• 
• 
• 

. For more lnfo.call: Dee R~ybaJ Proaram ~ 
PHONB:626-286-J212 OR 626-286-1632 X 03 FAX: 626-286-1262 

214 BEL Monte St. San Gabriel Ca. 91776 

. ...... . 

,, ~· 
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Serriee,......._ 

Our CSAIBG ProJN1D 
proftl .. emer.seDCJ INU"Vieee 
to all Native Americans in 
need. AvaiJabJe 18rri:el are: 

Ohod ............. 
Brown Bass aace a man:th. 
(Lut 'l'llllnday or-ca alllllldl) 
Holida7 food hub&. 
(Eut.r#~~) 
Bmergem:y food Y<Rdlen. 

ou.-;,. 
Tempora.ry emergenc:r 
sheJter or motel. 
Rent.al a•sistance.. 
Emergency wili&.y ulilta:nce. o..........,.... 
Bw. tokens. 
Outing tnmspart:Mion. 
Emergency nau. help 

c:JMedleal 
RefeJTal .intarmuion & 
Bllil&anCe. 

L~~Jacaap a •••• 
Woulda't it be wooderti if we all 
em talk 0111' nllliYe ton,pe. Well. 
now we eanl Toogva Langua,r.e 
elaates are held every fint 
Wednellday of each month • 
Everyone is welcome. 

Cost: Freet C U THERE. 

Da.aee & Scm& C!laesee 

am. join the Am. learning the 
w•ys of our ancestor&. Cullgroa) 
tractiuou uad apiritual values 
t.au,ght. Ceremonial and Pow-Wow 
dancillg and liaging. Many fUn 
ootinp are included. Classes are 
held every ecood & third 
Wednesday ol each month. Outings 
m.o:sdy oa weekenda. 

Cost: •·reel 

Tdbal CoUDeil M~ 

Everybody :ia lmCOUI'aged. r.o aueud, 
t;teedngs include opening blessing, 
treaiW')' reports, old BDd new 
Lribal busineu.and annooncments. 

w..wao,. 
On &aiD& clal-. will illdude 10111e 

or tb.e IUbJecta •• u: 
MBeadwcuk- Jewelry 

MBukef.rt-lutnmenta 

MReplia- PaiatiD1 

Alao iDdwled. uel&m'ytellina, 
Dibe1 hlltorr • .a ..... , more 
activitiel. 

The .PJ'O&I'8111 it lldive in: 

Klndiaa Fellowlhip aad CultW'411 
sbario& 

ttFamny aupport aerticM 

KHelpr. build aelh~&eem and 
' conftdeace 

ltSpedal projeda and eommamity 

events 

ltBciucatianal 

ttl.eadel"'hip 

Cost; FreellBrowsera always 
welcome. If JOU have any speeial 
intere.HJ aa4lor udenu pleue call .• 
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY. LONG BEACH 

DEPARTMENT OF ANTHROPOLOGY 

Mr. JohnAuycmg 
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 significant. 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 descnDec:t 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 
Commission will study these articles, as well as briefs in the court case, before making 
any decisions on this important case. 

Thank you. 

E eE. e 
Professor of Anthropology 

1250 BELLFLOWER ILVD • LONG BEACH. CA 9084CH003 • 310/985·5171 • FAx 310/985-4379 

• 
~-
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COPYRIOHT IM1 /lli£ TIMES MIRROR COMPANY /crt ta PAGES 

Facts of O.C. Prehistory 
May Be Buried Forever 

stands out because of the site's I 
established scientific value and the 
debate thaf}.as enuecf over how J 
the bu."iais ~·ere bandied. 

The Irvme Co. ~d the state 
Natiye Af!!erican lierh.age Com-
1r-:ss1ott wruch o".'ersees L~e han
dling or Indian rernain.&. insist that 
ORA.-~ was developed in strict 
accordance wi!.h tttate a.."ld iocal 
Jawa. 

• Archeology: Ancieilt Newport burial site, one of richest 
of its kind, was excavated and built over with little notice. "This company has spe:.t more 

By DEBORAH SOfOC'H 
. TIMES STAFF WRITER 

NEWPORT BEACH-Nothing 
prepared the diggers for the 
strange and beautiful artifactll
the beads, mysterious stone 
apheres and decorated clay cylin
ders-buried in the bluff top above 
Newport Bay. 

Then they started unearthing 
bones. Hundreds of human bones. 
Arm bones. Leg bones. Teeth. Bone 
fragments. Parts of human skulls. 

Still. the excavation crews 
pushed on. quietly dismantling
tome say destroying-one of the 
ol~est and most important archeo
logical sites on the California coast. 
Week after week, during late 1995 
and early 1996, archeological field 
workers for an Irvine Co. project 
dug up the bones, which were later 
reburied in trenches nearby, to 
make room for 149luxury homq. 

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 
clues to life along the Pacific coast 
4,000 to 9.500 years ago, at the 
dose of the Ice Age. • 

"We kept walking around. saying, 
'Where is the Smithsonian? Where 
is National Geographic?' .. recalled 
one archeological worker who 
agreed to tailt on condition that he 
not be named. .. It was a fantasUc, 
amazing story. Sad situation. Sad 
story. I guess money talks." 

A pricey, sated community 
taDed Harbor ~e now 1tt1 atop 
the bluff that once cradled tbe 

remains of a village believed to be tha."'' ~2 miiilon s~i:ing to develcp 
thousands of years older than the that s:te, but to cio it 'n a,. •• ,. U.at 
fabled Egyptian pyramids of Giza. is sensitive to whate·. er was· t.'lere 

And virtually no one outside in tt!'mS ofprthiE:~:-y-in term~ e>C 
Irvine Co. officials and a small ~emcving it.. cataJug~~·g it. analyt. 
cirCle of archeologists, field work- mg :t, sharmg the rc.>sJlt~ ~'1U1 the 
en and Native Americans knows public," said La.PT'" rhornu. the 
what really emerged from this site, L"'\ine Co.'s senior' -.·!':·~ preSlden~ 
called ORA-64. Rumors ..,.read for communicat:ons. "Tha~·.i 

vr ha.."Cily a dest.n;ction cia ~i:.e.'' 
among the local Native American Tnomas added that :he compan·: 
community that hundreds of pre- t."ied to prot~ :.he !itr from "lnd.f. 
historic human remains were un· ana Jones" typer hun:ing for bu::--
expeetedly unearthed. A forensic ied treasure. 
expert estimated that the lite .. You have an o!:l!int!on no~ !o 
contained as many as 600 burials. iden:.ify speci!!c p1ace~ • . . " be 

The age of the bones may never Aid. "We have not !aught to 
be known because they were re- create ~.a....:ec1 __..'"out radiocarbon dati"" any greater int~:rest 1n this 
uw1 wnn -• than already existed. but to tr;· to 
at the request of two st.ate-ap· aplain what •·e were doing u we 
pointed Native Americans callecl wert going aio::.g:" 
"'molt likely deScendants" OVenft•- ThousandS of• a.rtifactJ from the 
qthe lite, Irvine Co. officials uy. lite remain in laboratories and in 

What is clear is this: An ancient storage, and the Irvine Co. has 
lite long considered by archeolo· promiled a full public accounting 
gists as highly lignificant was ex- of what was discovered. The report 
cavated. then developed with liWe has been delayed for months be
public awareness, even after years cause or the wealth of data. 
of behind-the-scenes lobbyin& by Even so, some Native Americans 
10me scientists to save tt. accordiDg and scientists argue that the site 
to an extensive Times review of was so important that it should 
dozens of state and 1oca1 documents have been preserved. Some con
and more than 100 interviews. tend that state laws intended to 

protect sites from scavengers can 

The saga of ORA-64-so named instead unintentionally allow their 
because it was the 64th lite in deatruetion by development, by 

Orange County on a national lilt of keeping locations secret. It was. 
archeological finds-offers a rare according to one official attached 
slimpse into· a world where the to the state Office of Historic 
interests or developers, archeolo- Preservation, ••a failure of the sys
gists and Native Americans elaah tem." 
over tansled questions of how to "They ay that everything that 
balance modern-day progress with was done was legal. Well. it may be 
cultural and scientific concerns. legal. but it isn't right." said Lillian 

· While the uc:avaUon of prehil&oric Robles. an elder with the JWJJeno 
lites is not unusual in Southern Band of Mission Indians and a critic ,..J/11 
California. the ORA-64 ltory of the digging at ORA·~. "If it's so jill"\-, ..... 



BONES: Irvine Co. Defe11ds Wo1·k 011 Bu 
lepl. why wu everyone so hush· 
hush!" 

M ichael E. Macko. the con
sulung archeologist for 
the Irvine Co. who over

saw the exta\·ation of ORA-64. 
based his estimate that the Site was 
occupied roughly 4.000 to 9.500 
years ago on radiocarbon dating of 
lheUs that appear to have been the 
kitchen waste of the inhabitants 
who sought food from the cout· 
line. 

Fewer than 10 archeoloatcal 
lites aloDJ the California cout date 
back more than 9.000 years, and 
ORA-64 was one of the largest. 
said Jon M. Erlandson. a leading 
expen in early coastal life who has 
reViewed data from the site. 

"This is one of the most impres
live and imponant sites from the 
Pacific coast of North America." 
said Erlandson, a Umversity of 
Oregon associate professor or an
thropology who is assisting on 
ORA-64 research. 

The excavation could produce 
imponant new details about Cali· 
fornia's put, such as the impact of 
climate chqes and types of 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 are the perfectly round 
stone balls. 50 to 60 in all. some the 
liZe of baseballs. two as big as 
bowlinJ balls. Similar balls have 
been found elsewhere m California, 
in Oreron and eastward-but the 
sheer numbers at ORA ·64 make 
the find important. ~acko says. He 
hypothemes that they were used 
forspons. 

There are 30 thimble-sized. 
decorated day cylinders seemingly 
fired at high temperatures. A 1971 
discovery of similar objects dunng 
an earlier dig at ORA-64 led to 
published ~t~entific reports that 
dley were the oldest known deco· 
rated. fired-clay ce-ramtcs in the 
Western Henusphere. 

And there are the four stone 
btfaees-stone artifacts shaped like 
large 1rr0wheads and flaked on 
either side-20 to 30 centimeters 
loDJ. One is made of a natural 
volcanic class called obsidian 
U'lCed to an area on the eastern 
Oreacm-Cal.iforru border. Mxto .. ,.. 

How the obsidian traveled ac:roa 
~e moun~ an~ vallers of what 

11 now ca.utorma to De buried 
above Newpon Bay "is one of the 
mort fascinatinJ research ques
tions that we have," Macko aid. 

Missina from this treasure trove 
are the artifacts found with the 
buriall. Those were returned to the 
earth aJons with the bones during 
11 reburials from August 1995 to 
January 1997. Native Americans 
associated with the project per
formed the ceremonies. 

Without the bones, some IICien· 
listl ay, huge amounts of knowl
qe about the early people who 
made these artifact.s is losL But the 
appointed Native American over
seers-Jim Velasques and DaVid 
Belardes-opposed any chemical 
testins of bone, the Irvine Co. says. 
And they also asked for secrecy. · 

'1 liiJJed an agreement With 
t.tlem that said "''C •r.CC'r~tion on 
human remains •·ould be distrib· 
uted without their approval. And I 
don't plan on Violating t..'lat 181ft• 
ment," Macko said. 

Belardes, a leader or the Juaneno 
Band ~! Mission Indians. said he 
oppose<: 1ny bone examination that 
•·ould be destruc'l.i\'t, such as 
radiocarbon dating or DNA testmg. 

Velasques. tribal thlir of the 
Coasw Gabrielino/Dtegueno ba."'!d 
or )!ission Ind.iaru:. con!irmed that 
he had requesttd secrecy at the 
site. &."ld satd the Irvine Co. treated 
t..it remain~ •'ith dipitY. 

•·From what I saw. to me it .-as 
betl.fr that (the remains] be tx· 

hnmed and bu.~ed in a beUer place 
than they be bulldozed fiVer... he 
said. 

Under state law. when hu· 
man mr.ainl are fc:.1~d at a 
construction site. the 

county coroner must cittermine 
•·hlher :hey are recent or an· 
ci~nt. At OR.A-64. t.hat job feU to 
coroner's consultant Judy Suct.e~. 
a nationally re®g!Ued fGrtnllC 
anth."'O()Ol\lgist who-when ~es
tioned by reponers last IPnnB
said that approximately 600 or 
moM remams had been uncovered. 

lr\int Co. officials queltioned 
how Suehey bad reached that 
co~nt. Thomas, the e~mpan~ 
spokesman, said at the wne tb& .. 
on'v three full skeletons and hun· 
~ds of bone fragments had been 
di~CG'•ered. Any count is diffiCUlt 
~cause most bone wu found not 
u lull lkeltt.onS. but trasmented. 
JCZW!!I'ec1 and diltl1rbed "' I'OCliiWio 
14ae'ko said. 1n later iDtel"\'ie'n. 
bov.ever. Thomas wd that Sueh· 

ey's est:mate of 600 miJht be 
correct. 

.. It coulc be." he said. .. It tOUld 
~ more. lt could be iess. But we 
don't knO'Ill' how she reaehed that 
conclusion." 

Suehey, an anthropoiQIY profes· 
tor at Cal State Fullerton, said lhe 
bued her estimate on the bones 
lhe aw in the field and in a 
laboratory, where they were 
briefly held before reburial, u wen 
u conversaUons lhe bad Wilb 
people at the lite. 

With &be permission of the coro· 
ner's office, The Times reviewed 
Dearly 3:10 of the 4,000 photo
lfi.Phic slides Suchey says lhe 
collected of the burials. They Jhow 
portions of tibias and femurs. plas
tic bap filled With bone fracments. 
even an upper jaw With 12 teeth. 
SUdes dated Nov. 16, 1995, show 

. wbat appear to be four partially 
excavated burials still in the 
pound. 

However, a request by The 
Times to reproduce photocraPhS of 
the bones wu denied by the coro
ner'• office at the request of the · 
Native American Heritage Com
million. 

Macko Ays Suchey's estimate is 
probably on target. One worker. 
who requested anonymity, said he 
helped die up at least a dozen 
akeletons that were 30% to 80% 
complete. 

Some workers aid many re
mains turned up after heavy equip· 
ment arrived at the lite in 1995, 
l)'llematically remoViDJ thin Jay
ers of soU to reveal bones and other 
object.s underneath. 

•'Bones turned up everywhere," 
one worker reealled. ""You could 
tet a cranium that had just been 
lheared in baJl by the seraper
bones that were crusbed by ·the 

• ICI'Ipl1'... . 

Kaeko, however. denies that •· 
tenlive da.mqe occurred. '1bt 
thinp were recovered with abso· 
lutely no c:tamap, .. he aieL 

F1nt workers excavated the lite. 
dfalnlrouchlyt.SOO one-by-one· 
meter aquarea iD .the lfOUDd, 
Macko aieL Pac:lc:lle-wheeliCJ'IPirs 
removed Ol'le to two inches of ~ 
at a time to UIUl'f objects were 
unearthed before pding began. 
he aid. When remains were found. 
tcraping wu halted. and bones 
were removed by hand. be aid. 

The scraper's accuracy was 
.. mm4-bcref.UDI ... JUclto Slid. 

Accordinc 'to ErlandJon. the 
ORA-64 excavation was handled 

·~ 

• 



.. ·-- ...... ·--~ ----· 

'~~ y- _-
~ ;roperly. Tbe standard rouun~. he 

, / taid. would have been to dig a y small percent.age of a 11te and 
bulldoze tht rest. 

• 
' "This wu much better than the 

aver11e projeCt," he said. Still. be 
added. he wishes the lite could 
have been saved from develop· 

• 

• 

menL 
Some archeological workers 

questioned the Wisdom or ~· a 
handful of state prison mmates 
from two halfway hous:!S to work 
on the ORA-64 site. Macko said the 
inmates were doing manual labor 
JUch as wuhing material and re
pairinl screens. not excavation. . 

"'I saw DO reason not to IJVe 
these guys a chance at all." he said. 

Jlore study of the artifacts and 
other scientific review remain. But 
Macko is scheduled to speak about 
the site Thursday at the Pacific 
Coast Archeological Society, which 
already ill stirring fresh curiosity 
amonc local archeologists. 

0 

A!thoueh ORA-64's final ex
cavation attracted little 
public attention. a much 

smaller dig senerated a flurry of 
coverage in January 1973. when 
ldentiJtl reported the unearthing 
of thimble-sized. decorated, fired
clay ceramics believed to be 6,000 
to 7.150 years old. 

Archeologist Christopher Dro· 
ver-wbo discovered the ceram
ics-later applied to nominate 
ORA-64to the National Register or 
Historic Places. 

State records show that the state 
Hiltorical Resources Commission 
appr::>ved Drover's request in July 
1977. a rtep that some officials say 
can virtually assure a place on the 
National Register. But the final - . .. 
paperwork apparenUy was never 
signed in Sacramento or forwarded 
to the National Register in Wash
ington. ConsequenUy, the site was 
never listed. (While National Reg
ister status does not in itself block 
development or a historic lite. it 
sometimes can prompt more thor
ouch federal scrutiny of a private 
project and more public awareness 
or I site's importance.) 

Other experts sought to uve 
pan or all the site. One consulting 
archeologist. Joan Brown. urged in 
a 1992 report for the city or New~ 
port Beach that ORA-64 be pre
served. ''This is one of the most 
important prehistoriC site(s] re- -
maining in Orange County:· Brown 
"''J'Ote. Her report. pan or an envi
ronmental reView process for the 
·proposed .Harbor· Cove develap
ment. was deemed conftdential un· 

der state law because it contained 
site locations. 

The folloWing year. conserva
tionists in Newport Beach at· 
tempted to drum up support and 
money to buy the ORA-641and and 
two other Irvine Co. properties 
above Newport Bay. The campaian 
focused on environmental con· 

· cems. not archeology, and voters 
turned down Measure A in Novem· 
ber 1993 by a 2·to·1 ratio. 

.. If people tboueht it was so 
significant areheoiOgieally that it 
should have been untouched. there 
was an opportunity to purebue it 
from us. and we were a willing 
seller:· Thomas of the Irvine Co .. 
IIJd. 

The Irvine Co. then pressed 
ahead With the Harbor Cove proj· 
ect. receiving approval from the 
Newport Beach City Couneil and 
the California Couta.1 Com.miuion. 
which reviewed ihe company's 
archeological plans. Excavation 
work at ORA-64 began Jan. 19, 
1995. finishing a year behind 
schedule in May 1996. 

In a Jut-ditch effort for preser~ 
vation. Jonathon E. Ericson, a UC 
Irvine professor of environmental 
analysis, desisn and anthropology, 
wrote Irvine Co. President Donald 
L. Bren in May 1995, W'ging at least 
partial preservation of what he 
called "perhaps one of the most 
important sites or its type in North 
America and the world." Ericson 
said he never heard back from 
Bren. 

Some archeologists still wonder 
whether 1overnment review 
should have assured ORA-64's 
preservation. much as it might 
protect a wetlands or a rare song· 
bird.· 

The California Environmental 
Quality Act requires the atudy of 
whether a project might liJnifi· 
cantly damage an important 
archeolOgical lite. It strongly en
tourages lite preservation, but if 
that proves impossible. the lite is 
supposed to be excavated so that its 
information is recovered and 
saved-such as retrieVinl artifaeu 
and studying them. 

Some wonder if the ORA-64 
excavation illustrates a flaw in the 
act: 

"If they can't protect a lite of 
that importance. then ICEQA is) 
not doing what it's supposed to do." 
said Patricia Martz. asaociate pro
fessor of anthropology and arche
ology at Cal State Los Angeles and 
former chairwoman of the state 
Historical Resources Commission. 

.. 11 was a failW"e af CEQA ad 
IDeal ,ovemment to deaJ appropri
ately With a valuable env1r0nmen-

J.al resource.·· sa1d Wilham Se1del. 
coordinator of the state's Histoncal 
Resources Information System. 
which keeps track ol archeolOgical 
sites and other hiStoric places for 
the state Office of Histone Preser· 
vation ... I think it was a failure of 
the system." 

Today, as they did thousands or 
years ago. people are settling in at 
the bluff top above Sewport Bay. 

Nearly all the houses at Harbor 
Cove are finished-large. big-Win· 
dowed homes. some with Spanish· 
style red-tile roofs. some v.ith New 
England-style IJ'IY stone details 

and coach lights. Mercedes Benzes. 
BMWs and Lexuses are parked in 

• ihe driveways. Landscapers have 
planted flowers and trees. 

Robles. the tribal elder of the 
Juaneno band of Mission Indians. 
wonders how much Harbor Cove 
residents know about the people 
who came before them. 

"When it's winter. and the doors 
start slamming, and they · hear 
footsteps." she said. "they Will 
know the ancestors are around." 

Debofah Schoch can bl ruc:Md It 
(714) t86·SIU or 1tr e·llllll It 
deborah.achoch@ latimH.com 

,, 
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BONES: Bu.rial Site Built Over With Scant Public N~ 
Ancient Find 
The excavation of an Upper Newport Bay bluff top to bulld 
housing in 1995 and 1996 yielded artifacts that coUld date back 
4,000 to 9,500 years. Found at the Harbor Cove lite: 

·..; ·. '1"·7'"''-·-·'fb. 
. . . 

• Graves: Possibly u many u 80!0 
burials uncovered, with many . 
found in a cemetery-like area. 
• Ceramic cyUnden: 30 IIDI1l 

. ~~ objeeta, perbapt Uled in . 
reliBioUI ceremcmy. · . 
• Stone sphen!r. SO to 80 perfectly 
shaped balll ranging frorri baaebill
lize to bowlina ball·llle.. 
• Bone beads: Bundreda of • 
intricately desiped beads carved 
from rabbit boDe. · 
• Btfaees: Four dual· faced pieces, 
20 to 30 centimeters Jon,; poulbly . 
denoted statui within the 

'-----·· --~...__, settlement. One bUaee II made of 
8Areeu...._. 
• ._, ..... 111100; ..... 

obsidian traced to allte aa tbe 
eutern Calilof1'1:ia ·Oreaon border • 

A.,8 R SUNDAY.NOVEMBER2.1997 

UV1N P. CASEY I Lal .... 'ft 

Harbor Cove PfOJect na Back Bay was built on site where bones up 
9,500 years old were found. Some remains were reburied In foret/CU 

• • 

BONES: Houses Now Sit Atop-Site 

--~ 

.. ~··:. . - .. ~ . . . ....,.tft . 
............ ~~ :- ...... •· ... 

A 30-acre stte 1s roped orr for 
areheolo&ICII excavation In 
1 WS.96 that was directed by the 
Irvine Co. The ancient tullllite, 
now a housln& development. 
yielded thousands~ lltlfacts. 
much • 9,500 years old and 
remains of an estlmatecl600 or 
more Native Americans, some~ 
which were reburied nearby It the 
request of tribal overseers. • 

It1fr 
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ORANGE COUNTY 

Sacred Issue 
' 

By DEBORAH SOiOCH 
nMES STAFf WliTII • Native 

Americans 
protest removal 
of prehistoric 

Juanefto band of Mission Indiana. 
u she and her coUea,ues prayed 
·m a circle ac:rosa the street from 
the sates of the new Harbor Cove 
community. 

Tbe Native American• a1Jo 
traveled to three other an:beo· 
IQiical lites Sunday: the Bolu 
Chica· mesa near Huntinrton 
Beach. Hellman Ranch in Seal 

N
EWPORT BEACH
Bumina sage and wear
in£ black armbanda, a 
IJ'Oup of Native Ameri· 

eans pthered outlide a pted 
community on Sunday to honor 
ancient people who Jived here u 
Jona u 9.500 years ago and whoee 
bones were uncovered by devel
opmenL 

remains to . Beach and a lite in Lona Beach. 

make way for 
development 

But it wu the Irvine Co. project 
on Jamboree Road that drew the 
Jarsest crowd and the most emo
tional outpourins from Native 
American~, who say they learned 
only . recently that bundredl of 

Tbe All Souls' Day ceremony 
wu pan protest. pan memorial 
leTVice u about 70 Indians and 
wpporten expressed outrage that 
800 or more prehistoric burials 
were moved in 1995 and 1996 to make way for an 
Irvine Co. projeet to build 149limU")' homes on a 
Newport Bay bluff top. 

burials and thousands of artifaeta 
were une&rthed there and reburied durin£ a 
major exeavation to make way for homes Rllinl 
for Sfm,CKX) and more. 

"Hopefully, the message will get to the Irvine 
Co. that they'll never do anything like tbil 
again." llid Lillian Robles, an elder with the 

Tbe human remains and artifacts were un
earthed quietly durin£ the 16-month excavation 

Pleue 1H PBOTEST, BT 

PROTEST 
c:..u. ... freaa B1 
at a eost of more than S2 million. 
Tbe work proceeded even thoulh 
10me ldentiN had lobbied to uve 
pan or all of the lite, conlidered 
cme of the oldest and most impor
tant on the California cout. 

Scientisu believe the aite, 
mown u ORA-64, dates from 
4.000 to 9.500 yean 110. at tbe 
clole of the lee Ap. 

The location wu 10 Dlmed be
eause it wu the 64th lite in Orqe 
County on a national lilt of arebeo· 
Jolica1 finds. 

Otfieials of the Imne Co. llid 
that state-appointed Native 
Amerieans were involved m the 
ORA-64 project and that IOVern· 
ment approvals were 10ught and 
received in public foruma. 

"'It'1 involved public entities all 
alq tbe lme," Ll.rry Thomu, 
Jmne Co.'1 Ienior Tice president 
loreommunicationa,llid&mday. 

. llarebers carried picket liiDI 
readin1, "Stop corporate crave 

robbiDI," "Wbere'a your con
ldence!" and "800 IZ'IVfl plun
dered 10 you ean live, wort and 
play here:" 

Amon, them wu Laurel Breece 
ol Balboa la1aDd. ·an arcbeolOiiJt 
who said abe would have liked to 
1et ORA-64 preseryed u much u 

•we Ill lost 1t [the lite]. 
, All of us 1re responsible. 
Cultural resources belon& 

to Ill ofUL' 
LALIEL BREECE 

~sr who was amant protestets 

poaible. "'We all lost at '64.' All of 
us are responsible," abe uid. "PPJ· 
tura1 reeources belonr to all of ua." 

While the Native Amerieanl did 
DOt enter the ptes of Harbor Cove, 
cme resident eame out to meet 
them. Frances Mead-Meuin1er 
llid abe did DOt know about the 
bariall wheD the bcqht ber JaDe 
earlier tbi1 year. Her creat
lr&Ddmother was a Choctaw from 

Oklahoma, abe llid. 
She offered her yard to the 

Native Americ:ans to hold a cer
emony m eom1n1 montbl ... I think 
we need to wort totether to make 
the Indiana feel u comfortable u 
poaible," Mead-Meum,er Uld. 

Her invitation wu prailed by 
10111e Native Americ:ans. ''I think it 
toot a lot of COUrlle." llid one 
marcher, Connie Lester of La Ha
bra. who il pan Cherokee. "'Sbe'a 
101 blood. and abe Undemands 
bow we feel." 

Irvine Co.'1 Tbomu Aid Sunday 
evenin1 that Standard Pacific, 
whieb built the homes, notified 
buyers about the archeological lite. 
Moreover, the entire area where 
homes have been and Will be built 
bu been excavated, with no re
Dllinl left on tbe developed por
tion&, be llid. 

More details about ORA-64 are 
apeeted when Irvine Co. arcbe· 
olOSiJt Michael Macko addreues 
tbe Pacific Cout Archeological So· 
c:iety Tburlday. Tbe public aeaion 
wm be 11· T.:m p.m. at Weatem 
Dt,ital Corp., 8105 Irvine Center 
Drive. Irvine. , ... 
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,~'1 \Loss of Prehistoric Burial 
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'/ ~~~~~hame,' Ex!;~-~~~ 
TIW!S STAFF Wlltll bia experience, the Irvine Co. hu 

NEWPORT BEACH-News tbat 
prehistoric bones of 600 or more burials 
were unearthed and then reburied 
duri.DI an Irvine Co. project near New. 
port Bay il provokina aurprile IDd 
concern amoq anthropolopltl and 
other experU. 

Some call the number of burials 
remarkable. And 10me say the fact that 
bones were reburied without radiocar· 
bon dattnc or DNA testtna conalitulela 
loa of scientific information that could 
have advanced lmowlqe about P· 
nelica and the relationships between 
California's earliest inhabitants. 

"'It must bave been a Jianifieant lite. 
It'• a shame it's destroyed.. and it's even 
more a shame that it wu destroyed 
without the benefit of full analylil," 
Dennis Stanford, chairman of the De
partment of AnthropoloBY at the 
Smithsonian Institution's Nationalllu
eeum of Natural History in Wa.sh.ingt.on 
llid Tuesday. 

'"We certainly would have put our 
word in on preservtna the lite," Stan· 
ford said. 

An estimated 600 human burials and 
thousands of artifacts were unearthed 
on a 30-acre lite in 1995 and 1996 
durin~ an Irvine Co. archeolofical ex
cavation. The dis. which the company 
said cost more than 12 million. wu done 
prior to the buildinB of 149 luxury 
homes in the pted Harbor Cove com
munity just off Jamboree Road. 

Testing of shell showed that the lite, 
known in archeological circlet u ORA· 
84. was 4,CXXI to 9.S00Jem old, JrviDe· 

c.;o. arcne6lojist MJcbael·E.-IIackO 
llid. Those dates rank the lite fl 
betns among the oldest knoWn -
areu of human habitation on the 
California coast. experts say. 

"J don't think we have any lites 
that have been excavated in Cali· 
fornia where ax> or more buriala 
have been found and are of such 
antiquity," slid Lynn Gamble, 
president of the Society for CaJi.: 
fornia ArcheolOBY and an Uliltant 
professor of anthropolOBY at San 
Diero State University. "The fact 
that they excavated 10 much yields 
t.lUs incredible information. But at 
the same time, we lhouldn't be 
destroying these &!tel.·· 

The state Native American Her
hare CommiiLiion. which ovmees 
the dilco'very of !Dd:ian reDUdDI. 
says that the Irvine Co. followed 
state law in excavattnr the lite. 
~ommias1on ex~~ut.Jve secrer.ary 

Involved the Native American 
community In tuch excavation~, 
ad~. "I think they're better than 
IDOIL 

But news that the dis uncovered 
u many u 600 burials of partial 
lkeletons and bone frqments bas 
created a 1tir amona Native 
Americans and scientists alike. 
Some Native Americans lllf' they 
only heard recently about the buri· 
ala, while aome ICientista believe 
more teltinB lhould have been 
done. 

The project wu monitored by 
two Native Americana-Jim 

Vetuques and David Belardes
who were appointed by the ltlte 
commillion u "mOlt likely de· 
1cendants.'' The two men re
quested that no destructive testiq 
of the bones be done. which ruled 
out radiocarbon testing and DNA 
teJtinB. The bones were reburied 
with Native Americans officiatinJ, 

· the Irvine Co.llid. 
"We chose to honor the wishes 

of the Native Americans,'' llid 
Larry Thomas, Irvine Co. Hnior 
vice president for communicaliODI. 
Thomas added that the Harbor 
Cove project wu reviewed by the 
city of Newport Beach and the 
ltate Couta1 Commission, which 
required the Irvine Co. to conduct 
Ill excavation and ilsue public 
reporu of the findinp. 

Sonia Johnston, a tribal leader of 
the Juaneno band of Mission Indi· 
ana.· who has 1poken out apinlt 
the excavation of ORA-84, llid lhe 
too would not have allowed the 
dertructive testina of bones: 
"'Tbeee are our ancestor~. These · 
were human beinp. It's not IOIDe· 
tbinB that I'm In favor of." 

Several experts expressed ILU'• 
prile at the number of burials 
found at ORA·84, the name be· 
ltowed on the lite because it wu 
the 84th in Oranae County added to 
a national list of archeoloaicallites. 

"Six hundred burials from one 
lite, if we're talkinc about one lite, 
il indeed very unusual," laid Ki· 
cbael A. Gluaow, professor of 
anthropolOBY at UC Santa Barbara 
and an expert in California arche· 
olocY. 

"I would think anywhere in 
North America where you had 600 
burials tn that time frame woald be 
incredibly important." added 
Thomu R. Hester. professor of 
anthropolosy and d1rector of the 
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Texas Archeoloaical Research 
Laboratory at the University of 
Texas at Austin. He called the lack 
of DNA testinc or radiocarbon 
datinB "a tremendous loa." 

N alive Americana olten forbid 
tuch testing of bone, aayinB it 

il disrespectful of their ancest.ora. 
Some scientists are comparinl the 
ORA-84 dilemma to the nat!onally 
publicized dispute over a 9.200· 
year-old 1keleton named Kenne
wick Man found in 1996 Ilona the 
Columbia River in. Washington. 
Native Americans and the Army 
Corps of Enfineers sought its re
burial wUhout extensive study, 
while a aroup of internationally 
known acientista-includinl the 
Smithsonian's Stanford-have 
tued.. seekinB the riahts to study 
the remains. 

Thousands of ORA-64 artifacts 
are still under study, and L. JUri: 
Raab, a professor of anthropolOBY 
at Cal State Northridge, said be il 
Intrigued by repona of round atone 
balls and other artifacts that ap
pear to have linkl to eutem Or·. 
qon and other pan.s of the Great 
Balin. 

"You put this whole tbinB to· 
Sether, and it loolta like an extraor
dinary ~ckqe of scientific infor
mation, • Raab llid. 

Raab said he wu not aware of 
the extent of the ORA -84 discover· 
lei. "I find it IU'ii:inl that a dilcov • 
ery of tbia mqnitude could have 
been made, and it prompted 10 
JitUe awareness." be llid. 

However, Thomu llicl that a 
report on ORA-84 il now beinB 
compUed by Maeko to be presented 
at archeolOBical forums. Macko il 
teheduled to present aome of his 
findings Thursday at '7:30 p.m. at 
the Pacific Coast Archeolo,ical So
ciety meelinB at Western Difital 
Corp. in Irvine. 

'"We too believe that this is a 
remarkable lite," Thomu said. But 

. before ICienlilt.S befin judfinB the 
lilnificance of the &Itt baaed on 
newspaper ltories, he said, ICien· 
tifte discipline would seem to re· 
quire that they wait "for a thor· 
-. formal repon from one of 
their peen. that ta tn propesa 
now." jlli{ 

..... 
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Irvine Co. Archeologist Speaks on Burial, 
• Excavation: Lecture on ancient remains 
near Newport Bay grows tense when 
audience asks about handling of dil-

By DEBORAH SCHOCH 
TIMES STAFF WIITEI 

IRVINE-A crowd of about 200 people crammed into a 
meetinl room Thursday niJht for an arebeolOiilf.'• public 
unveilinl of data from one of Oranp County'• IDOit 
important prehistoric findl. 

Tht crowd at tbe Weatem Dilttal Building guped u 
Kichael 1!. Naeko held up 1 mahogany obsidian blade. 
uneovered along with more than 2,000 bone beadl and 
dolena of round atone balll during 1 eontrovendal 
IICIVItlon above Newport Bay. 

Tht Timea reported Sunday tbat tbe nmainl of an 
lltimated triO or more prehistoric people were unearthed, 
moved and rebUried in 1995 and 1996 to make room for 149 
Ju1ur7 homes in 1 gated eommunity called Harbor Cove 
delplte lobb)'inl by some ldentiltl. Mack wu the 
arcbeolofilt who oversaw tbe 16-month Irvine Co. acava· 
tiaa. which COlt more than l2 million. 

Tbe lite, called ORA·tit, wu 
•clearly the most ineredible lite 

IIOH IAJl'ft.l'm I Lal .... ,._ 

Michael E. Macko, standing above, talks about finds at develOpment. 

I've had 1 chance to work on." 
Mackollid. 

The 1tmorphere in the room be· 
came ten1e when Macko finished his 
pnsmtation and archeologists" and 
residents bepn asking question~. 

A Newport Beach woman uked 
why the publie wasn't told IOODel' 
about the lite. "I live in the neigh· 
llarboocl." lbe said. "Why are we 
jult. f.inc:linr out about this now?" 

Macko reaponded that there 
were aeveral newspaper ltoriea. 

Another woman uked Maelr.c if 
be ever recommended apinst ex· 
cavation to the Irvine Co. 

llaelr.c responded later, "I'm not 
laiDI to touch on political deci· 
lions." 

A man in the audienee inter· 
jected. "lt'l net I political deciaion. 
It'aan ethical decision." 

Radioc:arbon dating of lhel1 shews 
the 1>-acre lite to be 4.000 to 9.500 
Jtarl old. Macko said. That would 
date buman habitaUon there to the 
dale of the Ice J.t,e, expena said. 

Tht Jnine Co. and the atate 
Native American Heritqe Com· 
million. which oversees the treat• 
ment of Indian remains, IIUd ltate 
law wu followed. The ltate IP· 
pointed two Native Americana 
t.bey call "!DOlt likely deacend· 
IDll." .Jim Veluques and David 
Belardea, to lllilt at the lite. The 
Irvine Co. llid the two men for· 
bade ndiocarbon dating or DNA 
teatiDI of the bones, which were 

.-

rebUrted ill trenchea at an UDdJI. 
cloled location. 

Thousandl of artilaeta from the 
lite remain in ~tora~e and iD labo· 
ratoriet under ltudy. 

Larry Thomu. Jnine Co. leftiar 
1'ice president, hu repeatedly llid 
that the lite wu not destroytd and 
that hil company bas continually 
IO\Ifht to be tenlitive to the lite'1 
ldentific and cultural importaDce. 

Altboulb tbe full tcope of the 
buria1l wu net publie until N· 
cently-Nacko eonfirmed lut 
week that triO or more buriaJI,.. 
found there-Thoma llid lUI firm 
went tbrough I public approval 
JH'CIC*I iD acavattnr and dtTeklp
iDI the lite. A reaearc:h design (or 
the dig wu reviewed by the ltate 
Coalta1 Commttlion. And Thoma 
llkt that tbe bailie builder at tbe 
lltl, Standard PJeific, notified buy
era. Tht homes in the pted carD• 
munity lel1 for $600.000 or more. 

A number of Native Americ:ana 
and archeologiltl aay they were 
DOl aware of tbe tcope of the 
proJect. Some Native Americanl. 
.!!!. ~.., tb!l.l~ ~ 
thil IPrfnr and IUIDIDer tbat 800 
buriala were found there. 

Some promiDent archeolOIIItl 
have expreaed dismay tbat DNA 
ultiq and radiocarbon t.eat.iq 
wu net done, aaytng that valuable 
acientific information hal been lolL 

NOVEMBER 7,1997 
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ORANGE COUNTY PERSPECTIVE 

Protecting Reminders ofHistory 
Irvine Co.'s development of burial site legal; stronger limits needed 

ca!ifomia long has been accused of paving The remains were reburied elsewhere, heed· 
over its history. The state~ filled with markers ing the demands of Native Americans whose 
denoting that a structure now considered of ancestors occupied the site. But many artifacts · 
historical importance "once stood here." That remain to be studied and cataloged. Above all, 
can be said of the Newport Beach cluster of they should be displayed. 
expensive homes known as Harbor Cove. Men The public will not be able to walk the 
and women lived there anywhere from 4,000 to IJ'OUlld where they were discovered. But a 
9,500 years ago, and the .--------..,.--~~~ museum would Jtill offer 
land was a burial site for a glimpse into the past. a 
Native Americans. reminder of what existed 

The Irvine Co., which before orange groves, 
owned the property, ob- high-rises and malls 
tained the necessary per- swept a~ the county. 
miti from Newport Beach Many people under· 
and the ca!ifornia Coastal standably are outraged 
Commission in developing about what happened at 
the project It also offered Harbor Cove. At least two 
the land for sale. . historians have said that if 

But four years ago a the ca!ifornia EnViron· 
city ballot measure to buy The expensive homes of Harbor Cove are mental Quality Act had 
the property was rejected. built on what was once a historical site. functioned wen. the lite 
Those in favor of city would have been spared. 
ownership stressed not history but open space. The Irvine Co. appears to have met its legal 
Despite occasional news stories about findings obligations. The question is whether the enVi· 
of bones and ceramic artifacts during excava- ronmental act as constituted can really be 
tion, the historical import.aqee of the site never counted on to protect such lites. 
registered strongly. · • . · The act requires developments to offset any 

Anthropologists and other scientists now are harm they do, including degrading air or water 
expressing surprise at the high number of quality. It also encourages preservation of 
Native American remains discovered. perhaps important archeological sites, such u llarboi 
600 or more. Had the Bite not been developed. Cove. But it might be time to look at the act 
scientists would have had a chance to study again to see if it can be strengthened 10 that 
how people lived so many millenniums ago. important sites are saved. 
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LEITERS TO THE TIMES 

Save Bolsa Chica Archeological Site 
•Thank you for the Nov. 2 II'Ucle 
about the archeoloeicallite, ORA· 
14, that wu once in Newport 
Beach'a Baek Bay area. The Bola 
Chiea Land Trust qrees that it il 
IDOit reJrettlble that sueh an im· 
portant and meanm,ful lite hu 
been destroyed. 

At thil time, it il very important 
to note that there il an equally 
important lite in Orqe County, 
ORA-83. This lite il in imminent 
danpr of beinl dettroyed allo. 
This il oeeurring because of county 
,ovemment approvalJ and the de· 
lire of KoU Real Estate Group to 
maximize ill use of the Bolli Chiea 
mea fer ho\llinl. 

One lhinl we are-suppoeed to 
learn from history il not to repeat 
the mistakes we have made. The 
Bolla Chiea Land Trust il ac:Uvely 
ClppOiina thil needles destrueUan 
and we hope others will join with us. 

NANCY DONA VEN 
President 

Bolli Chiea Land Trust 
Huntinlton Beach 

• I am llddened that the Irvine Co. 
bulldozed one of the oldest archeo· 
logical lite~ in Orange County, and 
ltnlek by the similarities between 
what happened at Harbor Cove and 
what il bappeninJ at Bolli Chica. 

Ute Harbor Cove, the lite at 
Bolla Cbica il very old, with human 
bonel estimated to be 8,CXX) yean 
old. Ute the ·lite at Harbor Cove. 
the lite at Bolla Chica wai approved 
by the State HisLoriea1 Re1ources 
Commilsion to be placed Oil the 
National Register of Historic: Plac:el. 

Like the Harbor Cove lite, &be 
paperwork for 10me unknown Nl· 
10n wu never forwarded to &be 
NatioDal Repter iD ·wuhinpon. 
The KoU Real !'.lt.ate Group IDd 
the Irvine Co. both employed &be 
aame Native American IDOIIIton. 
Perhapl10me of theee limDariU. 
are more than just coineideDcel 
linee Don KoU il on the bolrcl of 
the Irvine Co. 

Unlike Harbor Cove, bowner, 
there are not yet bOUiel at Bolla 
Chica. Tbere il ltW time to ave 
the remalninl areheolOJical lit.el 
on the Bolli Chiea mesa. By belp
ing the Bolla Chiea Land Trull ill 
ill effortl to brinl about the acqui
sition of the mesa, we can prevent 
Harbor Cove and Bolla Chica fraiD 
having aimilar houaea covertq ' 
limilar archtolOCical treuurea. 

CONNIE BO.UWKAN 
HUlltiq\On Belch 

• The 'l'imel editaria1 of OcL ., 
reprdine the El Taro JICt of plan· 
DinS wu inlilbtful: --rbe lirplrt ... 
been the choice from tbe htt'"""C 
for a powerful Jl'OUP ol develapen 
and their supporter~ iD tbe caaridan 
of countypemmeat." 

Tbil il aaetly the ame ICeDII'Io 
for KoU'a Bola Cbica develap
ment. KoU iDt.enW IDtiDOI &bat 
were anon)'IDOUily ltllt to the 
Bolla Cbica Land Truat recently 
confirm that. u you .. ted, "plan· 
DiDI and au the decilioD IDikiDI 
bave been mere window clre.aDI 
to aupport a forqone conclUiioD." 

FLOSSIE HORGAN 
Huntinlton Belch 

I 

TUESDAY. NOVEMBER II. 1997 

Indians' Remains 

• \ 
• Your otherwiae carefully rt· 
leii'Ched lt.or)' ("Facta of O.C. 
Prehiltoey May Be Buried For
ever," Nov. 2) Jeavea the unfonu. 
Date and inaccurate impreaaion 
that the aeavaUon of ORA-14 in 
Newport Beach wu performed im· 
properly, under a cloak of IICI'ICY 
and with Uttle p.ublle notice. 

In faet, our approva1a to con
ltrUct Harbor Cove were pined 
after a lengthy proeea of public: 
reporta aad hearinp open to eiU· 
MDI and interest IJ'OUPI, u well u 
the newa media. JiWtber, midway 
throucb the ucavation we inVited 
the media to a briefiq. 

For decade~ thia general area 
bu beta well known to bave 
archeoloatcal lilnificanee. That il 
precilely why our public appro=-vala 
from the eity of Newport 
and the California Coastal Commit 
lioD required that the Irvine Co . 
aponaor a IOpbiltieat.ed and profes· 
lkmal effort to tboroUihJy aca
nte one lite on which develop
llleDt wu planned, report finc:UDp 
to the public and mate IJ'Ufacta 
available for public: vieWiDI and 
ltUdy at an appropriate museum or 
IDaUtutioD of higher education. 
Four other PJ'OIDilinl litel bave 
beeD left untouched iD the lUI'· 
I'OUDdiD8 open apace. 

Further, tbe UC:IVItiOD WU 
JDODitored daily by Native Ameli· 
CID tribal repr~~entativea. ADd the 
baDd1iDI of human remainl wu 
ovmeen by MOlt Likely Delcend
lllll lelected .. bJ the California 
Native American Herltap Com· 
mll'ioo. We followed their wilhes 
with rtlpiCt to the reburial of 
remainl with appropriate ceremo
ldal diiDfty. 

Contrary to your heacWne. we 
believe that the Native American· 
communitiea, the archeological 
community and the public Will 
bave a wealth of valuable new 
information about life adjaeent to 
Newport Harbor u many u 9.000. 
1fii'IIIO· . . 

LARRY THOIU.S 
Senior vtee president 

Tbe Irvine Co. 
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LETTERS TO THE TIMES 

Excavation Gets Some Digs 
• People were Uving at the edse of 
Newport's Upper Bay 9.500 yean. 
qo7 Tbat's7,50() Be-three thOU• 
sand yean before the first phar· 
aohs of Egypt, four thousand yean 
before the Sumerians invented 
writinJ. 

And now their burial sites have 
been bulldozed to make way for 
upscale condos? 

Perhaps the most astonishing 
thing about your Nov. 2 artitle is 
the quote from Larry Thomas of 
the Irvine Co.: "If people thought 
[the site! was so significant 
archeologically 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 burial site. 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
fomm was about to be destroyed? 
There are funds available for the 
purchase of such sites. Certainly 
the voters of Newport Beach didn't 
know. 

Another curious quote it•Your 
article is that of an unnamed 
"archeological worker": "We kept 
walkinJ around, saY'inl. 'Where ia 
the Smithsonian? Where ia Na
tional Geographic?' .•• I pesa 
money talks." Apparently it does. 
Irvine Co. money seems to have 
bought the silence of this "archeo· 
log1cal worker" who never both· 
ered to call The Times or anyone 
who might have tried to atop the 

rape of this priceless part of man· 
kind's heritaJe. And bow clever to 
use prison inmates to do the cUr· 
sinJ. Real arcbeololiJta mirbt 
have talked. · 

Back in the 19501 I spent two 
yean workinJ in salvase a.reheol· 
ol)'.l know the difference between 
the rush of sal vase digging to meet 
a developer's deadline and . the 
careful excavation that this lite 
deserved. We dug from Redondo 
Beach to Arcadia without finding a 
single ancient burial. To learn that 
600 burials were opened and. with· 
out even being dated, were dumped 
into a trench iS beyond compre
hension. 

LEE PAYNE 
Newport Beach 

• After rereadinl your lengthy 
eoverase of the areheoloJical dil 
on the bluff above Newport Har
bor, it seems to me that the process 
works. 

A well-resarded professional 
archeolOJiat conducted a thorourh 
excavation of the developed por
tion of the lite, and will make 
public his tmdings and conc:lUiiona. 

The Native American commu
nity will learn more about ita 

· heritage, and will have access to 
hundreds of artifacta that lhould 
shed U,ht on U!e here u much u 
9.500 yean 110· And the remains of 
its anceston have been reinterred 
aceordinl to tribal wishes. and not 
subjected to carbon datinl that 
they find offenlive. 

And a new seneration of people 
drawn to the beauty of the bluff 
above Newport Harbor il enjoyinl 
shelter in the ume p.lace that 

was home to the original settlers of 
this areA. 

It appean that the extensive and. 
costly mitilation requirements of 
the city of Newport Beach and the 
Coastal Commiasion were carried 
out thoroughly and sensitively by 
the landowner and its a.rtheologilt. 

CHRISTINE DIEMER 
Executive director,. 

Orange County chapter 
Building Industry Alan. 

of Southern California 

• Thank you for the comprehen· 
sive article regarding the archeo· 
logical site ORA 64. 

It's regrettable that such an 
important anthropological resource 
was obliterated just to build an· 
other rated community. The only 
reuon that the site was so euily 
destroyed ia that no one challenged 
the projeCt's approval under, the 
California Environmental Quality 
Act. CEQA only works if people 
enforceiL 

The Hellman Ranch develop· 
ment recently approved tn Seal 
Beach would destroy 10 artbeo· 
logical sites and an extensive burial 
sround believed to date from the 
same time period. .c.ooo to 8,000 
yeanaso. 

Infrared pbotographl of the proj· 
ect lite have revealed what appear 
to be the foundations of ancient 
dome houles and temples. A IOlf 
course. ILrip mall and 70 bomel 
would replace WI invaluable re· 
cord of human history. 

It's time for concerned citizenl to 
challqe the laws that have led to 
such ahortsi8hted destruction. 

MOJRAHAHN 
SealBeicb 
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GABRIELENO I TONGVA TRIBAL COUNCIL 
P.O. BOX 693, SAN GABRIEL, CA. 11771 

(626) 286·1132 Fax: (626) 281·1212 

· April 7, 1998 

TO: California Coastal Commission 
RE: The Coastal Permit Application numbe 

Honorable· Commissioners; 

~P.~eivP.tf ot Com,.:u:"'" 
vieetinr; 

I'.?R - 71998 

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 .. ·vou 
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 Report 
is inadequate under the standards required by CECA as well as unacceptable to the 
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. TilE GABRIFJ..ENOfi'ONGVA lRIBAL CX>UNCIL (GfiTC) REQUESTS 1liAT: 

1. NO ARCHEOLOGY OR EXCAVATION OF ANY 1YPE BE DONE ON niE SllE UN11L A 
MFETING HAS BEEN HFLi> TO DEVISE AN APPROPRIATE SAMPUNG STRATEGY. niE 
TRIBE WOULD WANT TO BE IN<llJDED IN nus PROCESS. 

2. niE GfJTC BE INVOLVFD AT AU. LEVFLS AND IN AIL ASPECI'S OF nus PROJECI'. OF 
1HE PROJECJ' DESIGN. WJDOI MIGHT INVOLVE AND IMPACJ' ANY OF OUR CULnJRAL 
RESOURCES. REVIEW AIL PLANS AND DOCUMENTS. BFR>RE 1HEY ARE 

FINAllZED, FOR 1HE PROJECJ' WHICH MIGHT AFFECT ANY OF OUR CULnJRAL 
RESOURCES; AND 

GITTC 4n /98·1 of 2 



' 3. ARCHAEOLOGIST AND NATIVE AMERICAN MONITORS BE SELECTED FOR 1HE 
PROJECT WHOSE WORK IS ACCEPTABLB TO 1HE GnTC; 

4. CONSULT ANI'S (MONITORS AND ARCHAEOLOGISTS) ACCFPTABI.E TO 11IE GfiTC BE 
ON 11IE SITE WHENEVER THERE IS ANY EXCAVATION; 

5. SHOUlD ANY NATIVE AMERICAN MATERIALS OR REMAINS BE ON 11IE SITE. 1HE 
TRIBE CLAIMS mEIR OWNERSHIP AND WOUIDW ~~TO DErERMlNE TIIEIR EVENTUAL 
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 Gabrielenorrongva Cu~tural Resources Committee 

GrrTC 4n/9&·2 of 2 
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Topanga Anthropological Consultants 
P.O.Box828 

Topan&ra, Cnlltot·nJa 00290 
(810) 456·2981 

California Coastal Commission · · . April 6, 1 998 

Comments Concerning Archaeological Resources Affected by the 
Hellman Ranch Project (Application 5-97-367) 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 will 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 bo 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 expansive and 
choico of studies is based more on present economic considerations than on satis· 
fying the needs of future historians and social scientists. Even when wen planned 
data salvage programs 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
toric.Preservatlon 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 tho 
significance of the archaeological sites that the Commission Is empowerod to pro
tect. 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 basod 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 exper
tise concerning cultural resources. It appears that the Executive Director will rely 
on the peer reviewers chosen by the City of Seat Beach Planning Director. In the 
past, the City of Seal Beach Planning Director has relied on the archaeologist hired 

by the applicant to choose peer reviewers. The process results In Hellman Ranch 
a»ntrofling the archaeology program. 

The Coastal Commission should develop an independent review process that In· 
valves peer review by experts not choSen by the applicant or interests favorable to 
the development. 

Ib.e_CQ.astal Commission conditions and EIR conditions do not reduce ady~w:Jm:. 
pacts to archaeological resjl~.t.Q..~LofJosignjficance. They are not reason: 
a.bl.e.mltjgatlon measures. 

Sincerely, 

I"' h. 
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~e, the undersianed, object to the approYal of the Bellaaa ~ 

Project in Seal Beach until all lav~. acta, & ezecutiYe orders 

applJiD& to archaeoloaical resources oa the proposed site are 

obserYed. The folloviaa need to be applied to tbia cultural 

resource: Antiquities Act 1906, Historic Sites Act, la.·Htatoric 
.. . 

. PreaerYation Act, Protection of Historical Properties, Ca. lia-

torical PreserYation Act, Secratarr of Interior'• Standard of 

•istorical PreserYation Projects EzectiYa Order 11593, A•~ · 

erican leliaious Freedoa Act, Arcbaeoloaical lesourcaa Protection 

Act, Act for PreserYation of American Antiquities, Arch. & Hiat. 

PreserYation Act. 

Sand Petition to Coastal Coaataaion, South Diet. Office 241~road- • 
. ••1 Lona Beach, C.l9'~3 ,, ·~ 
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We, the undersigned, object to the appronl of fD.) ~~-~J 'W ~ ~ 
·. t_ffi APR 111998 

Project in Seal Beach until all lava. acts, & ezecutiYe orders 
_CALIFORNIA 

applying to archaeological resources on the ~ropott!JA!tAl'Ce>'MMISSION 

obserYed. The following need to be applied to this cultural 

resource: Antiquities Act 1906, Historic Sites Act, Ia. Historic 

PreserYation Act, Protection of Historical iroperti~s. Ca. His

torical PreserYation Act, Secretary of Interior's Standard of 

Historical PreserYation Projects EzectiTe Order 11593, A•- . 

erican Relisious Freedom Act, Archaeological Resources Protection 

Act, Act for PreserYation of American Antiquities, Arch. & Hist. 

PreserYation Act. 

Address 

1 I?Jlt AJ.lulht~iAvl?£ ,. 

~te'/(/'l)l'/ ().( "7Z8!f3 

Cll tftJ;.:v 
Aq&r'J 
. pt, '\~ 

q Z,~, 
6 <:::..1\ ct'2 

't2g: 
77;J. 

q9bf 
10. 3/ 
11 • V6 .;(). "?~/'.liS' 

Send Petition to Coastal Commission, South Dist. Office 

vay Lona Beach, CA 'IDI!iD3 
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NATIVE AMERICAN SITES 15097.18 
Qa. L'll . .. 
agency may cause aevere or irreparab1e damage to a Native American 
sanetif"led cemetery, place of worabip, religio111 or ceremonial a1te, or 
sacred shrine located on pubUc property, or may bar appropriate accea 
thereto by Native Americana, the commission shaD ccmduet an inveat.ip 
tion u to the effect of the proposed action. Where the commission 
(mds, after a pubUe hearing, that the proposed aetion would result in 
aueh damage or interference, the commission may recommend mit.igatioD 
measures for consideration by the public agency proposing to take neb 
action. If the public &Jeney faDs to accept the mitigation meuurea, 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 pubUe 
property, the commission may ask the Attome7 General to take appropri
ate legal action purauant to subdivision (g) of Seetion 5091.84. 
(Added b7 Stata.1976, c. 1832, p. 6081, I 2.) 

I 5097.98. Notffteatlon of dlseoveey of Native American human 
remaina, descendants; disposition of human l'el'll8bu 
ud associated poave poda 

(a) Whenever the commission receives not.ifat.ion of a discovery of 
Native American human remains from a county coroner purauant to 
subdivision (c) of Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code, it tha1l 
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 lite of the discovery of the Native American remains 
and may recommend to the owner or the peraon responsible for the 
excavation work means for treating or disposing, wfthCO::ropriate digni
ty, the human remains and any auociated grave • The descen
dents shaD complete their inspection and make their recommendatioJl 
within 24 hours of their not.if"JC&tion by the Native American Heritage 
Commission. The recommendation may include the ICientifie remcmJ 
and nondestructive analysis of h3Wl remains and item& uaoeiated with 
Native American buriala. · 

(b) Whenever the commission is unable to identify a cJeSeendent, or the 
descendent identified fails to make a recommendation, or the 1aJidowner 
or his or her authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the 
descendent and the mediation provided lor in subdivision (lc) of Section 
6097.94 f&ila to provide measures aeeeptable to the Jandowuer, the 
landowner or hfa or her authorized representatiYe lhaD reint.r the 
human remains and items associated with Native American buriaJa with 
appropriate c1ipity on the property in a location DOt 1ubjeet to further 
aubsurface disturbuace. . 

(c) Notwit.hstandmg the provisions of Section 6097.9, the proviliona of 
this aeetion, including those actions taken bj the Janclowner or hi& or her 
authorized representative to implement this section and any action taken 
to implement an agreement developed pursuant to 1ubdiviaion (l) . of . 

• 849 
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• 5097.98 

Section 5097ta1.94, QshaD be exempt from the requiremen~ of the Cal~~~ J 
Environmen uality Act (Division 18 (eommencmg with ~tion ~~ 
21000)). ~ 

(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 80244, the provisions of = 
this section, including those actions taken by the landowner or his or her i_ 
authorized representative to implement this section, and any action taken 1 
to implement an agreement developed pursuant to subdivision (l) of ·;& 
Section 5097.94 shall be exempt from the requirements of the California J 
Coastal Act of 1976 (Division 20 (commen~g with Section 80000)). .!1 
(Added b)' Stats.1982, e. 1492, p. 6788, I 6.) 

Rlstorlcal Note 

Findinp of legislature Ia Stata.1982. c. 
1492, p. m7, tee Historical Note 'Willer 
11097.9«. 

Croll Rerere~~ee~ 

Human remaiDa Ia a location other than a dedic:ated cemef.erJ, offense of mutilatioD or 
removal, 1ee Health and Saf~ty Oode t 7060.6. 

Dead Bodies .. s. 
c.J.S. Dead Bodies H 4(1) et Mq .. I •• 

I 5097.99. Obtaininr or posseuinr Native American artifaeta or 
human remains taken from rrave or eaim on or after 
Janu81'7 1, 1984; prohibition 

No person shaD obtain or possess auy Native American artifacts or 
human remains which are taken from a Native American grave or cairn 
on or after January 1, 1984, except as otherwise provided by Jaw or in 
accordance with an agreement reached pursuant to subdivision (l) of 
Section 5097.94 or pursuant to the provisions of Section 5097.98. 
(Added by Stats.1982, e. 1492, p. 5'784, I 6.) 

llillorlcal Note 

Jl'iDcli.D,i of legillature Ia Stata.1982. c. 
1492, p. m7, tee Historical Note 1IDder . 
• 109'7.N. 
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1732 Harbor Way 
Seal Beach, CA 90740 . 
Mr. John Auyong 
California Coastal Commission 

.. 

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 (1o'h Floor) 
long Beach, CA 90802 

Dear Mr. Auyong, 

August24, 1998 

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_. 'the bfiJff') of
the Hellman Ranch property tn SeaiBeach,-Califolnia. 

Please include this letfer and the six page document that follows in 
the agenda packet for the C&lifomia Coastal Commisaion hearing 
regarding the Hellman proposal, currently scheduled for September 
9, 1998, in Eureka, Califomia. 

Thank you, 

~11, l)aJ,~ 
Moira Hahn 

•• 

•• 
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ra Hahn - -··-·--·----· . TEL NO. 310 799-9597 Aug 24,98 13:00 P.02 

Evidence of Long Tenn Native American Occupation of the Bluff on 
Hellman Ranch and it's Relationship to the Native American Village 
'Puvungna' 

Archaeological researchers have collected on the bluff since at least the 1920's1• little 
documentation exists for artifacts and burials scavenged ptior fo the 1950'1. when Peter 
Redwine oonducted a study of lhe sites with a crfiW from Long Beach State College. 

Redwine's investigation of the bluff sites yielded two ancient burials2 and a plethora of 
artifacts (see table 1 )3

• . 

In addition to oollecting on the bluff, Redwine met a pot hunter who had been collecting on 
the sites for years and permitted Redwine to examine •steatite 'sucking tubes', a barrel 
shaped pipe of volcanic stone that must have once had a reed or bone stem, several 
charmstones, a cogged stone, a discoidal, and some points111

• . 

Redwine noted that the discoidal, painted pebble, and charmstone incised piece collected 
by his own crew 'suggest religious and recreational activities of the Indian residenta of the 
hilltop sites.3. He noted that the 'dlarmstone is assumed to have been a sacred or religious 
object'. 

Pacific Coast Archaeological Society (PCAS) registered Redwine's Helman Ranch 
(Landing Hill) sites with the state in 1969. 

The next documented reference to ancient burials on the bluff was pubfished in 1980 In a 
report prepared for the adjacent Naval Weapons Station by archaeologists Marie CottreU 
and Theodore Cooley4

• The report states that 'In 1973 several aboriginat burials ware 
enoountered during a grading operation on one of the Landing HOI&ites'. The site described 
Is one of the ones Redwine examined, on the HeDman Ranch. 

fn 1980, Archaeological Associates (M) conducted a survey of the bluff sites for the City of 
Seal Beach5

. Additional.burials were reported by Police Chief 801 Steams to have been 
discovered during the construction of Regency Street, in 1878. 

AA described additional artifacts collected there during investigations by PCAS. Southern 
California Archaeological Society (SCAS), and archaeologist Clay Singer in Ule 1050& and 

1 



60s. The artifacts include a steatite bead, an effigy, 2 obsidian points, a pelican stone, and • 
a medicine tube. 

The AA report stataa that 'sites in the northeastern portion of the Landing Hill complex have 
· yielded skeletal material as wall as artifact types normall)' found with prehfatoric buriall. 

This indlcates that burials may be found In the adjacent altet on the property • 
. 

In 1981, Scientific Resource SLIV8YI. II}COI'POf'aled (SRS) investigated U. bluff ail88 in 
preparation for a development projx:,S,J. An intact 'rectangular miRingstone with a pecked 
and shaped bottom', a chopper, a bone awl fragment. and a mllingstone fragment were 
recovered. SRS' Principallnveatigator Roger Desautels noted that the bluff a1tea •may twve 
been utilized by people from the major viUage alta of Puvungna',located to the north. 

In 1990, LSA conducted fteld research on the blutr altel. t03 standard (1 sq...,. meter) · . 
units were excavated, yielding human akeJetal remain&' and 'approximately 950 bags' of 
other cultural material, including shell beads, obsidian pointa, groundstone tool&, and b9ne. 
poaaibly human. LSA delivered the 950 bags to the developer, who ttvew them 8wr/. LSA · 
reported on it's research at a June 11, 1990 City Council ~ng. stating that it had 
discovered 'not many features, such as hearths and house tloora'. The Final EIR states that 
hearths were reported to have bean found during LSA'slnvestlgation. No final report was 
prepared by LSA. but it did generate a Research Design in which the author, Beth Padon 

· states 'How the Landing HiD sites relata to Puvungna Ia an important question for fut&n 
investigation'. 

In 1996, ERA Archaeology conducted research on the bluff lites. H's walkover survey of the 
bluffs yielded chart, quartz, and jasper fiakes, an Intact discoidal stone, a pollibla • 
mUIIngstona and a millingstona fragment, and an incised fishing weight stone. 

ERA commiuioned aerial infrared photography of the sites, computer~ of 
which revealed several circular and aiRptical anomaiN from 1So80' i1 dla111818r on the bluff. 
No historic explanation has been prasantad to account for the8e ftgu.-... which ... believed 
by many local archaeologista and Native Americana to l'8pf'8l8nt the foundation& of dorM 
shaped hOuses and 'vanquech', or temples. Such struc:IUre8 were described by aerly 
·anthropological researchers and eyewitnesaaa Geronimo Boacana and John Harriilgton1 • 

• 
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Many local experts believe that the sites are related to Puvungna Village. a part of which is 
known to exist on what is now the Long Beach campus of California State Univeraity, within 
2 miles of the bluff sites. A few quotations follow: 

•1 believe that the archaeological sites on the (Hallman) project site are part of 
Puvungna, the aboriginal village centered lass than two miles fNiaY. Puvu~na 
was the heart of our ancestora' religion, Chlnlgchinlch, and 18 listed on the 
National Register. • 
-Lillian Valenzuela Robles, Juaneno Tnbal Elder and 'Most likely Descendant .. 
designated by the California Native American Heritage Commission; from a · 
December 15, 1996 letter to the City of Seal Beach regarding the 'Notice of 
Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Hellman Ranch 
Specific Plan' · 

•The Henman Ranch Property is but a few minutes walk from the archaeologlcally 
and ethnohistoricalfy document&d remains of the village of Puvungna, the 
creation canter for Southern Califorr:lia Indians, and birthplace of Chungichnish, 
the lawgiver and god. The burials and archaeological remains on the Hellman 
Ranch are quite likely part of the Puvungna village complex. • 

-Dr. Eugene Ruyte, Professor of Anthropology at California State Univfnily 
long Beach (CSULB); from a December 3D, 19961ettertothe City of Seal 
Beach regarding the 'Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan' 

•The ethnic importance (of the Hellman Ranch archaeological aites) is 
emphasized due to the likely association of these sites with the athnohiatoric 
village of Puvungna, portions of which have long since been entered on the 
National Register of Historic Placea .•. this preliminary document should recognize 
this clearly-in order to alert planners to the need for careful field testing by 
reputable archaeologists ••. early In the planning procaaa: 

• -Dr. Keith Dixon, Professional Archaeologist. Professor Emeritus at California 
State University Long Beach (CSULB) and Member (representing the Second 
District) of the Orange County Historic Commission; from a December 23, 1896 
letter to the City of Seal Beach regarding the 'Notice of Preparation of a Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Hellman Ranch Spacilc Plan• 

•The Ajachme (Juaneno) Indians placed the blrth of Wuyoot and, generationa 
later, of Tcanitcnic (Chinigchinich) at the village of Puvu, locative Puvu'na, a 
placename of obscure etymology .•. located just inside the Loa Angelea-Orange 
County line, and only two miles inland from Seaf Beach•. . 
•Seat Beach is about two milea southwest of Los Alamitos ranch houl8 
(Puvungna).and Is the nearest point on the coaltline• • 
.John Harrington, anthropologiSt; quote taken from "Chinigchinich. A Rtviad 
and Annotated Version of Alfred Robinaorts Translation of Father Geronimo 

--------·-··-.. •··· -·-

Poecana's account Annplattd by Jobn p.ttarrirJgtgn: Mal1d Muaun PMI 
1978, originally published in 1933, p.148, p.150 ~'( 
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In addition. many scholars believe that the sites on tile HeDman Ranch 
bluff represent the remains of a village, rather than a tempotary camping 
site. Hera ara quotation• that support that opinion: 

•The lnd"aans had the same cuatom as regarding the changing from place to 
place. In winter they resided in one place, and in aummer in another. Thia wa1 
general al'rl()llg them, exceptlnfl In the case of those trlbee located on the ,... 
coast who seldom moved because their malntanance was derived frOm the ... ; 
and they were unlike the others who IUbsisted entirely upon the fruits and ~Ida 
of the fields. • · 
-Father Geronimo Boscana, 1822; quote taka\ from :PblnlgchiDicb. A ReyJad 

lnd Annotated Veraion ot Alfrad Robinson'• IOilllltiOD of Eatber GeronilrlQ 
BQJcana•s account Annotated tw .John P. Harrington: Malki Museum Praia 
1978, originally published In 1933, p.es . 

•Given what evidence has already bean collected about the Hellman property. the 
(NOP of the )Draft EIR Ignores What Is known or atrongly auspected by some 
Indians, archaeologists and cultural anthropologists, Including myaelf ... portiona of 
the aHa were not only used as mortuary areas, but also used as habitation and 
ceremonial areas, and lhera ila high probability that the lite alii contains tunan 
remains.• 
•antra-red photos taken under Dr. Stickel's direction have ntvealed both cirde and 
elliptical features on the property. The size and juxtapoBition of these faatunta tlta 
the description of chiefs' houses and sacrad ...aoaurea, Vanquech, as deacrlbed 
In Father Geronimo Boecana's Chini(Jchlnlch and annotatlana by John P. 
Harrington. If these featunll anln fact Vanquech. or their temporal 
predecessors. the development/ destruction of the att11 would have • highly 
significant Impact on culturat reaource valuea and on I8CI'8d and religious uaee of 
the lite.• 
• Diana Wilson. Ph.D., Professional Anthropologist, American Indian Studle8 

Center, UClA from a Dacamber 23, 1896 tetter to the City of Seal Beach 
regarding the "Notice of Pntpandion of a Draft Envionmantallmpact Repolt for 
the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan' 

·1n reading previous documentation of the Hellman Ranch lites, It appaara that 
the investigators from Archaeological Aasociates. LSA. and SRS believed that 
the settlement on the property was a campground. I want you to understand that 
judging by the artifact as~~mbliea and the history of buriala found there, I believe 
that theory is wrong. You do not find large numbers d burials and e.vy artifacts 
Uke rnetatea and manos In -sonal camplitea. • 
.. Lillian Robles Valenzuela. Juaneno Trlblll Elder and 'Molt Ukely Deacandant', 

designated by the California Native American Heritage Commi8aion; from. 

4 
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····----------....... ----
December 15. 19981etter to the City of Seal Beach n.gdng the 'Noticed 
Preparation of a Draft Environmentallmpld Repolt for a.. Hellrnln Ranch 
Bpecific Plan' '\ '\ . 

Atlttifinnal hluff aifaa tftdiralt'llltl with Hallman Rarri'l ffnrrlwtv nart rll\ dilW"!!N 

• 



• 

• 

December 15. 1996 tetter to the City of Seal Beach regarding the 'Notice of 
Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for lhe Hellman Ranch 
Specilic Plan' 

Additionat bluff sites (X)ntiguous with HeRman Ranch (formerly part of it) dlreclly 
across the street at the Naval Weapons Station that have yielded &imHar artifacta 
indicative of religious uses, tong distance trade pattema and maritima cu1tunt 
have recenUy been recommended for nomination to the National Regi&ter d 
Historic Places. 

For these reasons. and due to the discovery of many ancient burials lhe,., I 
believe that the bluff sHea are important repositories for Native Americana and for 
our own and suCoeeding ganerationa. and should be praaarwd. 

This document does not attempt to dte all of lhe evidence supporting the bluffa 
past as a Native American habitation site, but presents the case from sourcaa the 
reader would most easily be able to gain acceas to . 

I'" • I 



TABLE 1· Bluff Artifacts from Redwine Investigation 

20 whole and fragmentaly m&ng.,._ 
105 whole and fragmentary handslonel 
33 whole and fragmentary mod8rl 
I points 
3blade& 
1 painted pebble 
1 grooved axe 
, disco1dal 
1 sandstone bowl 
8 cba1k pebblel 
23 harilmerstonel 

.. polishing --
2 flat meaUng llabl 

·. 

2 weftkig afoMI . • 
1 head of. \vel made conical pestle' 
4 other pestle tegmenta 
8peltlll 
2acrapeM 
1 ateallte bcMI 
1 ellatone tablet fragment. h:lsed (crou hatching) 
1 drllecl cbannltane 
1 foullzed bone (worked?) 
2 rubbing aton11 • 
48 unklenUfted worked atone fla;menll 
70 worked chips (moetly chelt and quartmld) 
1 possible hearth fellbn 

' 

• 
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• california coastal commission 
Att. John T. Auyong 
200 Oceangate *10th Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Re: Hellman Ranch Reserve 

Stephen Reg Clewley 
945 Catalina Ave • 

.feal BeacloJY~t ~ w ~ rm 
. IJl) 1\UG 1 9 19S8 ~ 

CALl FORNI" 
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 sort-ed out before tbe 
commission bears this matter in September. As explained in the 
July 23, 1998 letter to Keith Till from the Port 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 by nave;Bartlett that changes in the design of 
the dereloper' s golf course proposal puts the ratio at. two· rast: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 ~~. Bartlett expect to do any b~tter. 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. 
Long Beach, CA 90844 

July 29, 1998 
Seal Beach, CA 

rru ~~~~~~ m~ 
IJD AUG 3 1998 L.:::--

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSIOt--: 

It is good that the Press· Telegram 1'3ises the issue of the restoration of the weUands on the Hellman Estate in Seal Beach. 
Unfortunately, your headline, "Wetlands restoration too costly". does DOt match the substance of the story. 

You claim that there is " ... widespread suppon. .. " among residents. Among those I have talked to, aU have stated a 
preference for a restored wetlands. if it were possible, rathc::r than the Golf Course and Housing Tract. Even the golfers 
among us. The substance of your article is the facts: 
• ... the port stood to eam ... " about $30 million in restoration credits, and • ... to make the project feasible. we need to reduce 
the costs and increase the credits. .. That could be possible, Knatt said, if the landowner agrees to on-site disposal or if the 
landowner dedicates 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 effort to wodc on the remediation project The ball, your article suggests. i& in the 
Hellman's court. 

How about it, •Jandowner". are you grateful for the fruits of the land, and \\illing to give something back, or not? 

Port credits, resident contributions, State and Federal money spent on restoring this land to a beautiful wedands 
environment. the way it was before we messed it up, would be money well spent-unlike much of the other money 
government throws away, year after year. This restoration funding would provide local residents and future generations 
with an invaluable resource-a view of the old California, right at hand. School children could come to the Nature Center 
for tours, to help save animals, to experience the wilderness. The Culture and Prayer Cerder will expJain the history of 
the Los Cenitos Wetlands, the Native Americans who cared for the land, and the history of Mexican involvement with the 
land. .- .-

There are sites on the property .which are sacred to the few remaining descendaDls of the Native Americans, the first 
inhabitants of the land. There will be a demonstration and petition at the meeting or the Coastal Commission in 
Huntington Beach in August,. requesting that lhose excluded from the decision process get a charu:e to be hean:l The 
permit for the Hellman development is curre:ntly scheduled for hearing in September, in Eureka, which makes it 
impossible for many of limited resources to air their views. 

Please see our web page http://www.EVl.ORG for more details. 

cc:: 

Sincerely,· 

Seal Beach Journal 

~~~DU) 
Save the Wetlands (P.O. Box 2911, Seal Beach) 
1020 Mar VISta 
Seal B.each. CA 90740·5842 
562-430.2495 

CaJifornia Coastal Commission,~ distribute to 1he Commissioners 
: ,. Attn: Mr. Jolm~ 

~!J200 Oc:eangatc, IOih Fl. ~-~. . • · • C• 

LoDg Bc:ach.CA 90802-4416 .. ·· .. . . .. ., • .:.. " ; :;;~: 
Mailing list wetlands@evl.org 
Mailing list Iistserv@.regen.org 
"LUCILLE BROCK"lbrock@audubon.org (National Audubon Society), other selected mailing lists 
Orange County ReFster 
Los Angeles Times 

·' 



FRIENDS OF lHE SEAL BEACH NA1IONAL WILDUFE REFUGE 
P.O.BOX815 

SEAL BEACH, CA 90740·0815 

July 22, 1998 

JohnAuyong 
California Coastal Commission 

· 200 Oceangate 1 o* Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Dear Mr. Auyong; 

COA CAUFO }"''A 
STAL CO, ru\liiSSION 

PHONE: (5&2) 430·8495 
FAX:(5&2)41~&5 

&-mail: bmonroe@eartlaliak.aet 

The Friends of the Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge is opposed to the approval of Coastal Permit 
Application ##S-97-367 because wetland acreage is inadequate and tidal flow 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._ tid81-energy electricity generating station; 
4. environmental education center; 
S. waste water treatment constructed wetlands; 
6. composting organic, produce fimn; 
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 further the value of the asset. 

Thank you for your attention. 

Bruce Monroe, Co-Chair, Board ofD:irectors 
Friends of the Seal Beach National Wildlife ReJ:Uae 

• 
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• 
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July 15.1998 

CALIFORNIA 
Response to, editorial dated July 14,1998. "Seal Beach.a wetland woca". COASTAL COMMISSION 

I once overheard Peter DouJiu • Executive Director of the Calif'omia Coastal Commission, say. 
"The coast is never saved, it is always in tbe process ofbeina saved". 

A case in point; The article that appeared in the Press ·Telegram on July 14, • Seal Beach's 
wetlancl woes". · 

AJ a member of the Siena Club Coastal Protection Committee, I helped orpnize a bus trip to the 
Coastal Commission ~in Santa Barblra, to oppose the Hellman project. We were oblipd 
to respond because of the potential of establishing 111 extremely bad precedent. The problem is 
that the mitigation ratios on the wetlands tiD is really bacUn the eDd it may be Jess than t: 1. Both 

- the Army Corps ofEnaineers and the U.S.YIIb .t Wddlife SeMce requested a 5:1 ratio. 

This project could diwpt our entire coastal wetlands protection ICbeme, especially Bo1Ja Cbica, 
which is next door. Why sbould tbe developers at BoJsa Chica be required to mitigate more tha 
1:1 ifHellman doesn't have to. This decision is beiftJ watched with peat interest by other wetland 
developen. 

The Press- Telepam Ilona with the City Council of Seal Beacb is misleadins the public by buyina 
into the deYelopen argument without considering the couequeaces this project could have on the 
entire California coast. 

Tbe public is misled fiJnber by refenina to the • Audubon OolfCoune.,. There is DO IUCb tbiaa II 
an Audubon Golf Course. u tar u the "National Audubon Society", is concemed. This poiDt is 
made clear in the CW'11IIIt illue of .. Audubon", wbicb states," Auoubon International is DOt 
affiliated with the National Audubon Society •. Yet tbe unaupectioa public wiD make that 
connection. 

It iJ tor reucmJ like thae tbat the Ca!itomia coast il always in the proceta ofbeina liVed 

It.udy Vietm:eitt 
Sierra Club. Coastal Protection Committee 
6622 MicheiiOD St. 
Lakewood, Ca. 9071) 
(562) 866 1971 

ceCalifornia Coastal Commission, please distribute to the Commissioners . 

• 

• 
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JohnAuyong 

200 Oceangate 1 O~~'~ Floor 

Long Beach, CA 95814 

Re: Hellman Ranch Proposal 

Melissa Mathews 
14002 Palawan Way, Apt. 312 

Marina Del Rey, CA 90292 
31()..821-3496 

DelReyMel@AoLcom 

~ ~ J~~~ ~ ~"~ ill\ 
CAUPORNtA I 

COASTAL C:OMMl!&lON 

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 . 

CC: Commission Staff 
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Attn: John Auyong 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Ocean gate, 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-5084 

Deborah Aber 
1778 Kenwood Place 
Costa Mesa, CA 92627 

June24,1~ ~ ~ ~ ~\W ~ ~ 
lrl1 JUN 2 6 1998 LW 

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, 

{)~aL 
Deborah Aber 



---- . 

Gail Osborne 
13906 Fiji Way #353 

::::n;fill~miC·r~ '~
2

~ 
tro JUN 1 5 1998 lW 

Mr. John Auyong 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor, Ste. 1000 
Long Beach, CA 9080~ 

CAllFORNlA 
COASTAL CqMMISSION 

Dear Mr. Auyong: 

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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Facsimile Cover Sheet 
1r(): California Coastal Commission 

Company: 
Phone: 

Fax: +l(S62)S9o-soa4 

From: J .A. Roberts/ J .J. Greenwood 

Company: 
Phone: 

Fax: +1 (310)514-8659 

Date: 6/13/98 

Pages including this 
cover page: 1 

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 Oceangate lOth Floor 

28204 Village 28 
Camarillo, CA 93012-7619 
June 11 1998 

· Long Beach, CA 90802 

Dear Mr. Auyong: 
This a is a belated comment on the Hellman Ranch proposal to build a golf 

tourse 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! 

· cerely, 

;:£{, 

.. . 



-

Friends of Seal Beach National Wddlife Refuge 
POBox815 
Seal Beach, CA 90740-0815 

5 June, 1998 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

- John Auyong 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach 90802-4416 

Dear Mr. Auyong, 

The Friends of Seal Beach National Wddlife Refuge is going on record in opposition to a request 
from Hellman (Seal Beach) for a permit to construct a golf course and 72 houses on the HeUman 
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 Wddlife Refuge. 

• 
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California Coastal Commlsslon 
Attn: John Auyong 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Dear Mr. Auyong; 

~ ~~ ~!,~ ~ illJ 
CALIFORNJA 

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 al~ wish to see the wetlands fully restored and 
strongly oppose the Helman Ranch development project. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

~~+~Mtu1 
Eugene and Alex Garcia 
1704 Landing Ave. 
Seal Beach, CA 907 40 

"" (1 
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. Callfornl~ ·coa.stal Commission ·. · :· ·. · --. . 

45 Fremont Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

. . . 
. Applicat:ion 5~97-367 

June 5, 1998 

Dear Connnissioners, 

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, ·. 
. . 

fE((UfEr~ .. - ....._ · 
lb __ ® lb U ·~, ~ 

1
· . ·1 . - ·. 

· Marcia Hanscom 
California Wetlands Chair . 
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.. ~ .. COASTAL C<.,n·-MISS10N CAl\fORN\A 
COASTAL COt/MISSION Rusty Arelas, Chair 

California 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 preservation 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 California by not allowing the golf course 
development to proceed. I hope you will rule accordingly. 

. Sincerely, 

133 16111. Stu«., .Manludbut, !Betd., & . 90266-4616 
9»M&: (310) 54S-353I - ,. 

• 
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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 lt. 
Please reject the filling or further degradation of wetlands at Hellman Ranch. 

Sincerely. 

c::;--~; L'L 



June 17, 1998 

John T. Auyong 
Coastal Program Analyst 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Coast Area Office 

Re: HELLMAN RANCH - OPPOS];TXON 

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 upartnership". 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 
ugolf 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 uHill" 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 might 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 uoasis" 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 - OPPOStTIQH 

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 (SO) 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 

z.s 



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 tbe 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 Baines cooling channel which 

2-C. 
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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. WilF·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,? 
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2. Response to AppUcant•s September 2, 1998 letter to the Coastal Commissiou 

A. Supplemental Project Description (contained in Attachment 1) 

The applicant, in an August 25, 1998letter to the Coastal Commission, has fonnally 
requested changes to the project description mentioned in their Au"gust 6, 1998 letter to 

2 

• 

staff, (see Page 10 of Exhibit 1 to the August 21, 1998 staff report) as well as proposing • 
some additional changes. Staff has not had sufficient time to analyze these changes in 
depth, nor has supporting documentation been provided to staff, but the following 
comments are offered in response. 

Change #1: The applicant states that they will now increase the size of the 
upfront salt marsh restoration from 23.1 acres to 39.1 acres. 

Response to Change #1: First, although the applicant proposed 23.1 acres when 
the application was first submitted, the applicant increased this figure to 28.1 acres before 
the first hearing in April1998. The 28.1 acre figure ofupfront restoration is thus 
contained in the project description in the staff reports for the April and June 1998 
hearings, as well as the current staff report. Therefore, the applicant's currently proposed 
change would result in 11 additional acres along with the 28.1 acres which has already 
been evaluated in the staff reports before the Commission. 

The additional 11 acres would be provided in two places: 1) the relocation of existing 
. mineral production facilities on 4 acres to another area of existing mineral facilities, thus 

freeing up the 4 acres previously occupied by the relocated facilities, and 2) conversion of 
the 6.8 acres of proposed freshwater marsh to salt marsh. 

The precise location of the tank farm has not been provided, nor has documentation 
indicating how the additional4 acres would affect the proposed wetland restoration. The • 

B:\Seal Beach\Hellman Ranch\5-97-367, Addendum tl to the staff report for the 
Sept. 1.998 .beadA9 
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, precise configuration could affect the functioning of the proposed wetland restoration, as 
indicated in the applicant's February addendum to their original wetland restoration plan . 
Further, if the additional4 acres contain a tank farm for mineral production purposes, it is 
highly likely that these 4 acres may contain toxic substances that would have to be 
remediated before the wetland restoration activities can occur. The applicant has not 
provided any documentation regarding contamination on these 4 acres. Thus, it cannot be 
assured that these additional 4 acres would result in additional viable habitat area. 

As also described in the staff note, the conversion of the proposed 6.8 acres of freshwater 
marsh to salt marsh is inadequate. This is because the 6.8 acres are divided among 6 
ponds that, unlike the 28.1 acre proposed salt marsh, are intertwined in the middle.ofthe 
golf course and thus subject to greater disturbance from human activity. Further, the 
freshwater ponds do not have buffers. In addition, the applicant has not provided a study 

~· 

which indicates whether the conversion would result in a viable wetland habitat I I 
·• Therefore, the 6.8 acres of additional salt marsh created by converting previously 

proposed freshwater marsh area should not be counted as additional salt marsh acreage. 

Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission find that the proposed increase of 11 .. 
additional acres ofupfront salt marsh creation to 39.1 acres is not adequate to consider 
the proposed project a viable wetland restoration project pursuant to Section 30233(a)(7) 
of the Coastal Act. Thus, the Commission fmds that the fill of wetlands for the proposed 
golf course cannot be considered allowable under Section 30233 because: 1) the 
proposed fill is not physically or fmancially necessary to accomplish wetland restoration; 
2) the wetland acreage other than restoration constitutes mitigation because the fill would 
result from a golf course; and 3) the proposed wetland acreage will not result in 
substantially greater habitat values than exist at present. 

Change #2: The applicant is now proposing to deed restrict and add a 
· conservation easement over 13.2 acres of existing mineral production area that would 
allow for future wetland restoration or open space upon cessation of mineral production. 

Response to Change ##2: First, the 13.2 acres now proposed for potential future 
restoration is less than the 16.2 acres originally proposed in the project description 
contained in the staff reports for the April, June, and September hearings, although staff 
acknowledges that the applicant did not previously propose a deed restriction or 
conservation easement on any part of the 16.2 acres. Second, the applicant is proposing 
to allow the area to be reserved for open space and is not requiring that the 13.2 acres be 
reserved exclusively for future wetland restoration. Reserving the area for open space 
does not guarantee that wetland restoration will occur and thus cannot be counted as 
wetland mitigation. Third, even if the applicant did require the 13.2 acres to be reserved 
exclusively for future wetland restoration, mitigation at some undetermined future point 
at time does not compensate for the upfront loss of existing wetlands, and still does not 
guarantee that wetland restoration will occur. Therefore, staff recommends that the 
Commission find that the 13.2 acres of mineral production area will not necessarily result 

H:\Seal Beach\Hellman Ranch\5-97-367, Addendum tl to the staff report for the 
Sept. 1998 hearing 



5-97-367 Addendum 

in wetland restoration and docs not constitute either wetland restoration or wetland 
mitigation pursuant to Section 30233 of the Coastal Act. 

. 
Change #3: The applicant is now proposing to reduce the size of the golf course 

from 107.5 acres to 102.5 acres. 

4 

Response to Change #3: It is not clear if this proposed S acre leduction results in 
a corresponding reduction in fill of the existing wetlands for the golf course from 17.9 

·acres to 12.9 acres. Even assuming that, with the proposed S acre reduction, the golf 
course would now only fil112.9 acres of the 27 acres of existing degraded wetlands, the 
proposed project would still result in the fill of almost 48% of the existing wetlands for a 
non-allowable golf course. As a result, only 52% of the existing degraded wetlands 
would be restored. This still exceeds the 75%/25% limitation on fill in a degraded 
wetland described in Section 30233(a)(3). Thus, staff recommends that the Commission 

, . still fmd that the proposed change does not meet the requirement of Section 30233(a)(3) 
· because the proposed golf course is not a boating facility; and that the Commission 
further find that, even if the proposed golf course could be approved utilizing Sections 
30233(a)(3) and 30411 as an "other feasible way," the proposed golf course would not be 
less intrusive than a boating facility approvable pursuant to Section 30233(a)(3) because 
the golf course fill would result in more than 25% of the degraded wetland being filled 
and less than 75% of the degraded wetland being restored. 

• • 

Change #4: This change addresses the issue of relocating mineral production • 
facilities to increase wetland restoration by 4 acres as previously discussed in Change #1 
above. 

Change #5: This change addresses the issue of converting the 6.8 acres of 
proposed freshwater marsh to additional saltwater marsh as previously discussed in 
Change # 1 above. 

Change #6: The applicant is now proposing to provide for the acquisition of the 
8 acre Southern California Edison ("SCE'') property that bisects the proposed restoration 
area. 

Response to Change #6: Approximately the westerly 213 of the SCE property 
runs through the middle of the applicant's proposed salt marsh restoration. Therefore, in · 
order to undertake the proposed project already evaluated by staff in its current and 
previous recommendations, the applicant already had to buy or lease about S or so acres 
of the SCE property. As for the remaining 1/3 or so of the SCE property that is not 
already necessary for the applicant io undertake restoration as originally proposed, the 
applicant has not proposed to create additional wetlands on this portion of the SCE 
property. 

H:\Seal Beach\Hellman Ranch\5-97-367, Addendum fl to the staff report for the 
lept. 1998. bearing 

• 



• 

• 

• 

B . 

6-97-367 Addendum 

. Applicant's Contentions regarding Sections 30233(a)(3) and 
30411(b) of the Coastal Aet 

s 

The applicant's proposed project changes, as described above, would still result in filling 
of 48% of the existing degraded wetlands for a golf course, which exceeds the 25% limit 
contained in Sections 30233(a)(3) and 30411 of the Coastal Act On Page 6 of their 
September 2, 1998 letter, the applicant argues that the "75o/o/25%" provision contained in 
Coastal Act Sections 30233(a)(3) and 30411(b)(2) only applies to boating facilities. The 
applicant further states that Section 30411 (b )(3), which mentions "other feasible ways" to 
achieve wetland restoration, is not limited to boating facilities, and has no mention of the 
"75%/25%" requirement. Thus, the applicant concludes that there is no 25% limit on the 
amount of a degraded wetland whic~ can be filled for "other feasible ways". 

However, Sections 30200, 30512 and 30604 of the Coastal Act provide that the policies 
of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act are the standards by which permissibility of proposed 
projects are determined. Section 30411(b)(3) is not a Chapter 3 policy; Section 30411 
instead identifies the factors which should be considered in determining whether a 
degraded wetland can most feasibly be restored in conjunction with a boating facility. 
Therefore, Section 30411 (b )(3) is not a policy by which the permissibilty of development 
can be determined. In other words, the provisions of Section 304ll(b)(3) alone are not a 
basis for approval . 

Thus, when approving fill of a degraded wetland for development other than a boating 
facility, the Commission has had to previously utilize Section 304ll(b)(3) in conjunction 
with Section 30233(a)(3), because Section 30233(a)(3) is the actual basis for approval. 
For example, the Commission's approval of residential development in a degraded 
wetland as part of the Bolsa Chica Land Use Plan relied on findings which evidenced that 
no less than 75% of the degraded wetlands at Bolsa Chica would be restored and no more 
than 25% of the degraded wetland would be impacted. In the case of the proposed 
project, the Commission cannot say that the proposed golf course would fill no more than 
25% of the degraded wetland, because at least 48% is being filled. 

As stated elsewhere, 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 Bolsa Chica 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. 

However, 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%) ofthe degraded wetlands and Section 304ll(b)(2) 
requires that not less than seventy-five percent (75%) of the degraded wetlands be 
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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 feasible 
alternative. As discussed herein, the proposed golf course is not Jess intrusive than a 
boating facility nor is it the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative to 
achieve restoration of the existing degraded wetlands on the Hellman Ranch. Therefore, 
even if the proposed golf course fill could be considered an "other feasible way," it is not 
less intrusive and does not qualify for approval under Section 30233 or under Section 
30411 in conjunction with Section 30233. 

The applicant also indicates that there is no express record of the Legislature's intent to 
impose the 25% limitation on projects other than boating facilities. However, the 
applicant did not tum up an express legislative intent to allow unlimited filling of 
!fegraded wetlands for "other feasible" methods besides a boating facility either. The 
applicant indicates that they did find a 1982 amendment to the Coastal Act (SB 656) 
which, according to the applicant, amended Section 30233 to allow a boating facility to 
occupy 25% of the total area of an existing degraded wetland, rather than allow a boating 
facility to occupy only 25% of the restored area of the existing 'degraded wetland, as 
Section 30233 apparently read previously. However, in both cases, only a boating facility 
appears to be mentioned. Thus, this legislative amendment does not to imply that other 
feasible methods to restore wetlands were allowed in any case. 

Therefore, staff recommends that, in addition to the findings in the staff report, that the 
Commission find that: 1) Section 30411(bX3) is not a basis for approval because it is not 
a Chapter 3 policy, 2) the proposed golf course is not an allowable use pursuant to 
Section 30233(aX3), which is a Chapter 3 policy and thus is a basis for approval, because 
the golf course is not a boating facility; and 3) even if the proposed golf course fill could 
be considered "an other feasible way," it is not less intrusive. 

c. AppUeant's Contentions Regarding Balancing. 

The applicant continues to urge the Commission to balance the prohibitions against the 
fill of wetlands contained in Section 30233 with other Sections of the Coastal Act, 
including Section 30411. In doing so, the applicant contends that the Commission may 
balance conflicting sections of the CoaStal Act which are not contained in <;:hapter 3. The · 
applicant relies on the phrase &'policies of the division" to argue that the Commission may 
balance all sections contained within Division 20; i.e., the Coastal Act. 

However, Section 30007.5, which contains the balancing provision, expressly limits 
balancing to the "policies" of Division 20. Sections 30200, 30512, and 30604 of the 
Coastal Act expressly provide that the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act are the 
standards by which the permissibility of proposed projects are determined. The Coastal 

• 

Act does not contain any policies to assess proposed development other than the policies • 
contained in Chapter 3. · 
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Thus, the only policies in Division 20 are the policies contained in Chapter 3. As stated 
in the current staff report at Pages 48-49, the applicant has not established a conflict 
between two Chapter 3 policies. Therefore, the Commission finds it is not appropriate to 
utilize Section 30007.5 of the Coastal Act to approve otherwise inpermissible 
development. 

7 

Finally, the applicant urges the Commission to utilize Section 30007.5 because a Court of 
Appeal utilizes Section 30007.5 to support the Commission's approval of the Batiquitos 
Lagoon Restoration and Enhancement Plan in Sierra Club v. CCC. However, the 
Commission fmds that the Batiquitos restoration is in no way comparable to the Hellman 
Ranch golf course project. Unlike Hellman Ranch, the Batiquitos restoration and · 
enhancement plan solely involved restoration. No development other than restoration 
was proposed. The question before the Commission involved which of several 
restoration alternatives should be chosen. In other words, the development alternatives 
balanced by the Commission were all true wetland restoration projects. The Court of 
Appeal affirmed the Commission's ability to approve a restoration alternative which may, 
over the short term, have adverse impacts on habitat which, over the long term, will 
improve and enhance coastal resources. 

Therefore, for all of the above reasons, 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 . 

H:\Seal Beach\Hellman Ranch\5-97-367, Addendum fl to the staff report for the 
Sept. li99 bearing 



September 2, 1998 

HELLMAN PROPERTIES LLC 
POST OFFICE BOX 2398 

711 SEAL BEACH BOULEVARD 
SEAL BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90740 
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(Via Federal Express or Overnight Mail) 
.. 

• CAUFC!~f'-'lA 
COASiP.l COM!'/:!S5,Q"-.: 

Chairman Rusty Areias and Members of the 
CA~O~COMITALCOMM5mON 
1400 .,Nn Street • Suite 9 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Hellman Ranch Reserve • Wetlands Restoration Project 
Seal Beach, California • COP 5-97-367 

Dear Chairman Areias: 

We are writing as a follow up to the June lOth 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, September 9th in Eureka. 

This letter and attachments will summarize the key aspects of the 
project and the process betWeen June lOth and today. However, before we 
launch into the details, we want to make clear a few important points: 

The Coastal Act provides the Commission the discretion to 
approve this restoration projecL Your approval of the 
amended project will be consistent with Coastal Act policies 
and Commission precedents and will improve on past 
Commission decisions approving wetlands restoration and 
development of this property. Your Chief Counsel has . 
confirmed that your approval can be supported with factual 
findings that are legally defensible and consistent with the 
Coastal Act. With your approval the Commission can: 

• Provide for public dedication of over 64 acres (33% of the 
property owner's property) for wetlands and/or park uses; 

• 
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• Accomplish significant and meaningful restoration of 
degraded wetland habitat on site at no cost to the public 
(Coastal Act Sections 30230, 30231 and 30233); 

• Consolidate and implement a restoration and 
preservation plan not only for the Hellman property but 
for the adjoining State Lands and SCE parcel, and for the 
existing oil production property as well; 

• Provide visitor-serving recreational uses in the coastal 
zone (Coastal Ad· Sections 30~13 and 30222); 

• Significantly expand public access to the site from 6% 
today to 80% with the proposed project and to over 90% 
when mineral production operations cease (Coastal Act 
Sections 30212.5, 30214); 

• Obtain a dedicated public park (Gum Grove Nature Park) 
and an interpretive facility at no public cost. 

• Reduce the size of, and ensure that the future uses on 
mineral production properties, will be compatible with 
the restored natural resource ~eas; 

• Maintain 8j'Ok of the property in open space; 
• Provide a regionally-important habitat link in the Pacific 

Flyway of open space and wetlands. 

Your Chief legal counsel and our environmental and land 
use lawyers are all on the record at previous Commission hearings 
detailing the methods of approval which are legally valid under the 
Coastal Act, and which can be supported with factual findings. 

This letter includes discussion and attachments supporting 
the facts that will provide for your approval of the project. The 
letter focuses on the following topics: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

Amendment to Project Description • 
Mitigation Ratios 
Port of Long Beach Feasibility Study 
Legal Framework for Approval 
Conclusions 
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L Amendment to Pmject Descripticm 

Over the past many months, our project has been verbally 
"modified" in order to accommodate Commission and Staff expressed 
desires regarding the wetlands component of our plan. In order to 
summarize these discussions, and formally amend our original 
application, we recently submitted a "Supplemental Project Description" 
(Attachment 1). 

Specifically, the project has been formally amended to provide for:· 
· additional acreage for restoration of salt marsh wetland habitat; a further 

reduction in the area reserved for mineral production; provisions for 
acquisition of the SCE property to facilitate restoration; deed restrictions 
for the majority of mineral production acreage for either future 
restoration or permanent open space; and a reduction in the size of the 
golf course. These changes, while difficult to achieve, we believe, reflect 
the requests and concerns expressed by Commissioners and Staff at prior 
meetings and hearings. 

.1. Mitisation Ratios 

As with the definition of "restoration," the Coastal Act is silent as to 
specifics regarding target restoration ratios imposing only a "no net loss" 
minimum requirement. In other words, the Act does not ~tablish any 
guidelines on ratios. The Wetlands Guidelines on the other hand state 
" .•. the [California Coastal Commission] determines the applicable 
mitigation ratio on a case-by-case basis ••• [and] has required compensatory 
mitigation ratios greater than l to l." (Section 4.2.3.3, emphases added) 
Also, the Guidelines define the ratio as "values gained per unit area to the 
values lost per unit area." (Section 4.2.3.3) 

As we have noted in previous hearings, and as the Comrirlssion's 
records reflect, there has been a broad range of restoration ratios approved 
by the Commission over the years. In respect for the Act's silence on the 
issue, and the comments in the Guidelines, the Commission has indeed 
approved a range of ratios "on a case-by-case basis." 

. . .· Based on the amendments to the project description, the 
qyantitative restoration ratio in the Hellman Ranch Reserve Project is 
now 2.2:1, well over the 2:1 previously requested by Staff and some · 

• 

• 
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Commissioners, and obviously greater than a "no net-loss" situation. 
Further, if the mineral production area deed restricted for future 
restoration is included, the quantitative mitigation ratio for restoration is 
2.9:1. The qualitative restoration ratio is over 4:1, as determined by 
biologists and engineers utilizing generally accepted state-of-the-art 
modeling techniques. Both the quantitative and qualitative restoration 
ratios are well within the range of ratios approved by the Commission in 
previous (precedential) decisions, and they support the conclusion that, 
indeed, this project achieves restoration and it should be considered a 
restoration project. · 

3. Port of Long Beach Feasibility Study 

Based on requests from various Commissioners at the June lOth · · 
meeting, Hellman Properties and the City of Seal Beach along with your 
Staff, asked the Port of Long Beach (Port) to study whether or not the 
Hellman land would be a feasible restoration site for Port mitigation. As 
stated by the Port's Director of Planning, Geraldine Knatz, in her letter of 
July 23, 1998 (Attachment 2), " ... the Port needs to know what a restoration 
would cost and how much mitigation credit we would receive in order to 
determine whether the project would be feasible." Based on the 
subsequent analysis by the Port and their engineers, the Port determined 
that '~the cost per credit far exceeds the guidelines for a feasible project" 
(quote from their July 23, 1998 letter). The study concluded that the cost of 
restoration would range from $600,000-$852,000 per credit, not including 
land costs or an amount for a maintenance endowment. Port executives 
also have indicated that their most expensive restoration project to date 
cost approximately $150,000 per credit. The Port's statement in their recent· 
letter regarding non-feasibility was identical to the conclusions they 
reached in their 1989 analysis of this property (Attachment 2). 

Based on these two detailed investigations, it is clear that a 
Port/Hellman restoration project is neither a realistic option nor a 
"feasible" alternative within the meaning of the Coastal Act. As you 
know, the Coastal Act defines "feasible" as follows: " ••. capable of being 
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, 
taking into account economic, environmental, social and technic:cU 
fa~rs." (Section 30108) 
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4. Leaat Framework for Approval 

As your Chief Counsel has indicated on the record, there are three 
legally valid approaches for the Commission to approve the project 

L Approval as a restoration project under Section 30233(a)(1); 
II. Approval under Section 30233 and 30411 as an "other feasible 

way to achieve "restoration" rather than a boating facility; 
and, · 

m. Approval under Section 30007.5, "Conflicts and Resolutions". 

The following paragraphs summarize our legal analysis of the 
approval theories. This analysis is also supported by letters from Richards, 
Watson & Gershon, legal counsel to the City of Seal·Beach and the advice 
of your Counsel given to the Commission (Attachment 3 Legal Analyses) 

1 Approval as a restoration project under Section 30233(a)(7) 

• 

Although wetland restoration and enhancement are among the key • 
policy threads running throughout the Coastal Act, the Act does not 
define what is, or is not, a "restoration project". In contrast, Section 30100 
of the Act, entitled '1)efinitions", does define such concepts as "Coastal 
Zone", "Feasible", and "Wetland". On the other hand, the Wetland 
Guidelines define "Wetland Restoration as ''an activity that re-establishes 
the habitats and functions of a former wetland." (Section 4.2.3.1) . 

The Hellman Ranch Reserve is a restoration project. The Reserve 
project will restore nearly 40 aaes of wetlands on the property. Said 
another way, the proposed "activity {will] re-establish the habitats and 
functions of a former wetland." It is an undeniable fact that this project 
restores wetlands. 

Lacking any legal definition as guidance, the determination of what 
is a "restoration" is discretionary and up to the Commission to decide 
taking into account all the facts and c:ircumstances. An affirmative 
decision on this point is supported by: (1) past Commission decisions and 
findings regarding restoration on this property that directly allowed fill for 
ot:P.~ purposes not spedficaiiy permitted in Section 30233 because the fill 
was necessary to achieve higher quality habitat values and restoration of 
the site as a whole; (2) the ,April 1998 Staff report and recommendation for • 
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approval, finding that this project is "restoration1'1; (3) consensus by th I 
Commissions's Chief Counsel and ours that the project can legally be 

I approved; and, (4) numerous biologists, engineers and other wetland 
restoration experts. 

This project achieves restoration of the wetlands, will substantially 
increase biological productivity at the site, and in conjunction with the I 
goH course, as opposed to the previously approved housing projects, is the 

I least environmentally damaging alternative. 

n Approval under Section 30233, utilizing 30411 as an 11other feasible way 

I to achieve restoration" rather than a boating facility. 

As the Commission will remember, there was a great deal of 

I discussion at the June lOth meeting regarding the legal issues, and in 
particular, the 75%/25% ratio concept At that time, staff contended that 
75% of the existing wetlands needed to be restored, as if a boating facility I were going to be built on the other 25%. As you will find in the Act, the 

• 75%/25% language only occurs in subsections Section 30233(a)(3) and 
Section 3041l{b)(2}, and both citations expressly reference boating facilities I only. There are no references in the Act that tie the 75%/25% requirement 
to the concept of using "other feasible ways" to achieve restoration 
(Section 304ll{b)(3)). In addition, the applicability of the 75o/o/25% I constraint is not supported by previously approved projects on this site, 
the Aprill998 Staff report, or the Wetland Guidelines. 

I For further clarification, we did extensive legislative research into 
the history of the Coastal Act, and this research revealed nothing in the 

I Legislative Record that indicates an intent to impose the 75%/25% 
requirement on projects other than boating facilities. In fact, the reverse is 
true: the record shows that SB 656 (September 1982) specifically amended 

I Section 30233 on the subject fl! 75%/25%, and the final Bill states:. 

"These policies [The California Coastal Act of 1972], among other 

I things allow diking, 6.lling, or dredging of a degraded wetland for 
boating facilities if, in conjunction with those facilities, a substantial 
portion of the degraded wetland is restored, and limit the size of the 

I · wetland area used for the facilities to 25% of the portion to be 
restored ... This bill would modify that policy statement to allow the · 
degraded wetland area used .for boating facilities to be up to 25% of 

I • the degraded wetland." 
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m Approval under Section 30007.5, "'Conflicts and Resolutions" 

Although the Commission's Planning Staff may not want to use 
this Section of the Act as a means to approve the Hellman Ranch Reserve 
project, the Chief Counsel is on record at the April 8 public hearing 
indicating that Section 30007.5 is in fact a valid method of approval Our 
legal counsel also agrees that Section 30007 .S is a valid means for approval 

• 

Our counsel disagrees with the Planning Staff that Chapter 3 pollees 
are "self balancing", and we cite not only a reading of the Coastal Act, but 
the Court of Appeal decision in the Bataquitos case which has already 
sanctioned the use of Section 30007.5 to resolve conflicts with respect to 
implementation of wetland policies. Comments at previous hearings 
seem to have suggested that Section 30007.5 applies only within Chapter 3 
of the act, and therefore the Section cannot be used to "balance" between 
Chapters of the Act. As you will note, Section 30007 .S states: "The 
Legislature further finds and recognizes that conflicts may occur between 
one or more policies of the division" [emphasis added]. The "division" • 
referenced in this statement is Division 20 of the Public Resources Code, 
entitled California Coasttzl Act. Section 30007.5 further states: "The 
Legislature therefore declares that such conflicts be resolved in a manner 
which on balance is the most protective of coastal resources." 

Section 30200(b) of the Act informs that Section 30007.5 shall be 
utilized to resolve conflicts "between policies of this chapter .•• ", which is 
Chapter 3 of Division 20, Coastal Resource Plllnning and Management 
Policies • In fact, Section 30200(b) is merely a restatement of the 
applicability of 30007 .S to Chapter 3 since 30007 .S explicitly applies to the 
entire Division (aka the Act). Were Section 30007.5 to be applicable to only 
Chapter 3, then the Section would ~ state that fact, and it would be . 
numbered 30207.5, and not 30007.5. · 

Recognizing that 30007.5 was included in the Coastal Act to resolve 
unforeseen conflicts throughout the entire Act (as it clearly reads), and not 

·. just Chapter 3, then the Section can be readily applied here to resolve any 
apparent conflicts between Chapters of the Act. 

. The Commission clearly has the discretion to invoke this provision 
if it chooses to do so. · 
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5. Conclusions 

The Hellman Ranch Reserve project as proposed and modified by 
the applicant is the most feasible, most environmentally sensitive 
alternative for this property. The Coastal Commission staff in the4' April 
1998 report wrote "[Developing around] and avoiding or leaving the 
existing degraded wetlands unrestored, would not be a less 
environmentally damaging 'alternative." Other resource agencies have 
made findings that the severely degraded wetlands status quo condition is 
unacceptable and that high-quality restoration may be achieved with 
development of adjacent property, which includes fill of existing wetlands 
so that restoration could occur. These findings have been made because . . . 
the property's wetlands are so severely degraded that over 90% (25 acres) 
are completely void of habitat and vegetation. As you know, the site has 
no natural tidal inlet and is located almost 1 mile from the ocean. 

There are no statewide implications regarding wetlands policy 
because in 1982 and again in 1990, the Commission made findings 
regarding this property to allow for wetlands restoration and 
consolidation, in exchange for development of adjacent property. These 
approvals included fill of severely degraded wetlands in order to achieve 
substantial increases in wetlands values for the entire property. Both of 
these decisions were found to be consistent with Coastal Act policies, and 
they support the concept of restoration with adjacent development. In 
response to some Commissioner's concerns, we have provided a one-page 
flow-chart describing previous projects, the current project and methods of . 
approval consistent with Coastal Act policy. (See Attachment 4). 

The Hellman Ranch project now includes: 
• Public dedication of over 64 acres (33% of the property. 

owner's property) for wetlands and/ or park uses; 
• Creation of a nearly 40-acre wetland at no cost to the public; 
• Permanent preservation/ creation of parks and trails; 
• Creation of visitor-serving and recreational uses; 
• An 80o/o reduction in residential density; 
• An interpretive facility and a site for a relocated historic 

home . 
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All of these benefits should be considered within the context that 
over 80% of the property will be permanent open space and that over 90% 
of the property will be publicly accesSt"ble. This is a very good plan for the 
community, for the local and regional environment, and for the dtizens 
of California. 

This may be one of the better Coastal Commissions that has ever 
served for the State of California. It is a balanced Commission and a 
Commission that is very insightful and knowledgeable. You have the 
discretion to approve what the Coastal Commission's Executive Director 
called in the June Staff report ua vast improvement over previous -
proposals for this property.u We believe that you have a very sound basis, 
factual and legal, to approve the Hellman Ranch Reserve project. 

Sincerely, 

HELLMAN PROPERTIES, LLC 

0
~ ,.... 

~errv< # • i ~ _, ~Jv'\ 
Dave Bartlett Jerry Tone 

Attachments 

Copies: Coastal Corrun.Jssion Staff 
Members of the Oty of Seal Bead\ Oty Council 
Members of the Oty of Seal Beach Planning Commission 
State Senator Ross Johnson 
Supervisor Jim Silva 
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August 25, 1998 

HELLMAN PROPERTIES LLC 
POST OFFICE BOX 2398 

711 SEAL BEACH BOULEVARD 
SEAL BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90740 

(Via Fax and U.S. Mail} 

Chairman Rusty Areias and Members of the 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 Fremont StTeet • Suite 2000 · 

·San Francisco, CA 94105 

Re: Hellman Ranch Reserve (COP No. 5-97·367) 

Dear Chairman Areias and Commissioners: 

• 

The function of this letter is to amend the description of the Hellman 
Ranch Reserve (Reserve) project which is now before the Coastal • 
Commission for consideration. This is the first amendment to the Reserve 
project, which has been in permit process since November 1997. 

BACKGROUND 

We have discussed all of the proposed changes with staff, some dating 
back to December 1997. The bulk of the modifications have been suggested 
by staff and agreed to by the applicant with discussion at the two 
Commission public hearings. Most recently, we discussed further 
modifications to the Reserve with the Executive Director on Tuesday, July 
28, 1998 and again in Huntington Beach on Tuesday, August 11, 1998. The 
current staff report also discusses and analyzes the most recent ~ges to 
the plan, while acknowledging that a formal amendment has not been 
requested. 

. AMENDMENT TO PRQJECT DESCRIPl1QN 

Hellinan Properties hereby amends the desaiption of the Hellman Ranch 
Reserve project to incorporate the following provisi011:5. 

1. Increase the size of the salt marsh restoration project from 23.1 aaes 
to 39.1 acres available for immediate restoration. •• 

: 
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Chairman Areias and Commissioners 
August 25, 1998 
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2. Add a conservation easement and deed restriction to portions of the 
mineral production area (13.2 acres) that would allow for either 
future wetlands creation or for open space, thereby providing future 
opportunities for restoration or permanent protection of those lands 
from urban development. This includes the entire mineral 
production parcel adjacent Haynes Cooling Channel and 50% of the 
central portion of the area reserved for mineral production. With 
this conservation easement, the total lands now reserved for 
wetlands restoration either through immediate restoration or future 
restoration has been amended from 23.1 to 52.3 acres. 

3. Reduce the size of the golf course from 107.5 acres to 102.5 acres. 

4. Reduce the size of the mineral production areas from 55 acres 
(existing) to 28.2 acres (proposed with the permit application) to 24.2 
acres (proposed with this amendment) and move existing m.iJ.'\eral 
production facilities to another suitable location on the property. 
This will allow for additional wetland restoration adjacent to the 
Haynes Cooling Channel and the proposed restoration site. 

5. Eliminate the creation of freshwater wetlands and replace with the 
salt marsh wetlands as discussed above. 

6. Provide for the acquisition of the 8 acre Southern California Edison 
(SCE) property that bisects the proposed restoration area. The 
acquisition of this property will allow for wetlands consolidation and 
restoration. 

We trust this formally clarifies the description of the project for which 
Hellman Properties LLC seeks a coastal development permit. Please 
contact me at 714-898-0600 or Jerry Tone at 415-392-8969, ext. 17 if you have 
any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Bellman Properties LLC 

ORIGINAL SIGNED AND SENT AUGUST25 
Dave Bartlett 
Pto~ Manager 

Copies: Peter Douglas 
OluCkDamm 
Teresa Henry 
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July 23, 1998 

Mr. Keith Till 
City of Seal Beach 
211 8th Street 
Seal Beach, CA 90740 

Subject: Wetland Restoration at Hellman Properties .. 
Dear Mr. Till: 

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 2S meeting, the 
Port needs to know what a restoration would cost and how 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 altematives. 
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 struc1:ur'es. 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 nm 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 800A. of the ratio used for the recent 
resto~on by Port ofLos Angeles at Batiquitos Lagoon. Since that ratio was 1.14:1, ~ 
Hellman ratio would be 0.9: 1, which would give the Port no more than 45 credits . 

. : 
Neither of1he two options studied by Moffatt & Nichol is acceptable tb the Port ofLong 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 Oc:cur if Option B were 
modified in several major ways: 

tta&SID&NT ... & ................... ... 
-.rDS I"'Ot ICIICZU.DICIE 11t I:XIICII!T 
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1. The land owner aarees to on-site~ (there may or may not be land available; ao 
the two previous Port mitigation proJects excavated soil had to be kept on site in order 
to make tho projects oconomically feasible and to protect the neighbOring communities 
&om the thousands of truck trips that would be needed to haul dirt offsito) 

2. The land owner dedicates. rather than sells; the laad 
3. The endowment fimd is as small as possible consistent with adequate long-term 

maiDtenance, 8DCI . · 
4; Field studies mlhe San Gabriel Rivei,"wbicb'would take approximately six weeKi to 

complete, justify raising the mitigation ratio to at least 1.0:1 instead of 0.9:1. 

HABITAT MODEL 

option A 
()ptjB 
Modmed Option B 

ELIGmLB MAXIMUM 
ACRES CREDITS 

32 27 
50 45 
50 50 

COST 
$23M 
S27M 
$13M 

COST/CREDIT 
Sl52t000 
$600,000 
$260,000 

If all these factors occur, project costs could be reduced to about $260,000 per credit. That amouat, 
although nearly twice the cost of the recent Bolsa Cbica deal, would make the project feaslole for 
tho Port. 

The Port of~eacb appreciates the opportunity to evaluate a possible Hellman Ranch 
project and th the City of Seal Beach, Jerry Tone, and Dave Bartlett for their cooperatiao. 
I would like, too, to acknowledge tho dedication and cooperation of the Coastal Commission, 
the Corps of Engineers, National Marine Fisheries Service, Fish and W'J.ldlife Service, and tho 
Department ofFish and Game throughout this accelerated process. 

Ifyou have any questions,, please do Dot hesitate to contact me. 

CC. D. Bartlett (Hellman), 1. Tone (Hellman), P. Douglas (CCC), T. Henry (CCC), 1. 
Fancher (USFWS), R. Hoffman (NMFS), A. Allen (USACE), M. Fluharty (CDFG) 
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Ill'.. 'loa C&'aftCSa11 
• Deputy l>ireot.or 
~and use ' OC4an aasourcaa · 
calito~nia coascal Comaiaaion 
•11 uova~d Streec, •~ Floo: 
San Francisco. CA !4105 . 

Me.aoranci\Dil ot Or\cJe~atandin; CHOU) vie~». 
MOtA DeVelo~men\ eorpora~ion 

Dear -roa: 

on Nov•~·~ 1~, ~· •ca~d of K&~Dor Coaa1s•1one:s vi11 take 
ac:tion Oft the MO'C1 vitl\ Kola Dava1oplftent CeirpOJ>a~ion. lfbia MOO 
allows the lore ot teng Baach to p&rtteSpa~ in a wetland 
l'ea~ora~i•n vithlft th& Mola eevelopaent:. 

. 
Tn• usa of excavated aatarJ.al 01\ oz- neu ~· rest.orat.icm. •it.• ia 
a cr1~1ca1 tact.or that. .aka1.restoretion ecoDcaically vi~le. 
J'or ax&apla, at our vet.1t.nc:l =--•~ont.icm 1.1\ saal BeaCh Naval · · 
waapon• sta~ioca, axca•ate4 aoU. i• uua; u•e4 to fiU low apota 
and ~or:•••• the beS.tat of ua Z'lEla ran9e ~ai'IHJ, A~ ouzo Newport. 
aay r:aatoratuft l'ZOO,•ot, axcavatecl eo11 vaa u•e4 'to ~&d.e 
act;aoaft't llOUSing ~48 lor t.ba twine ccmpuy. . • . . 

~ • ~IN~ .UI:J::IQ ,, 
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lh:'. Tom trandal1 
Pap I 

•• Oct.o!Jea.- JD, 1111 

CITV ij-------

• 

t&•tlr. ~ City •f seal laao~ has indicate« to us ~ ita 1a•~·~ 
or. sep~•~•t II, 1111 that t.tt.•y would ex;>ect ~· Poft to ? 
aub•141ae ~· C.f.ty for ~~ los• ux revenue due ~o tbe 

.e11a1nation of tbt bo~•inl develep••n~ ••f•~• they would •~PPO~ • 
· u •all-ve~1&n4• option. This, I aa eu~• )'~" aust ~•aU.ae, ve 
·~~ ~11 ~ do Vi~ port ~CYeft~··· 

our gn4a~•t•n41Dg vLth tk• vildlite a9enc1es ~11• tor anv 
ai~1,atioft c~•4~t& thl~ ~8Ult t~=- thic projeot to be uaad for 
non-112020 Plan• 1an4f.f.11a. Tl\11 •eana aoy c:~e4i~• v111 lte uaH 
Cor a~or •1ip tills or ~stralghteft1nv ~t~·,he &ho~a11ne co· 
acooaaodata ~b&~f conatzue~ion v1tb1ft t~• exi1~1n; b&%~or •~••· 
~ nee4 tor •.f.~it•tioa I•~ ~••• iftnar har~or pro,•ct- 1• 
a1nor, and the ~.nt~y p~oposa4 ~••to~•~'~ araa ahould ~ 
•~fl£oien~ for tb••• n••••· 
%t there a~:• any further 4\laltlona rqac-cU.e; ~~ Port•• pos1•ion 
on ~is pro,to~, plea•• l•~ •• kbow •. %.vl11 ~~ »resan~ &~ tha 
Rov~r hear~Af 'o •~••• ~~· Po~•• 'aeantioas •. 

a ftoanly, -~ 

-.-.r'---.~,...rJ~.~ 
Dinot-o~ o~ PlaMiftl 

cc: Clluc:k DaM, ~ leaob aeastal Cou1•a1oa ottioe 
Ja~ Ainave~. Long BeaCh Cota'al co .. 1sa1on Dflioe 
t.aa Bill, toLl . . 

-·~•-bOIN.,U~ 

'J,~ 

.. 
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OtJ'IL1NE Of LEGAL ISSUE$ BE Hflt MAN 1lANCII 
D. DwiJht Worcfca. Esq. 

11151P8 

VOte• ta•aJ 711• ..... ...... .. ,., ,. .... , .. 

The foDov.iDa is atummal)' outline of the key le.aaJ issues retatina to Commissioa ac:tiGa 
OD the He1Jman J.lanch project. 

1. ,APP&OVAJ. AS A USTOMTJON JJNDER SECIJON 3Q233(&)CZ) 
. 

t'hiJ secaioa a11owJ fiU ill wetlands for -restoratioD purposes". Pincfinss by tlae 
CommissiOG that the Hellmu project qualifies are supported by: · 

A. The Commission'st912 aad 1990 actions approviDa fill in c:onjuDCtio.D 
with restoration OD the Bellman property. 

B. 1be ltd' Apdl7, 1998 repon recommeadin& apprOVIJ of the projlcl u a 
meanin&fiil restoration uadtt dis sectioa. 

C. Lep1 Cou.Dsel'a advice to the Commiaion a the hea.riDp that if' the 
Commission makes tbe fmdinss this is a viable apprOVIJ theoly. 

D. ~·is DOl cJcfined by the Al:t. The determination is a qutltiaD of 
6ct left to the ctilcntioa of the Commiuioa 

E. The resource apncies and the biologists recommende4 that the sc:attDd 
Hdlmaa degraded ad severely degracfecJ wetlands 'be consotidlted ltDd restored iD one~ ... 
Dear the tidal ialet. To accomplish this objective requires excavation ud fiDma. aad theief'orc c:an 
be fouDd to be for restorative purposes. 

2. APPJ.OVAL lJNDEll30233 AND 30411 AS AN "QDDER. fUSJILE" WAX 
llATHEll THAN A BQATJNGFACUJTY TOACHIE.VE.ll'ESTQRADQN OO!T$ 

'1hese JeC1icms. lad topther. aUow approval of' the HeDmm project u a better, fMwihle 
way to_ldUeve restoration JOI]s than through constructioD of' a boatina 6cility. A Commiaion 
-wrovat findins oa this theory is supported by: 

A. SectioD 30411 imposes a 75/25 restoration ratiO ODiy for projects tbat 
inducle a boatins ficility. Tile 7S/2S languap occurs •Dif ill subsectioA (b)(2) of' Section 30411 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

and in Section 30233(a)(3) both of which expressly reference, and arc therefore limitecl to, 
boatiDg faci1ities. 

•, 
B. The Commission can approve the HeDman project UDder a scpmre 

subsecdon, 30411(b)(3). which does not impose a 75125 ratio on •other feasa"bJe ways .. to achitMt 
werlaDds values. 

C. lep1 Counsel is on record is to the viability. subject to approjmate 
lndinp, of this theory for approval. 

D. · A rmew of' the legislative histOI)' of Sections 30233 and 30411 reveals • 
Dothina to indicate an inteat to impose the 75/25 requiremem on projects other than boatiDs 
facDities. 

E. BoatinJ &c11itics are dirty. noisy and otherwise lwm1b1 to wedaDd viJueL 
It is lo~caJ to impose a 7S/25 limitation on boating fac::ilitics, to lllow boatiDs related recreational 
aoaJs to be achieved while Jimhina the adverse impacts ofboatiq Acilitjes to 25%. 11U rational 
does DOt apply to the HeUman project thai does not have the harmfW impacu of a boatiDs 
&cility • 

P. The CommiJsion•s prior apprcmls in 1982 and 1990. and the ltd' 
remrftmeadation for approval dated April7 1991, did DOt raise the 751.25 issue. 

G. the Commission Wetland GuideliDes reflect the Commission's tdopled 
iatcrpretation of SeetiODS 30233 and 304111Dd conclude that the 7S/2S ratio does DOt apply to 
•other fea.si'ble ways• to achieve wetland values; instead the ttandard is "no aetloss"'with projec&s 
cnc:oura&ed to produce a net increase. 

R The Guidelines are import.IDl: . 

Public resources Code Section 30620(b ): The GuidertDeS ue 1111duigned to tlSfbllO«Jl 
~ 1M Ct»n111ission. t.md perstlllS sui}«:t to 1M prov/sio1ll qfthis dtap/M' In 
detmlllnlng hllw 1M ptJiidu of this diWsitJIIsbaU IMilJIPiillll in tJ. t:l)GSial~:DM prltJt' IP 
t:t111iflCIIIirJtJ of 1ct»1 t:tJ4fltl1 JII'OII*L • 

•[I)IM ~ tn IM.fonnu!DtiDn qfa genNal policy tntmdeJJto gowmjlltJnpolicy 
tntmded to govemfutw' pm111t tkt:bitJM..._ • lacjfie l..eJal FOUJt4ation v Califpmia CqptaJ 
Commission.. 33 Cal 34 lSI. 168 

L 1'be Commission has relied on mel applied the Guidelines to 1D1DY 01ber 
projects. indudirtg iostaDces whl:re fill was IBowed ill wedaads See, e.a.. Los Cerritos 
~ey Projea_ CP-Wl . 

J.. The adoption of the picldlnes \VIS the result ot a series of pubic bariDp 
ad measive input. They are stiD timely IDd imponaDt. They were rej)Ublished by die . 
Commission IS roceatly IS 1994 iD tbe Commissioa•s 1.994 ".Procedural Guidance for tbe l.tNiew 
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ofWctland Projects in Canfomia's Coastal Zoae. • 

k.. The Courts wiD consider and rcJy on the adopted Guidelines ill int~ 
provisions of the Act &ivina •p:at weiaht• to the Guidetmes as the administrative interptetadoa. 
of the Al:t or those characd with lmptementa%ioD a4 enforcement of the Ac::t. See. .... nev-. 
Y citY of San Dicaa (1983) 147 C.A. 3d 11 [CODStnlctioD by those clw'aecf with ac1miDisterias a 
statute atitJed to areat wr:iabt; admiDistrative iDtetpretatioa owr course ofyea.rs by qeaq 
imp1emeDtina statute 'WiD DOt t>e set aside \IDleu dearly erroneous]; Hom y. swoa (191) (Failure 
10 modify admiDistra!ive practice/ interpretation or statute over Jona period is stronJ indicator dllt 
practict/ interpretation is eoasistcut with Jcgis1atiall] 

L . tbe Guidelines aDow approval of the HeDman project state. See. pideliaa 
paps 53-56. 

3. THE HEIJ,WNPllQJECl CAN QUAT lfY AS THE I EW PAMAGJNG 
FEASmi.E ALTEINATI\$. 

The CommissioDiftl.IA find tha:t a wetland project iDvolvma .611 il mitipted a is the IIMt 
damagina feast'ble alternative. A Commission fiDdina ia lbil regard u to the Bellmua project 
would be JesaDy toUDd and supported by: 

A The coastJl Act definiDOD of~: ..••. cqpablt ofkillg a«omp1issttdln II 
•t:calfol 'l/lalll'leT In a ritiiSIJnll'blt periotl D/liml. ding tnto l#t:tllllll econt~~~~lc. ~ 
I'DI:ialliiJ/l tet:hno'logicd fat:;ton." Sectioa 30101. 

B. The appliclnt•s feut'bitity liWysis addressina (l)technical&ua-mnty (2) econonDc 
feuibiJBy. 

c. 1bc feubDity IDIJysis contaiDed iD tile project EJB.. 
. 

D. The Jade or substaatial evideAee that a Jaraer project is ill fac:l hsible 

E. Tbe recent iDput &um the Port otLona Beach that alarpr. project is 110t AIAie 

F. The commission's191Z .S 1990 lcticms ad the April 7. 1991 statrrcpon. · 

4. mE P&OJ£CTMAJIE APPROVED TfiJ\OUGHIALANCINGllND'EI SlcrJON 
.SOOQ7.5 

Sectioa30007 .S ottbe act apress1y l1lows the Commission to balaace what it fii'Ciiwl 
to be. Coaflictina policies of die Act. 

I: . . 

A. Section 30007.5 1UIS inserted iato the Act by the •slature to aBow for prqjcct 
approval m the &ce or conflictiiJa policies. 

• 

• 

• 
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• 

B. WbUe the ptannins staff c.toes not waat the Commission to invoke this Section. it is 
pan of the statute and the Commission bas the rishts if' not the duty, to iDvokc it in ap,Propriatc 
circumstances. 

C. To the extent the Commission determines that the poficies of the act cucourasma 
wetland restoration conflict with policies discouraging fill. Section 30007.5 allows approval. 
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RICHARDS, WATSON & GERSHON 
Ill IOANE"t'8ATLAW 

A~DI:IT...._OO,.,......_.. 

. THlR'I'Y-EIGHTM IIII.OCR 
eaa 80U'1'H HOPE81181 -..,. -=woo..,_ ..,..,._ • LOS ANCIIILI!S. CAUFORNIA IJCIOJ't•t .. 

c;n:t)aettlt 
FACaiMILE CIHIQ- OGn 

I"'M'f..fiOI.IR UON'I'OO~ ..,_... 
&AN f'IIIN'ICI800, CAI.J'IOIIINIA ... , ...... , 

(4111)...,_.,. 

August 19, 1998 

Bon; Chairman Rusty Areias and Members 
California Coastal Commission 
1400 N Street Suite 9 
Sacramento, California 95814 

fiAC8IMIUI (4•8.1 ..., .... 

OIIW<IIII 00\lllnY ..,_ 
........,.. OHIICIMOCieN'NIII--.. 
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Re: Bellman/Seal Beach/Applicatign No· 5-97-367 

Honorable Chairman Areias and Members: 

We serve as the City Attorney for the City of Seal 
Beach. Enclosed is a letter, dated JUne 3, 1998, that we 
submitted to the Commission prior to the last hearing on this 
matter. We respectfully request that you consider this letter 
and the June 3 letter in connecti~~ with your deliberation. 

As you know, this matter was continued: to await 
conipletion of the Port of Long Beach Feasibility Study; to allow 
further analysis of Section 30411 and •the 7St-2St issue•V; and 
to allow the owner to consider modifying the project. 

'l'he Feasibility Study has now been completed, and the 
Port has determined that a Port-Bellman restoration project is 
not feasible.· 'l'he Port ~etermined that •the cost per credit far 
exceeds the guidelines tor a feasible project.• Moreover, the 
owner has offered additional modifications to the project which . 
will increase the acreage of the restored vetlanda. 

Nonetheless, we have been informed that staff may atill 
be stubbornly clinging to its belatedly fozmed opinion that the 
project •cannot be legally approved..• As pointed out in the 
attached letter, your Chief Counsel has already o,pinec! ~t the 

.: I 
l1 On July 28, 1998, the owner submitted information and 
legal analysis to Teresa Henry concerning this issue. We trust 
such information has been forwarded to the Commission members. In 
the interest of brevity, we will not repeat that analyaia here. 
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. .. 
Commission clearly has the discretion to approve this project, an 
opinion with which we concur. 

Please recall that staff had originally recommended 
approval of the project, as proposed. After the initial hearing, 
staff changed its recommendation, and is now recommending that 
the golf course be deleted. If the golf course is not approved, 
we fear that the owner will abandon the project, leaving the 
property vacant and eliminating any restoration of the severely 
degraded wetlands. 

It is important to emphasize, once again, that the 
subject property in its current state is DQk a significant 
coastal resource, and is not providing any benefit to the public. 
The property is undeveloped except for oil production equipment. 
The historical wetlands on the property are degraded and severely 
degraded almost to the point of non-existence.. The major 
challenge with this site bas 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--significant 
open apace, over 40 acres of restored and reconatructed ... wetlands, 
very low density residential development, and visitor·serving 
recreational opportunities--meets that challenge • 

The current project is the moat positive and 
environmentally productive proposa~ 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 p~eviously been approved. Compared to past approyed 
proposals for 1,000 homes, and then 329 homes, the latter having 
also been approved by the Coastal Commission, the current project 
is a tremendous opportunity for all those members of the public 
who use and enjoy our beautiful coastal resources. 

In summary, the City of Seal Beach respectfully urges 
the Commission to approve the project to ensure that this 
incredible opportunity to restore coastal wetlands and enhance 
coastal recreation opportuni~~es through limited density' 
residential development will not be lost. 

... 

Very truly yours, 

~'??1~ 
Quinn· M. BUrow 
City Attob.ey 
City of Seal aeach 

cc: Jobn Auyoung (By facsimile ao that this let~er . and the June 
3 ~etter are included in the agenda packet) 
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Hon. Chairman Rusty Areias and Members 
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Re: Hellman Properties/Seal Beach/Application Ro. 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 
restoration of the severely degraded wetlands. 

• 

~e revised staff report: -1. States, incorrectly, that there is no legal basis 
for approval of the project;- . 

2. 
and 

Forms conclusions without any evidentiary support; 

3. Relies, inappropriately, on a non-precedential 
trial court opinion -- Bolaa Cb.1ca laud ~tv. CCC-· that can 
easily be distinguished, while ignoring controlling appellate 
authority~ See, e.g., S1erra Club v. cali.f'tbr:aia Coastal 
C~asion, 19 Cal.App.4th 547, 561-562 (4th District, 1993) 
(Dredging of Batiquitos Lagoon consistent with Coastal Act). • 
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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 baa the diacretion ~o 
approve this project. At the April hearing, he outlined three 
different legal theories upon which your decision can. be 
based.~ 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.•.V . · 

Further, staff relies heavily upon a non-binding, non-· 
precedential trial court opinion in Bolsa 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. CaliforD.ia Coastal Commission, 19 C&l.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. 

1.1 Under separate cover, the applicant, Bellman Properti:es LLC, 
has submit;ted a letter which amplifies each of the three legal 
bases out·lined by the Chief Counsel. We concur in the 
applicant~.s analysis. I 

1..1 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 DO 
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 • 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, undevelqped 
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. Aa your staff had correctly pointed-out, ·~o 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 ~n 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 devel~ent on this 
problem-laden site propc;sed 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 •. Comparee! 
to past agproved proposals for 1,000 homes, and then 329 homes, 
the latter having also been approved by the Coastal CommissiOD, 
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 public who use and enjoy our beautiful 
coastal resources. 

· · ·.The process of creating the current proposal has 
involved t delicate balancing of the needs of the public and the 
City, the protection and restoration of coastal'resourcea, and 
the landowners, right to develop their pr~rty. 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, inc~u~ing: 

* 28 acres of restored, dedicated and maintained coascal 
wetlands, currently degraded or severely degraded, wi~ 
no expenditure of public fundal 

• 'l'he vast majority of the property, one of the last 
vacant parcel• in Seal Beach, will be maintained aa 
open space, 

• A high-quality public golf course, providing an · 
important visitor-serving recreational opportunity, 

• 

• 

* 

The dedication of Gum Grove Park to the City for a 
public park in perpetui ty1 

The dedication of public trails near the restored 
wetlands 1 and 

:Residential development that is 20' of the denaity 
previoualy aRProved by thia Commiasion apd th• 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 with 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. -

Ve~ truly yours, . . . 

~?17~ 
Quinn M. Barrow . 
City Attorney 
City of Seal Beach 
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COASTAL COMMISSION HEARING APRIL 7,1998 

HELLMAN RANCH 
5-97·367 · .. 

UNEDITED PORTIONS OF TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS MADE BY 
RALPH FAUST, LEGAL COUNSEL 

• 
] 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 J approving or will approve ~e fill in the wetlands and what I want to talk about is 
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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 · : 
3041l(b) in which the Dept. of Fish & Game found that there was not a feast"ble 
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 consolidatedA 
and based on that consolidation restored wetlands, provided a restored wetland ar~ 
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 that 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 y~ 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 Pish & 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 
& .Qime, specifically with reference to a possible approval of a boating facility under 
Section 30233(a)(3) of the Coastal A~ Section 30233 is the provision that allows this 
Commission to determine whether or not to approve fill, or dredge of existing • 
wetlands. That section, which has to form the basis ~ your approval says that fill 
cannot occur unless there are no feasible, less environmentaDy damaging 

. alternatives, unless feasible mitigation measures are put in place to m.irUDUze 

. 1 
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adverse environmental impacts, and unless the fill is for one of eight specified [ 
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allowable uses that are contained in Section 30233. 

What I want to spend the rest of my time doing is discussing several of those. The [ 
staff report proposes approval under Section (a){7), calling it a restoration project. 
The positive aspect of this, the pro's if you please, 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 
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 
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 like Batiquitos was for ( 
example, a project the sole purpose and intent of which is to achieve restoration. 
Which is what traditionally (a){7) has been thought to mean. Rather, this is a 
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 of 
the on 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 
like Batiquitos for example was. 

I 
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 
the golf course. A second alternative that's been identified as a possibility for 
approval here, is Section 3023S(a)(S). 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 f 
clearest link to the Fish & Game study and it is after all the Fish &t Game study that's 
providing the driving rationale for this approval. For restoration of these wetlands 
in a consolidated manner. It's also consistent with the Coastal Commission's J 
adopted Interpretive Guidelines. Those 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 otheJ; things~: a visitor 
serving commercial recreatiorial use ·as is the case here. The guidelines found that . 
in certain circumstances other uses, besides boating facilities, could be approved as if I 
they were boating facilities and where restoration could be achieved, pursuant to the 
recommendation of the Dept. of Fish & Game. 

' The negatives of this particular theory approval are first that it is not a boating 
facility. This is in no sense a boating facility. Second, that this particular use and the 
particular use here is that is being placed on top of the ~g wetlands is a golf { 
course~ and a golf course is not an identified use, either under any of the 8 
provisions of Section S02SS 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 resu.Jations. We've litip.ted that issue. They are ~ply,guidelines. 'Ibey were 
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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. 

. 
Fmally, and perhaps most important, the theory of approval under 3023S(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 S, the Chapter 3 policies, under which you 
approved. development. Section 30007 .S 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 t:Jalll 
project in a manner which is on-balance most protective of significant coutal WI' 
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 S. 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 ~ with the liabilities, on-balance you can find it's moat 
environmentally protective. 

Mr. OUlirm.an: Mr. Faust, this is a wonderful presentation, but I've got to ask you to 
summarize it. rve got an hour presentation now by the applicant, and in faimess, 
and I have a hundred people here that need to speak. So please summarize. 

Mr. Faust Mr. pwrm.an I will move as quiclcly as I can. I am almost finished. 

Mr. Ol8irman: · · . ~ don't believe you, but go ahead. 

(Laughter] 

Mr. Faust: Thank you for your confidence. 
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Commissioner .. 
Allen?: Actually, Mr. Chairman, fd 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 · f 
ever we may feel about the project we are here as a Commission and we have L 
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 quicldy Mr. Chairman. The second positive of the balancing 

theory is that the restoration based on this consolidation which was recommended 
in the Fish & Game study may quite legitimately be found as the most protective of 

( 
significant coastal resources. This is one way in ~hich 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 
Commission has traditionally held that Section 30233 and 30260 are what we call, f 
self-balancing and thus they are not properly balanced against other Chapter 3 · 
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, J 
approve something other than a coastal dependent industrial facility under Section 
30260 merely because it ma.xim.izec:l access or something. You would not get there 
under that section. Nonetheless, I don't see that as something that precludes the ·J 
Commission using balancing in this instance, if it chooses to. But it is a concern 
with regard to your precedent. The second thing that I will mention, and I will J 
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. Chairman 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 &om the Commission's 
perspective on revised findings in this matter assuming you do approve this project. { 
That concludes my remarks.· . 

Mr. Chairman: Thank you Mr. Faust. I uh., twice you referred to the policy staff. I think you 
mean the planning staff. We have administrative staff, a planning staff I believe 
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 
was .merely distinguishing "you all" &om "we lawyers." 

I • ·{Laughter] . 

Mr. Chairman: Thank you very much. OK, let's go to the applicant How much time do you ] 
need Mr. Tone? · 
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California Coastal Commission 
South Coast Area 
POBox 1450 
200 Oceangate. 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Dear Commissioners, 
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1225 Crestview Avenue 
Seal Beach, CA 90740 
September 1, 1998 
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SEP 4 1998 Jj) 
CALifORNIA 

CO,~STAl COA1M!SSt0f'\; 

I am writing in support of Permit Number 5-97-367, The Hellman Properties. 

My home on Crestview Avenue in Seal Beach backs up to the property/project In 
question. I have owned this property since 1972 and have watched the wetlands 
adjacent to my backyard become further and further degraded. Gum Grove Park is 
almost devoid of the number of trees which once made this park a natural beauty. 

I fought against the Mola Development Corporation's plan for developing this same 
area. It would have been a calamity for the people of Seal Beach. The development 
as currently proposed is beautiful and functional for humans, other animals and plant 
life. 

We have all waited beyond patience. Please help us to see the current plan 
materialize. 

Yours truly, 

r!t~c.~~~ 
Cecile E. Maurice 

..... _ ........... ----- -- .... -- ·- ..... 
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CAUfORt~i.A. 
COASTAL COMMISSIO~'·-' 

August 16, 1998 

Dear Members of the Coastal Commissio~ · · 

I do not usually write letters to political boards. I am concerned that the HeJJman 
Ranch project will be denied and the path will be paved for a large residential 
development that will negatively impact our city. The traffic problem will be 
horrible because the development can only give access from Seal Beach Blvd. The 
little open space that we have in the city will feel the strain of additional use. Larger 
restored wetlands will be difficult and expensive to maintaln at cost to the citizens 
of Seal Beach. 

Please review this plan with on open mind. You have to look at all aspects. What it 
will cost the city, the developer, the environment. And what will we gain from this 
plan? This is the best plan that has come before the city. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Je~~ 
1445 Crestview Ave 
Seal Beach, Ca 90740 
562/598-4720 



Dear Coastal Commission, 

CALIFORNIA 
c::c.:)A.ST.t.l C:CMt-/,!SSICN 

August 15, 1998 

I have lived in Seal Beach my entire life. Seal Beach is a small city but it has a lot 
to offer its residents. Restoring wetlands is a sood thing to do, but it must be done 
in a way that will support the restoration. I have never seen the proposed restored 
wetland area look anything like a wetland. Even after El Nino this winter, the fresh 
or salt water didn't flow in a manner that would sustain natural sea life. 

Having the open space of the golf course will be good for the entire city. Even 
people who don't play golf have said that they are looking forward to seeing all that 
green space. You see that much space and you feel that birds can fly and children 
can run. We even had a grassy area dedicated for soccer but you requested that it 

• 

be turned into more wetlands. • 

Please consider this plan carefully. Listen to what the people of Seal Beach say. 
We want to preserve our city more that the Commission wants to. 

Thank you for reading this letter. 

~7~·~ ~(~ 
Todd Cutu1i 
1445 Crestview Ave 
Seal Beach, Ca 90740 
562/598-8233 

• 



• 

• 

August 1 S, 1998 

Dear Honorable Members of the Coastal Commission, 

I am currently a member of the Planning Commission for the City of Seal Beach. I 
have been following the different proposals for the development of the Hellman 
Ranch area. There have been several other proposals over the years. This current 
proposal meets the criteria of environmental restoration and city development. The 
City of Seal Beach is concerned with negative impact from too much development 
and the loss of open space. By restoring the wetlands, having the open space of the 
golf course and the limited residential development, the citizens of Seal Beach feel 
that this plan will work for everyone. · 

Please consider the people who will be impacted the most from your decision. 
More wetlands at the cost of doubling or tripling the number of residential units will 
clog our streets (Pacific Coast Highway being a main highway for the city), impact 
the little open space we do have and create a wetland situation that might actually 
fail to be viable. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. If you wish to discuss this further, please 
feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

r~··~~~~ 
Leonard P. Cutuli 
Planning Commissioner 
1445 Crestview Ave 
Seal Beach, Ca 90740 
S62/S98-SOS4 



,. At i ... .,..._ • ...t~/t.. 

:oA~ in~. '"'·..,."" ~ .. sA~iust 16. 1998 • 

Dear Honorable Members of the Coastal Commission, 

I am an eighteen year resident of Seal Beach. I have seen several different plans for 
the Hellman Ranch area of Seal Beach. The .Present plan of restored wetlands, golf 
course and residential is the. best one for the city. It preserves the most open space· 
and minimizes the impact of new residential developments on the environment and 
the city. · 

When a plan for high density residential use was put before the city in the past, the 
citizens of Seal Beach used the referendum method to allow the people a voice. As 
you are all probably aware, it was soundly defeated. I feel that the people of Seal · · · 
Beach have voiced their opinion again by the support they have shown for this 
current project. As a group, we are frankly confused by the constant rescheduling 
of the meetings to determine the fate of the Hellman Ranch. To more fully develop 
the wetlands would require massive engineering because the already altered :Dow of 
the tidal waters. To pay for something of that order, you would need many more • 
residential units to oft' set the cost. Seal Beach has already demonstrated its lack of 
enthusiasm for a project like that. 

Please listen to the people of the area. We want to keep our city small, friendly and 
open.· The present plan for the Hellman Ranch area will truly benefit the people of 
Seal Beach and all the visitors that come to enjoy our city. 

Thank you for your attention to my letter. 

Sincerely, 

M ganCutuli 
1445 Crestview Ave 
Seal Beach, Ca 90740 
562/598-5054 

• 
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August 10, 1998 

Mr. Rusty Areias, Chairman 
California Coastal Commissioners 
1400 •..r Street, Suite 9 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Commissioners, 

You have before you a very sensitive dedsion and one which will have impacts for 
the future of wetlands and communities throughout California. 

We are actively involved both in our communit;y and also the environmental 
communit;y. As environmentalists we look to seeing as much viable wetlands 
restored as possible, but in some instances the chosen area is not a viable wetland. 
In the case of the Hellman Ranch project there is a possibilit;y of restoring a portion 
of the wetlands to make it viable. Including additional acreage purely for the sake 
of calling it wetlands at the expense of that which is truly being restored would be a 
travesty in our opinion . 

The community of Seal Beach and the Hellman family have worked very hard to 
come up with a solution for this propert;y and there have been numerous failed 
proposals. Ther.e is a need to restore viable wetlands and also provide a feasible 
use for the property in question. We believe that both goals have been 
accomplished and that this project is an outstanding example of a communit;y and 
land owner working together to provide a truly benefidal development for both the 
environment and the communit;y. We applaud it and believe that this project is 
exemplary of how groups working together can achieve the best for our world. 

We ask for your .support and passage of the Hellman Ranch project as proposed and 
approved by the Cit;y of Seal Beach. 

Sincerely. 

~~ 
Loydene Lazich 
100 Electric Ave. 
Seal Beach_ .cA 9D7 40-5.91-4. 

· William Lazich 



Mr. Carl Pope, Executive Director 
Sierra Club 
730 Polk Street 
San Francisco, CA 94109 

Dear Mr. Pope: 

1315-;::C;a~~li"-' tfv~~ -~ ~---- • 
Sea~ J~,ea~h,~' ~~ 90~qf · : ; ; · 
June;·~.' t998 ~ 1~ '" r1 If ! : 

~ :..; AUG 31 1998 ~ u) 

C'AUFORN!A 
CO.~.~T.A..t CQA't.h.~~!SS!O~ 

1 never thought I would have to write this letter. I have been a 
member of the Siena Club for many years and have supported it in 
most of its undertakings. It is with deep regret that I now wish to 
sever my long relationship with the organization. Please remove my 
name and address from the Club membership. I no longer wish to 
support the Club or be involved in it in any way. I have been 
educated in its devious and uninformed stand on one particular event 
that no doubt carries over to others that I am sure has transpired. 

The community of Seal Beach has fought for years to obtain a decent 
development of a small wilderness area north of the main part of • 
town called the Hellman Ranch. Twice since I have lived here (1964) 

· we have beat one development of a high density 1,000 homes and 
another of 340. What we wanted was to leave as much open space as 
possible. To get this open space, a golf course appeared to be the 
only solution and still make the development profitable for the 
developer. With the golf course, the developer limited the number of 
homes to 70 and reclaimed 26 acres of wetlands that essentially do 
not exist at all. The community is ecstatic over the plans. Seal 
Beach has a chance to get rid of this dump that hits your eyes as you 
enter the town and gives Hellman a chance to improve his property 
and make a profit. We know that if this fails, nothing will happen to 
clean up this degraded piece of land that could be developed into a . 
beautiful open space of wetlands, trees, water, and grass. 

The Sierra Club should support this environmentally sound project. 
Logically, if the Club were to look at the past history of the Hellman 
Ranch and think of the dismal future that faces that piece of land 
without this present project, Mark Masara, the Sierra Club 
spokesperson, would be standing up and making speeches before the 
California Coastal Commision in support of the project instead of • 
saying the ridiculous unconfirmed statements that be makes. 



Obviously, Mark has not done his homework; he makes statements 
that he thinks works in any given wetland situation. To make 
matters worse, the Sierra Club, through Rudy Vietmeier sent out the 
enclosed specious, visionless letter to Sierra Club . members. 
I resent the implication that somehow as a Sierra Club member I, 
too, am "short-sighted" as well as the city officials who support the 
project. Vietmeier knows that for the most part the entire Seal 
Beach community is in favor of the project, and the ciy officials are 
doing exactly what the community wants them to do. Furthermore, 
there are no wetlands being destroyed · because there are no wetlands 
there to be destoyed. If the Hellman Ranch project is not completed, 
I predict that there never will be any wetlands or, for that matter, a 
beautiful open space of which the city of Seal Beach will be proud. 

I hate what the Sierra Club has done to sever our long-standing 
relationship. 

Regretfuliy, 

Luster E. Hauth 
• (562) 596-4392 

cc: California Coastal Commission 
Paul Yost, Seal Beach City Council 

• 
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Dear Cahfomta Coastal ComnusSlOD, I .... ..[ (.:• iC n \Vi c-· •. l i In l ~ ........ .. .... ...,.. • • 

We are addressing you, Chairperson and Commission~r~ of ltWG 31 1998 - • '· 
California Coastal Commission on an issue that is of extreme c "Lir:or~ 
• ' 17 uld lik tak th. . .-. I I'.N'A lDlportance to us. "e wo e to e ts opportunity to e~~~~-.:.~t-.-. ~·~, ·, ..... ('.,... ~ 
our unwavering support for the "Hellman Specific Plan" in our Cfty o ... · · -\ ........ ·- · 
Seal Beach. This plan above all else allows for a win-win situation for 
the City of Seal Beac~ 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 ~ea. 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 
unswpassed 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 clevelop 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. 

Respectfully submitted, u u.J.J; . ~~>rrM~ 
Mike Westmoreland 
527 Riviera Drive 
Seal Beach, California 

& Julie Westmoreland 
527 Riviera Drive 
Seal Beach, California 

• 

• 
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· CAlifORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

ALERT! Save the Wetlands on the HeUman Estate 
Bos 2911. Seal Beach 907e 

Or oa die Web at EVl.ORG . 
Telephone Douc Kortbof 562-430-2495 

Against the proposed Golf Course and Housing Tract on the wetlands and mesa of the Hellman Esrale.. 

The issue wUI be heard at the Coastal Commission meeting in Eureka, CA, 
Wednesday, Sept. 9 

If you can go, or know of someone who ~ please calli 

Tbe Coastal Act was passed by lhe voters of California because we felt that preservation of what's left of the 
•-etlands is a vital issue for the survival of what's left of the wildlife, and for our own ~'3.1 too. Without the 
continued protection afforded by the Coastal Act. the next generations will not know of the beautiful paradise which 
this land used to be outside of pictures in History Books. By preserving aud restoring the wctJands, \\1: will set an 
e.umple for the future and ensure a more livable fUture for our cfesc:endants 

The Coastal Commission • s postponement of the issue last June was on condition that the owners 
and Staff work to find restoration money. This forced them to at least liSle Port ofLong Beach 
(PoLB) whether mitigation money would be available. PoLB was very interested-PoLB wants 
to do this restoration! 

PoLB commissioned a study by Moftir and Nichol which determined that restoration of a fully tidal106 ar.::re 
wetlands was possible with mitigatioa money alone if the owner would agree to on-site disposal, ar if the CJWDCI' 

would dedicate the land instead of selling it. With ~ little cft'on, PoLB was able to bring the project within its . 
costing parameters. There are several other agencies of the US Govermneut which might be iDteRSted in iemcMDg 
the overfill (that is the bulk of the cost oftbe PoLB IlDdy). 

Don't let them get away with the final desecratioa oftbis 'Wetlands If you can't so to Eureka. but bow somecmc in 
tbe ara, please call or send EMA.D..! At least sign aud leiUm this peti1ioD.: 

1 AM OPPOSED. TO ANY O~ON1HE HElJ..MAN PRO. PER1Y. 1HI. S WETJ..ANDS MUST BE 
RESTORED TO A WILDLIFE IT , WJ1H A NATURE CEN'IER ON mE GRASSLANDS OF1HE = /:tlr-z.. :?~- - ADDRESS 13 ')Ca. +a.f,Ne.. . 
~~ t/Jc._( T.EJ.Eit< qJ ( 2 f 3 () CAN GO 'IOEUREKA YES~) . 

IF NO. WHY NOT? MONEYMATl'ER.SIFAMILY I J)()N'T CARE I OTHER.:,_ ____ _ 



August 20. 1998 

Hellman Properties, LLC 
POBox2398 

Bolsa Cbica Stewards 
122 9* St Apt: D 

Huntington Beach. CA 92648 
(714) 969-7229 kolpin@csulb.edu 

• 
711 Seal Beach Blvd 
Seal Beach. CA 90740 

Dear Neipbors, 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

Our two organizations, the Bolsa Cbica Stewards and the Friends of 
The Seal Beach Wildlife RefUge, support the California Biodiversity 
Council's goal of a S00/0 increase in the quality (biodiversity). 
Quantity (acreage), and permanence (acquisition) of our State's wetlands. A 
second goal is recruitment of new wetlands partnas. Our groups 
volunteer regularly at Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve and The Seal Beach National 
Wildlife Refuge creating trail systems, doing cleanups, native plant vegetation. and census of 
plants and wildlife. We also work to maximize biodiversity in our coastal estuaries. 

Information has been given to us that your federally designated 
Wetlands are severely degraded, lack biodiversity and are in need of 
restoration. The purpose of this letter is to offer to bring 
weekend volunteer groups to lay out recovery goals and to steward the area. 
It is our hope that you will consider becoming a partner to a long-tam 
cOnservation strategy for the HeUman wetlands recovery and 
restoration. 

Kolpin 
lsa Chica Stewards 

714.969.7229 kolpin@csulb.eclu 

~ t1ot..._c-
Bruce Monroe 
Friends of the Seal Beach National Wildlife R.efuse 
562.430.8495 bmnnrpe@ettbJipk-

CC: Seal Beach City Council 
California State Coastal Commission 

• 

• 
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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 

Re: HeDman Ranch Projeci 

Dear Mr. Auycmg: 

August 28, 1998 

~ ~~~ow~rm 
AUG 2 8 1998 l.W 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

I continue to be concerned about the Native American sites that would be destroyed 
by the HeDman Ranch Project in Seal Beach. Most of the opposition to this project has 
focused on the destruction of the wetlands, and I support the concerns raised by the 
Siena Club and others in this regard. I am worried, however; that the Commjssion will 
approve the housing component of the project and that this would result in the 
destruction of the Native American sites. 

I understand that the Staff Report on the HeDman Project recommends disapproval of 
the Golf Course component of the proposal, but that it does recommend approval of 
the housing component provided there are •reasonable mitigation measures for 
impacts to archaeological resources.• The EIR, however, does not provide for any 
mitigation, and it is not clear how this provision would be enforced by the Coastal 
Commission. 

I believe that the only reasonable mitigation measure for these sites is complete 
avoidance of the area and complete preservation of the sites themselves. This was the 
ruling of the Native American Heritage Commission for the Puvungna site here at Cal 
State Long Beach, and the courts have supported the Heritage Commjssion and the 
Indian communi1;y in this regard. 

I have been told that the CaHfomia _Coastal Act does not mandate the preservation of 
archaeological sites, and that the Coastal Commission therefore cannot protect these 
sites. However, the Coastal Act certainly does not mandate the archaeological sites be 
destroyed, and it does give the Commission the discretionmy power to protect these 
sites, as is evidenced by the sta1f recommendation that -reasonable mitigation 
measures" be adopted. 

Certainly, difi'erent people will have difi'erent views about what is -reasonable• :in tbis 
regard. It is important, I think, that there be full information about the sites 
themselves, and that all. points of view be considered, before any decisions about what 
sorts of mitigation might be -reasonable. • 

(con~ 

1250 BELLFLOWER BOULEVARD • LONG BEACH. CALIFOR.NIA 90840..1003 • S62/985·Sl71 • fAX 562/985·4379 

S"!. 



Ruyle to Coastal Committion, August 28, 1998, Paae 2 

'Uz:d'ortu.nately, the Ci1y of Seal Beach paSsed the HeDman Ranch Proposal without 
adequately studying the si&nificance of these si~. Tbis ia a violation of CEQA, and • 
forms the basis for the lawsuit OD which I am one of tive co-plaintiffs. My decision to 
join tbis lawsuit grew out of my experiences in the Puvungna case here at ·eat State 
Long Beach and my growing understanding of the really shameful abuse of arcbaeolo&.v 
in Southern California. I am enclosing the fottowing material which 1 hope will help the 
Commissioners understand my position: 

1. Letter to the Ci1y of Seal Beach, by Cindi .Alvitre, Director of the Ti'at Society of 
the Gabrielino/Tongva. The Ti'at Socie'l;y is a group of Native Americana who 
are reconstructing the ancient plank canoea used by the Gabrlelino to travel 
between the mainland and the islands. 

. . .. 
2. •Archaeology Todq. DigirJg for Dollars.• A Los Angeles 2Tmes (0r8Jl8e Co'UD1y 

edition) article OD the questionable practices of archaeologists in Southe:m 
Calif'omia. 

3. •Facts of 0. C. Prehistmy May Be Buried Forever.• A aeries of articlea from the 
Los Angeles 7lmes (Oranae Coun1y edition) discussing how one of the oldest 
and richest sites in the United States was destroyed by development i:a 
Newport Beach less than tive yean ap. 

4. •an the Final Solution of the Archaeology Problem in Seal Beach.• An essay I 
save to the City Council of Seal Beach living my thouBhts as a professional 
anthropologist on the treatment of Indians by archaeologists. 

I hope that the Commissioners will retlect on this material and remember that the 
coast of California was inhabited long before the coming of white people. For 
thousands of years Native people lived, worked, played, and died along the coast, and 
the land remembers them. I hope the Commission will remember them too, and • 
er.umre that these Native American aites are preaerved ao that f\.tture seneraticma of 
Californians can properly remember and honor those that came before. 

Enclosurea: 

Sincerely, 

~ E.Lib:l}i • ...s.e~"'" 
Professor of .Anthropoloay 

1. Letter to the Cit.Y or Seat Beach. by CiDdi .Alvi1re. 4 pp. 

2. •Archaeology Todq. DigiDs for DolJara.• 24 pp. 

3. ~acts of 0. C. PnthistoJy May Be Buried Forever .. • 24 pp 
\ 

4. -on the Final So1utian ••• • 13 pp. 

. . 

. I • 
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caiifornia coastal oom~ission 
:outb coast Area Office 
.Att. Jobn T. Auyong 
200 Oceangate *10tb Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

Stephen Reg Clewley 
945 Catalina Ave. 
Seal Beach, CA 90740 

ae: Hellman Ranch Reserve 

CAUfO~N1A 
coASlAl COMMlSS\ON 

Coastal Development Permit No. 5-97-367 

Dear Mr. Auyong: 
I am writing to request that this development permit applica

tion be.d•miet.. Fish habitat quality in tbe restoration may be 
adversely affected by poor water quality and potentially unfavor
able hydraulics of the san Gabriel River. The location on the 
river proposed for a ttdal connection is much warmer than the 
nearby ocean (5-7°0) which could pose a barrier to fish who venture 
in and out of the wetland. ~n addition, its flow may mask the tide, 
meaning that it may only ra.n in one direction and may not have a • 
significant water level fluctuation. Lacking data on any of these 
questions I propose that field studies in tbe san Gabriel River be 
~arried out to attempt to ~ustify the developer's optimistic pro~ected 
mitigation ratio. 

The time spent to conduct such field studies could as well be 
used by the City of Seal Beach to develop a local coastal plan and 
consider the future use of 10 acres of waterfront property currently 
offered for sale by the Department of Vater and Power. seven of 
these 10 acres must remain open apace as part of any future development 
and the parcel is so situated as to offer the best possible location 
for a vastly improved tidal connection to any wetland restoration 
effort undertaken on tbe Hellman Rancb property. 

Furthermore the developer obviously me~ds more time to consiier 
the intransigence tbus far displayed regarding the propoefd configur
ation for a golf course. The locati9ns proposed for fresbwate~ 
marsh do not readily lend themselves to conversion to saltwater marsh 
by tbe simple installation of a culvert as has been suggested may • 
now be proposed by the developer. · In this case the flow shall 
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• 
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2 
doubtlessly be masked to sucb a degree as to make the exercise 
one in futility. Compounding that poorly tbougbt out suggestion 
is tbe fact that no provision is made to enhance the inadequate 
proposed buffer between wildlife habitat and proposed visitor 
serving use of high speed golf balls. !his hazard is most 
acutely pronounced and completly unmitigated by the imbecilic 
plan that bas been suggested, the developer may now pr~pose • 
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. evelopment plans ready for center stage 
1tJ Jehn Dowta ~uUd 1 I !liD-mom hotel and a r.:rk~ The DWP land. similar to Hdl· unhappy the mauer was nol · ber and bdore the City Council in 

.. Another development plan hu been ap7roved for the and man Ranch. was used for oil· scheduled for the Huntinaton in Ocotber. 
eould be on the horlzan in Seal but ~tven u the ten aem must drillina datina back to the 19401. Bed meetinp this week. . The 218-acres would include 
Beach • two other pi- prepne remlfn open sp~C:e. · • The land cannot be d~veloped •we•re aatherina petillons 25 ICI"ee for the Old Ranch Town 
for their lalat round of battles. Seal BelCh Oiredor of Devel· lhouJh until underp'Jund .. .... from people who ... unlble to ao Center which would be home to •. 

Acc:ordlng to sevtf'll puhllshed nprnent Services l..ee Whitlenhei'J Jllnd hazardous materials are because of financial re.sons. • supermarket, .. Home Depot .. -type 
reports. the Los Anaelel Depftl· uid DWP ha not contacled the temOVCd and the IOil cleansed. said Doua Korthoff. . store, community police center, 
IMIIt of Wiler lftd Power is 11aitt dty about the pmperty. The DWP The Hell malt Ranch debate ne Bixb7, Old Ranch Towft two IIISIIUranll IIICI a RrYic:e 111-
lcJatllla 11 Rllinalboat flO of ill 'pll'f'l!riY Sllbject wu dileussed ilt will faceoff apin with the c.li· Center Envnvnmental Impact tioalmini......_ . 
.,....ielln Southern Calit'omia dly staff meetinp after reading fornia Coalal Commission 11 ita Report shoekt be available soon. At the corner of Lampsori 
to 1J11 off' dehc service fna c:na- lhnut it In media rqxwts MondaY September hearings in Etrelta. . ac:cording lo cit~:ncials. ne Boulevard, two restaurants. 1 
str•ctlon of DWP plants thai rnominJ. • Dave Bartlett. Hellman Ranch riext step is a sc led .meetina hotel and senior-assisted livina 
dtM"t pmddee power ltacceplahle DWP had orlainafty wMied to spokesperson. said another 10 on Wednesday, Aug. 26 before center would be buill on 14 acres 
lllllbl t'lles. retain CW~hel'lhip of the properlY acres of wetlands may be set the Environsnental Quality Con- or land. Old Ranch Chun:h would 

( 

Titi'ICNS fJf land between the and tried to lease· the land in aside in an attempt to satisfy .,trol Board. The Bixby issue is occupy 15 acres of land adjacent 
1M O*lel Ri¥er and Filii Sheet recent ftlfl. but dm!lopetl have Coalal Commissioners and staff. expected to mate It before the to the Rossrnoor Hiahllllds neiah-
.,. ewned by DWP. A pial to bilked it lelsinaland. "We've moved oil production PI-ina Commissioa in 5eplenl- · • bod100d of LCII.AiamiiOI. _________ _.._ _ _...__ I equipntent adjacent to the · 

· {Haynes) cooling channelal a ----- ~""'-""'·~."!'!.1!!!! .. 1!!11."""····"·-""· "'! ... !'!". ------
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cost of about $500.000 to the 
Hellman Family ... Bartlelt nid.

0 .. We alae have converted fresh 
-water mlt'Sh to salt Wiler Dtll'lh 
and together the two ICCIOUIII tor 
aboat 10 ICI"ee. .. 

O.tal Commission a~al 
.ill the final obstllde to build•na 70 • 
homes. an 18-hole golf course · • 
and now, 39 acres of wellan~ . 
(instead of 30 acres). on the 196-
acre property. nere are also 
plans 10 add IIIOther 13 acres for 

: future wetlands restoration ot 
· open space. for 1 total of 52 acres, 
BarlleU Slid. 

The Coastal Commlnion Is 
naeetina 111i1 week in HunliiiJIOR . 
Beach at the Waterfront Hifton. . ·: 
loc1l envlro•mentallats 1n ·~ · 
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lllOBEllT BENEDETTI PllODUCTIONS, INC. • 

California Coastal Commillioa 
By Fu 562-590-5014 

lle: SEAL BEACH WE1l..ANDS 

Dear Couu1 Commiasioa: 

JUM7,1998 

PLEASE DON'T LET nm HELLMAN RANCH DEVELOPERS DESTJ.\OY 
PRECIOUS .AND INCREASINGLY ltAU WETLAND POll YET ANOTHER 
GOLF COURSE! 

LISTEN TO YO'U'.R OWN STAFF. NOT THE DEVELOPERS AND 1HE 
TAX-HUNGRY LOCAL POtmCIANSI 

2533 6TH STilE.ET • SANTA MONICA. CA • 90405-J707 
PHONE: (310) 664·0,12 • PAX: (310) 664·09S2 

• 

@. 
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TriUIWein 1.u:u: I"M lJ 111 

NO TO HELLMAN RANCH • YES TO RESTORED, HEALTHY WETLANDS 

Paul Trautwein 
521 Venice Way 
Venice, CA 90291 
310.448.1904 

Dear california Coastal Commission: 

The beauty of the California coast has been a 1ifelong inspiration to me and my feelinp for 

this beauty have grown stronger every year in the face of crushing development which is 

turning the coast into a haven for the elite. 

Please vote NO to the Helman Ranch proposal on June 10. We need more restored, 

healthy wetlands Nar more luxury homes if we are to achieve a sustainable future for our 

state. I STRONGLY OPPOSE the HeUman Ranch proposal which would destroy the 

ecology and beauty of the area. The health and protection of the wetlands areas in Seal 

Beach are more important now than ever as it is one of the last remaining wetlands. 

Protect our Coast 

Paul Trautwein 



Trau!Wiin •~•~•w 

NO TO HELLMAN RANCH • YES TO RESTORED, HEALTHY WETLANDS 

Mary Beth Trautwein 
521 Venice Way 
Venice, CA 90291 
310.448.1904 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

1 have lived in California for only two years and have come to greatly 

appreciate the access that all people have to the beautiful coastal areas of 

our state. 

The health and protection of the wetlands areas in Seal Beach are more 

important now than ever as it is one ofthe last remaining wetlands. I 

• 

STRONGLY OPPOSE the Hellman Ranch proposal which would destroy • • 

the ecology and beauty of the area. Please vote NO to this proposal on 

June 10. We need more restored, healthy wetlands NOT more luxury 

homes if we are to achieve a sustainable future for our state. 

thank you for protecting our coast 

Mary Beth Trautwein 

@-• 
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Jl'ax Transmittal 

Date: June 5, 1998 Pap J of 2 

To: California Coastal Commission IJXl Staff' 

c/o John Auyona 
Long Beach office 

Fax No.: 562-590-5084 

lle: Opposition to Hellman Ranch Development 

The Angeles Chapter Executive Committee joins its Conservation Committee, Long 
Beach and Orange County Groups in opposition to Pc:nnit Number 367, a golf course and 
housing in wetlands. Several houn of discussion included pros and cons. The n:storation 
plan must inc:lude mitigation at a ratio offoW' 10 one. 

If you have any questions about our comments. please contact lludy Vietmeier .. 6622 
Michelson Street, Lakewood, Califomia 90713--17S9i telephone 562-866-8978. 

EWP:bn 

Very truly yours. _(J 
0u.;~ I tJlifN,t(·tj C:!l:.r . r· ' 

· Elizabeth W. Pomeroy, Chair '· ... { 
Executive Committee 

Enclosures: Resolution of the Angeles Chapter 

cc: Mark A. Massara.. California Coastal Prosnm, 415--665-7008 
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MILAN SCHONBBRGB;R 
937 Havenhurst Drive. #S 
West Hollywood, Ca 90046 

To California Coastal Commission · 

Gentlemen: 

p~ 

nus letter is to express my disapproval or the proposed replacement of 

• 

the Seal Beach wc:tlaDds with a golf course. • 

I want the wetlands preserved and restored and oppose the HeUman 
Ranch Project. I support the Coastal Commission staff's decition to reject the 
ptopoJCd golf CO\U'SC. It is extremely important to save one of our last 
remainin& wethmdst! 

Please DO NOT LET THE WE11.ANDS BE DESTROYED II 

1'he deftloper's plans are short sisflted aDd UDw:ise aa.d must be 
stopped. 

SiDcen:ly. 

i. ftklet.i.& c; ck~5 " 
Milan Schonberaet. 
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June 5,1998 

To The California Coastal Commission: 

Dear Sirs: 

I support your staff's rejection of the the golf course proposal for the Sea1 Beach wetlands area. I 
WO\dd like to see the wetlands restored to a healthy state. T oppose the Hellman Ranch Project. 

We have many golf courses in Southern California, but very few remaining wetlands. Let's not let 
them be destroyed! 

Sincerely, 

Scott Simril 
1228 Alpine Trail 
Topanga, Ca. 
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Gloria M. Burton 
214 Second. Street, Seal Beach, CA 90740 

June4, 1998 

JohnAuyong 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach. CA 90802 

RE: Case 5-97·367 __ 

Dear Mr. Auyong: 

I wish to voice my support of your staff recommendation to eliminate the golf course in 
the above project. This golf course is not needed since the city of Seal Beach already hu 
one golf course. For a city of approximently 27,000 population, it is not reasonable to 
believe that the city could support another one. A golf course would only increase the 
property values of homes on the hill adjoining this project. 

We need to preserve the existing wetlands not establish artificial wetlands. I am sure you • 
will agree that once these wetJands are allowed to be built upon, they will be lost forever. 

There appears to be a campaign making statements that "all of the city is for this project." 
This is false. There is big money fighting your staff decision:; providing busses, mailing 
out postcards, etc. I do not know the source, but lean only hope that you will consider 
the future of our wetlands in making your decision and not be swayed by any special 
interest group. 

Sincerely, 

.9.1~~ 
Gloria Burton 

", .. . ~ . ' 

' .... . • '1. •• 
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Calif'omia Coastal Commission 
Attn: John AU)'OD8 
200 Oceangate. lOth Floor 
Lcmg Beach, CA 90802-4416 

JUDe 3,1998 

Dear Coastal CommiMion: 

I am writing as an indMdual and graduate student of business and a native of California to Jet 
you know that I support yow:. dedsion .to ftject the ccmstruction of a golf course iD tbe Seal 
Beach area. The value of our decreasing wetlands and tbe habitat they provide for animal& aDd 
plants ill much more tban any .golf course could. eva- be .. 

I peraonalJa would like to see more restored,. healthy wetlands in California. 

I oppoae the Heltman Ranch P:rajec:L 

I su.pport the Coastal Commission staff's decision to reject tbe propoaed golf coune. 

Thank you very much. 



- -

259 Bennett Ave. • 
. · Long Beach, CA 90803 

June 3, 1998f0) ~ ~ ~ ~ w ~ rru 
California Coastal Commission 
ATTN: John Auyo• 
200 Oceangate, 106 Floor 
Long Beach, CA. 90802 

Dear Mr. Auyong: 

lfl) JUN 51998 U1 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

I am writing concerning the issue of the Hellman Ranch Development proposed 
for Seal Beach. I urge the Coastal Commission to follow the staff recommendation and 
not allow the placement of a golf course on or near sensitive wetlands. 

Los Angeles and Orange Counties have already lost more than 9QOAt of their 
historic wetlands. No more wetlands should be sacrificed. Any development planned for 
this land must include s substantial restoration of wetlands, in the usual2 or 4 to 1 ratio. 
I urge the Coastal Commission to defend the coast against this unwise development. 

Sincerely, 

6'..,~ F-~ 
John Fries • 

• 



California Coastal Commission 
A~ clehn Auyong 
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor 
Long Beach, California 90802 

June3,1998 

I am writing to support the recent decision by the Carlfomia 
Coastal Commission to reject the Hellman Ranch proposal 
for building a golf course on the Seal Beach wetlands. 

The facts are: 1) a golf course is a limited use endeavor, only 
a few people per acre ever uses a golf course; as population 
increases, this waste of land is only to the benefit of the golf 
course owners, as more demand grows for more golf course 
availability when the courses get crowded; 2) because of Nr. 1 
above, a golf course is a poor use of land per acre; 3) golf 
courses use a tremendous amount of chemical fertilizers and 
insecticide chemicals, all of which flows down into the water 
table or Is washed off to the public drainage system and thus 
affects the area around, not all of It goes Into the treatment 
plant; 4) the wildlife has a SYMBIOTIC relationship both as to 
habitat and to species. The water fowel need grassland for 
resting, feeding, refuge from storms, and even nesting, not all 
creatures live only in the water portion. Many mammals live In 
the grassland who cause plant dispersal or propagation by 
visiting the wetlands. The grasslands legally are rated as a 
part of a wetland because It provides the preceding benefils 
plus It forms a buffer between humans and their pets and the 
waterfowel, mammals and fish of the wetland, and the shoreside 
plants, crustaceans, invertibrates, and delicate water plants and 
mosses. 

I read where the developer of the 70 homes says there is great 
community support for a golf course, but I not only do not want 
the golf course, I don't want the 70 homes to be built as well! 
Already in Mile Square Park In Fountain Valley, golf counl8 
developers want to evict the original model airplane enthusiasts, 
who were the first to use that area for their hobby even before I 
was a park (since 1960 or before); in Costa Mesa, golf course 
developers wanted to evict the Orange County Model Engineers 
from their 40 acre portion of Fairmont Park-- to build a second 
golf beside the first golf course, but the dly stopped that at the 
behest of the city's residents who wanted the model railroad to 
remain. 

Don't let these greedy golfcourse developers ruin the Seal Beach 
wetiand.There is no legitimate trade-off to the imposition of a golf 
course within the ecological symbiotic support structure of the 
Seal Beach wetland and lis surrounding grassland buffer zone. 

~ncerely, ----~ 'iJV~~ 
Ronald W. t<inum N'< 
registered voter 
Post Office Box 3878 
Seal Beach, C&lifomia 80740 

CAll FOR~ 
COASTAL COM 
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LAW OFfiCES 

PHILLIP K. PID 
SUIT£ 215 

12535 SEAL BEACH 8ClJL£YAIID 
SEAL BEACH. CAl.lfCIRIIlA 90740·2746 

June 2, 1998 

TELEPHONE: (562) 431•1100 
MOBILE: (562) 688·9113 

FAX: (562) 199·1445 

California coastal Commission 
,. 200 oceangate, lOth Floor 

Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMlSSlON 

Attn: John Auyong 

Re: Hellman Ranch Development 
Seal Beach, California 

Dear Mr. Auyong: ' 

I write, as a former member and chairman of the Seal Beach 
Planning Commission, to urgently express my fullest support for the 
Coastal commission's staff's recommendation for rejection of the 
currently-pending development plan for the Hellman Ranch in Seal 
Beach. The staff has correctly recognized that the proposed 
restoration of degraded coastal wetlands which this project 
envisions, is inadequate and would set a precedent for other 
developers in the coastal Zone to point to in an effort to justify 
other developments with similarly inadequate restoration of 
wetlands. · 

This plan was and is the brainchild and creation of Gwen 
Forsythe, who quietly negotiated with the Hellman Ranch heirs after 
she had cast the deciding vote as a member of the Seal Beach City 
Council to reject a previous development plan. That plan,. which 
woul4 have restored 50t more wetlands than does the currently . 
pending plan, also would have provided fifteen acres of public 
parks, fully built out, plus the funds to maintain same for ten 
years, five acres of fully-constructed ballfields for Seal Beach 
children, restoration of Gum Grove Park, and $1,000,000 in cash for 
a city which teeters on insolvency. 

After running successfully for election to the City council on 
the basis that she supported this prior plan, known at the time as 
the •Mol a Development Plan", Ms. Forsythe cast the deciding vote to 
kill the plan at the second reading of the ordinance adopting it. 
The prior Council, and the Planning Commission, had approved the 
plan, and the first reading of the ordinance adopting it. · 

· The. stated reasons for rejection of the Mola Plan at the .tiJD.a, 
were that the presence of the Newport-Inglewood fault running 

v@ 

'· 
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California Coastal Commission 
June 2, 1998 
Page 2 

through the project area, made it unsuitable for ~ residential 
development anywhero on the site. A second reason proferred was 
that the Hellman Ranch contained important archeological ramaina 
and artifacts of the native people who had centuries before lived 
near and about the area. Once that plan went down, however, Ma. 
Forsythe began working out the present plan -- out of the public's 
v~aw. · 

· When she had things worked out with the Hellman Ranch heirs, 
the new plan's existence was publicly disclosed. Immediately, the 
other City Council members warmly endorsed the new plan though, in 

.theory, they .,boul(J have known .noth:in.g ~out it since it hadn't. 
even been publicly submitted by the landowner and not one public 
hearing on it had even begun. In this respect, the City council 
was f'ollowinq its time-honored tradition of circumventing the Ralph 
M. Brown Open Meetings Law -- in its belief th~t the busines• o~ 
the public is best conducted in private. 

• 

Not surprisingly, the ceremonial public hearings which later 
ensued went by at a fast pace and this new plan was rapidly 
.•approved•. It would be more accurate to state that the Council 
simply"publicly ratified an earlier decision made privately as the 
result of seriatim lobbying for the new plan. The prior probleas • 
of the Newport-Inglewood fault and the possible disturbance of' 
native American archeological artifacts and burial grounds, were 
summarily dismissed. · 

The new plan provided for a significantly reduced level of 
wetlands restoration, construction of 70 homes on the •bluff• at 
the easterly side of the project, and construction of an adult 
playground, to wit, a golf course, in the place of the prior plan•• 
public parks and public ballfielcls. Golf courses are notorious 
generators of pollution of adjacent wetlands and marshes with 
insecticide run-off and fertilizer run-off. With this large a 
source of pollutants nearby, it seems clear the paltry level of 
restored wetlands won't remain viable for very long. Xn abort, 
between that and the City's lack of funds to maintain the wetlands, 
the reality is that·any •restored• wetlands will quickly degrade. 

The hostility of the developer and the City, to Coastal 
Commission • s staff • s recommendation for a hiking trail linking 
Pacific Coast Highway with Seal Beach Boulevard, is yet another 
example of the focus of this development on making things sweeter 
for a select group of adjacent residents at the expense of the 
larger community. !l'he •security• issue is utterly phony, for 
people with wrongdoing in mind have been fully capable tor years of 
accessing the backyards of the existing houses which border this 
land. They certainly wouldn't have any problem getting to the same • 
places via a new golf course. Thus, elimination of a hiking trail 

$.@ 
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California Coastal commission 
June 2, 1998 
Page 3 

has as its objective not the discouragement of would-be burglars 
and prowlers, but rather the discouragement of convenient public 
access to the restored wetlands. 

As for the new homes being proposed, the Seal Beach City 
council has proclaimed that golf course ·homes "do not pencil out• 
for the City -- at least if they are built north of the San Diego 
freeway adjacent to the existing privately-owned Old Ranch Country 
Club. But, where they are to be built south of the San Diego 
freeway adjacent to an as-yet unbuilt golf course which is to be a 
public course, they magically •pencil out•. Basically, the City is 
talking out of both sides of its mouth on the issue of whe~her golf 
course homes represent a net profit to the City or a net expense. 

Certainly, without the steady inflow of funds which a private 
country club can depend upon to cover much of its base operating 
costs, a truly "public" course is going to have to attract • huge 
number of players, .at steep playing rates, in order to break even. 
And if the land has to be granted some sort of favored property tax 
status to make things work, that further ensures that the net 
effect to the City will be that this form of development loses 
money -- a situation which further ensures that the City will be 
unable to adequately maintain whatever wetlands get restored • 

Apart from the obvious paradoxes in the City's analysis of the 
economic return which these 70 or so houses will generate, as 
compared to its analyses of golf course homes development elsewhere 
in the city, the proposed homes in the Hellman Ranch project 
pending before you have a further problem which militates against 
approval of this project. The California Department of Mines and 
Geology report on the seismic issues which attend the land area 
that includes the Hellman Ranch, indicates that the "bluff" exists 
because the earth's crust folded under the strain of the Newport
Inglewood fault beneath it. It ~asn•t created by glacial action, 
but rather by seismic.forcas. · 

Where the earth • s crust has already folded, it is certainly to 
be expected that it will further deform under the strain of this 
fault. Homes constructed on similar bluffs in Alaska, were 
shredded when the 1964 Alaska quake struck -- some being burled off 
the "bluff" and into the sea. The City has approached the question 
of how to build homes in an active earthquake fault zone, entirely 
from the perspective that liquefaction is the only danger 
presented. Thus, it supposedly avoids that risk by limiting 
construction of homes atop the "bluff" and converting the lower
lying portion of the land into a golf course. However, the fact 
that these homes may be less subject to liquefaction if built on 
the "bluff", doesn • t compensate for the fact that they will be more 
prone to shear forces as the land beneath them is violently thrust 
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further upward in the next quake. And the argument that no holies 
are to be built within 500 feet of the fault, is simply silly. 'l'he 
City has no accurate mapping of the exact location of the fault and 
is at best guessing as to its location -deep beneath the land 
surface. ' 

Finally, another point which should be considered is the fact 
that this development entails DQ housing for parsons of low to 
moderate income. The City of Seal Beach has repeatedly represented. 

·· to the state Department ~f Housing and community Development its 
intention to increase its supply of housing for people of 1~ to 
moderate income. OVer the years, it has. 'Approved the conversi-on 
into high-priced condominiums of dozens of .older apartment 
buildings which provided affordable housing to persons of low to 
moderate income. Yet, in this time frame, it has scrupulously. 
avoided actually building ~ new affordable housing. · 

•• 

Government Code §§ 65580, 65590 bespeak a genuine concern by 
the State Legislature that local governments use their powers to 
facilitate development of affordable housing. Yet, as the enclosed. 
news article indicates, the City is prepared to ignore this mandate 
of the State Legislature. This is consistent with an aristocratic • 
attitude on the City's part to keep •those people" out of their 
•quaint village by the sea•. 

In closing, I urge you and the rest of the staff to stick by 
the positions you•ve taken. This project was hatched up behind 
closed doors, in disregard of the •open aeetings law•. Because it 
was privately pre-approved, it simply sailed through the after-the
fact ceremonial public review process. It calls for construction 
of •upper crust• homes on a folded section of the earths crust in 
a geologically hazardous zone, with no provision for affordable 
housing. It is economically unfeasible and its central focus is to 
benefit the adjacent homeowners at the expense of the grea~r 
community. 

Do not be overly impressed by staged •support• of dozens of 
Leisure World residents happy to travel anywhere if promised a free 
bus ride and a free lunch. Thinking people, including the Sierra 

·club, recognize this particular project fails on many counts aDd 
should be rejected. 

PKF:Jc:mf 
enc. (2) 

Very Truly Youra, 

• 
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10276LeHaLane t 
Los Angeles, CA 
June2, 1998 

California Coastal Cotnrnission 
Attention John Auyong 
200 Oeeangate, 1 Otb floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Dear Members of the California Coastal Commission: 

I stron81y support the Coastal Commission staff decision to reject tbe 
proposed golf course in Seal Beach wetlands. Environmentally conscious 
Californians know that preserving one of our few remaining wetlands is more 
important than buDding another golf course. 1he coast and its wet1ands belong to . 
every citizen of California-not only to Seal Beach. 

I sttongly oppose the HeUman Ranch project. 
I sttongly oppose the proposed repJacement of Seal Beach wetlands with a 

g~lf course. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Leila Beckwith • 
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June 2,1998 

w ~~$~~~~ 
J] JUN 5 1998· .. 

: · CAUFORNIA . : .· 
COASTAL COMMISSION . Nancy Harris Campbell 

286 Cumberland Street' 
San Francisco,·CA 94114 .· 

· · California Coastal Commission 
Attn: John Auyong _ 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor ·. 
LOng Beach,.CA 90802-4416 

· D.ear·Mr. ·Auyong, 

I oppose the Hellman Ranch.project. I support your rejection of a proposal 
• to replace a Seal Beach Wetlands with a golf course(the Hellman Ranch 

project). · I feel that preserving one of our few remaining wetlands is more 
important than buildi~g another golf course. . 

Nancy Harris Campbell 

, 
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JohnAuyong 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
200 Oeeangate, 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Dear Mr. Auyong: 
COAS CAUFORNIA .. 

TAL COMMISSION 

In reference to the Hellman Ranch project in Seal Beach, I am writing to you as an 
avid golfer as well as an enviromnentalist. Please do not sacrifice a vital wetlands 
for the sake of a golf course. 

I understand that the Coastal Commission staffhas recommended against replacing 
the wetlands with a golf course. A wetlands is a rare and unique creation that is 
crucial to our ecosystem. A golf course, on the other hand; is a man made facility 
that can be created anywhere. How can we possibly consider replacing one with the • 
other. 

The vast majority of the residence of Seal Beach and Huntington Beach that I have 
spoken to do not want the wetlands sacrificed to another development. 

Please let me know what happens with this very important issue. 

Thank you. 

!\U,\Ml 
T1m Mitchell 
16835 Algonquin Street, Suite 380 
HWltington Beach, CA 92649 
714-350-9166 

• 
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CHEESEMANS' ECOLOGY SAFARIS 
Doug Cheeseman, Biology Profeucr & Wildllre PholograpMr 

Gal Q.leeseman, Naturalist. 8idlr 
20800 Klltredge RoM 

Sa111toQa. california 95010-6322. USA 
Phone: (408) 741-5330 localy 

100-527·5330; FAX: 408-741~ 
emal: cheesemansOaolcam 
htlp:ltwww.dleet.emans.cam 

Nricl 
H8wai 

Australia 
SouttiAmericl 

CentraiAmericl 
WhaleTr\:IS 

Ant8rdiCI 
Alllka 

lndil. 

June 1, 1998 riD ~~~~w~~ 
lflJ JUN 5 1998 LW Attn.: John Auyong 

Califomia Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Floor 
long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Dear Mr. Auyong, 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

We were very pleased to hear that the Coastal Commission rejected a 
proposal to replace a Seal Beach wetlands with a golf course. 

When the full Coastal Commission votes on the proposal June 10, we 
hope they will support their staff's decision to reject th• golf course. 

Anyone who is literate ecologically knows that preserving one of our few 
remaining wetlands is more important than ~uilding another golf course. 

Restored, healthy wetlands are essential. We highly oppose the 
Hellman Ranch project. 

Please support the Coastal Commission staffs decision to reject the 
proposed golf course. 

Sincerely yours, 

Gail and Doug Cheeseman 

.. 
. .. .. 

. I 
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•P.O. Box646• PACJFICGROVE,CA93950 •408-655-2526• 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: John Auyong 
. 200 Oceangate, 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

June I, 1998 

• 

We are writing to oppose the Hellman Ranch proposal in Seal Beach. We know from 
living near the Ballona Wetlands how important wetlands are, not only to the entire 
ecosystem, but also to the nearby residents and to all Southern Californians. 
Although we no longer live in Southern California. we often visit our friends and • 
relatives there, some in Seal Beach. 

Seuthem California needs healthy, restored wetlands much more than it needs a few 
more luxury homes and yet another golf course. We support the decision of the 
Coastal Commission staff to reject the golf course. 

Sincerely, 

,ec. .. ~.~ 
Rita c. Summers 

k__ J)._._ Q. ~~~--.._ 
s~a:~ ~ summers 
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David Kelly 
269 Pebble Beach Drive 
Goleta, CA 93117 

California Coastal Commission 
200 Ocean gate, 1 otb floor 
Long Beach, CA 
90802-4416 

Re: Hellman Ranch Proposal 

Dear Commissioners, 

June 1,1998 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMM\SSION 

As a private citizen, voter, and taxpayer, I am encouraging you to reject the proposal to build a 
golf course over the wetlands in Seal Beach. Califomia•s wetlands have become far more nare 
and endangered than luxury homes or golf courses. The environmental and aesthetic value of 
wetlands as wiJdJife habitats far outweighs the recreational value of a golf course. Please support 
your stafr s decision to reject the Hellman Ranch proposal • 



-

, 

-
Rick larimore and Rick Wooldridge 
1011 S.OrlandoAve. 
LA., CA 90035-2509 

Monday, June 1, 1998 • 

. ~ ~J~~!!~ ~ Caflfomla Coastal Commission 
Attn: John Auyong 
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

RE: GOLF COURSE WOULD DESTROY SEAL BEACH WETLANDS 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

•· We SUPPORT your rejection of a proposal to replace a Seal Beach wetlands with a golf course. 
The golf course Is part of the Hellman Ranch proposa~ which would build a gated community 
of 70 luxury homes In Seal Beach. 

When the full Coastal Commission votes on the proposal June 10 do the right thing and 
support your staffs decision to reject the golf course. · 

The developers claim community support for buiJdozing the wetlands and 
replacing them with a golf course; the Hellman Ranch point man told the LA 
Times that •A housing-only project Is not what this community wants.• 

Don't let them get away with It! 

Environmentally conscious Californians, know that preserving one of our few remaining • 
wetlands Is more important than building another golf course. 

1. We want restored, healthy wetlands. 
2. We OPPOSE the Hellman Ranch project. 
3. We SUPPORT the Coastal Commission staffs decision to reject the proposed 
golf course • 

. Say no to the developers and no to short-sighted Seal Beach city officials who support 
destroying one of the few remaining wetlands In So. California. 

Please don't let them get away with this outrageous project! 

Thank you, 

1 

• 
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I : Untitled 
June 1, 1998 

California Coastal Commission 
Attna John AUyong 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor 
Long Beach,_ CA 90802-4416 

Mr. Auyonga CA\.\fORN\A 
COASTAL coMM\SS\ON 

To beging with, I'm writing to support the Coastal Commission ataff'a 
rejection of a proposal to replace a Seal Beach wetlands with a golf course. 
~he golf course is part of the Bellman Ranch proposal, which would build a 
gated cODUDunity of 70 luxury homea in Seal Beach. - · 

When the full Coastal Commission votea on the propoaal June 10, do the right 
th~ng and support your staff's decision to reject the golf course. 

As a concerned environmentalist and a former Seal Beach resident, I urge you tot 
1. Restore healthy wetlands. 
2. Reject the Bellman Ranch project. 
3. Support the Coastal Commission staf'fs decision to reject the proposed 
golf courae. 

Sincere~y, ~ 

L~ ... ~ 
270 Hames Rd. #72 
Corralitos, CA 95076 
(408) 763-2660 

Printed for scher@cruz.io.com (Metule cl Denill Filclae~)_ ___ n ________ _ _ 

1 

1 
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June 1, 1998 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: John Auyong 
200 Oceangate, I Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Dear Mr. Auyong, 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

This letter concerns the proposed gold course on the Hellman Ranch property in Seal 
Beach. As a Long Beach resident living a very short distance from the planned site, I do 
m;n want another golf course and I join the Coastal Commission's staff in opposing this 
foolish, destructive project . 

• 

•• 

What area residents dQ want is an end to the trashing of our coast and wetlands for 
private enrichment; we want the damage that has been done to be reversed, the coast and 
wetlands restored, and further depredations stopped, period. • 

s:~~:· .. ~7~ I • ,. 

~lip M.Ciobman, Ph.D. 
245-B Corona Avenue 
Long Beach, CA 90803-1801 
562-438-8913 

®"• 
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rl3680 EL DORADO DR., 33iT 
SEAL BEACH, ~n~~-;t ~ ~ ~ ~ \f\1 

California Coastal Commissio UN 31998 DJJ 
Attn: John Auyong J 

200 oceangate, lOth Floor 
Long Beach. CA 90802-4416 

. 
Dear Mr. Auyong: 

CAl\FORN\A 
COASTAL COMM\SS\ON 

l support you and the Coastal commission for 
rejecting a proposal to replace a Seal Beach 
wetlands with a golf course. 

Wetlands in this country are decreasing too 
fast. We need to restore, healthy wetlands. 

I hope the Commission will continue to say no 
to developers and short-sighted Seal Beach 
officials who do not mind destroying wetlands • 

We need more wetlands and fewer city officials 
and developers who work together. 

Keep up the good work, 

Phyllis Strawm 
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• 16529 Victory Blvd. #203 

Los Angeles, CA 91406 

May 31, 1998 

California Coastal Commission 
Attna John Auyong 
200 oceangate, lOth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Honorable Commissioners1 

CAl\fORN\A 
COASTAl coMM\SS\~N 

I am writing to express my opposition to the Bellman Ranch 
project in its current form. There is absolutely no need 
for further golf courses in California, especially at the 
cost of some of our few remaining wetlands. The people of 

• California are tired of the overdevelopment of our natural 
resources, especially our wetlands which are critical to 

the health and well-being of many species, to flood 
control, and to water quality. I support the decision made· 

my the CCC staff to reject the proposed golf course and 
urge you to stand by that rejection. If anything, tbe 
state and the public should be strongly encouraging 
developers to work to restore wetlands and other graa.
spaces and wild places. 

Sincerely, 

John J. Betts 

• 



- -

Peter Adams 
IllS East Cordova St #201 
Pasadena, CA 91106-3030 

May31.1998 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: John Au~ 
200 Oceangate, 10 floor · 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Mr. Auyong: 

I am writing to express my concern. over the Hellman Ranch project. which I oppose. In 
particular, I support the decision of the Coastal Commission staff' to reject the proposed 
golf course. It is more important to-proteet our few-remaiftifts wetJucls; ineltlding Seal 
Beach, and to restore damaged wetlands to health than to build another golf course. 

Peter Adams 

• 

• 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: John Auyong 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Dear Mr. Auyong 

~ ~~N~~~!~ 
CAUFORN\A 

COASiAt COMM\SS!ON 

Friends of mine who visit from the East and Midwest are shocked at how privatized the 

California coast is. I have been told, "No wonder Los Angeles isn't so much of a tourist 

destination." Please don't make this problem worse by allowing a golf course on the Seal 

Beac' wetlands. I oppose the Hellman Ranch project and I would like to see a restored, 

healthy wetlands. The Coastal Commission's own staff has urged rejection of this , 

project. Listen to them. 

Douglas Marshall 
6624 Corona Ave. 
Bell, CA 90201 



3560 Ashwood Avenue • 

::7:~@i~E~~~~ 
California Coastal Commission 
Attn: John Auyong 
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Dear Sirs; 

• \ffi · JUN 8 1998 

CAUfORNlA 
COASTAL CO~\SS\ON 

Please oppose the Hellman Ranch project. To believe that the residents of Seal Beach want 
one of the few remaining wetlands replaced with a golf course is ridiaJious. They, and al 
environmentally conscious Californians, want restored, healthy wetlands. The only in~viduals 
who support this project are the moneyed interests of the developers. 

Please support your own staff's decision to reject the proposed golf course. Thank you. 

n~r 
Mark Presky • 
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May 31,1998 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: John Auyong 
200 Oceangate, 1 o• Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

• Dear Mr. Auyong: 

Howard Strauss 
3836 Bentley Avenue #2 

ITDTflNfrm 
UTI JUN 3 1998 ti1 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMHliSSION 

I am writing to urge you to support the recommendation of the staff to reject the proposal 
to replace a Seal B\'!:ach wetlands 'with a golf course. 

It is extremely important that the Hellman Ranch project be rejected and that the wetlands 
remain in a protected state. We are all aware that the vast majority of wetlands in 
California have already been destroyed and we cannot afford for any more to be 
bulldozed. We must take a long-term view of the environment of California and not look 
only at the short-term profits that the developers will reap :from the project 

It is time to stand up to the developers and those that do not have the interests of the 
people of California at heart and say no to the Project 

Thank you for your attention to this matter and I hope that I can cowtt on the right 
decision being made. 

Yours truly, 

~~ 
Howard Sttauss 



~[A, ... FO'UNDATION 
Huntington I Long Beach Chapter · -. • 

Peter Douglas __ 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor · 
long Beach, CA 90802-4302 

May 29, 1998 . 

Dear Peter, 

~ E~~HWE~ 
JUN 2 1998 l.W 
CAUFORt<lfA 

COASTAL CC .. 5, ·· •.• , •. .) ·ON 

Thank your staff for the work they have done evaluating the 
proposed golf course development in Seal Beach, aka -the Hellman 
Project. We. have reviewed the proposal and fmd the golf course not 
to be in the least bit "environmentally friendly." The amount of . 
chemicals on this golf course is high and would eventually be washed • 
to the nearby beach. ~· · 

Furthermore, with state policy being a net increase in our wetlands 
and since we ·have lost over 9096 of California wetlands, it is clear 
that this project's proposed 1 to 1 wetland mitigation is clearly 
outside of all guidelines. Since mos.t wetland restorations fall on a 
SO% to 7 5% failure rate, the wetland restoration ratio should be at 
least 4 to 1. · 

We urge that the· golf course not be approved and that wetland 
mitigation be 4 to 1. 

Sincerely, 

Gordon LaBedz 

P.O. Bos 3017 · Long Beacla , Callfonla 90103 
(310) .,._ ,,. 
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May 29th, 1998 

To: Coastal Commission 

From: Karen Phelps 
23246 Atlantis Way 
Dana Point, CA 92629 

B&;. Hellman Ranch. Seal Beach 

Sometimes doing the right thing is the hard thing. 
If our valuable wet lands are donated to the Money 
God, they can never be put back. 
I encourage you to stay the course set by your staff 
recommendations . 

Best Wishes, 

Karen Phelps 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 



r>1ay 26, 1998 

Mr. Charles Damm, south~~R~~ector 
california coastal <C·~AhmMMISSION 
Att. John T. Auyong 
200 oceangate *10th Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Re: Hellman Ranch Reserve 

Stephen Reg Clewley 
945 catalina Ave 
Seal Beach, CA 90740 

NOISSIWWOJ VlS'f'C:> 
VIN~O V~ 

coastal Development Permit No. 5-97-367 

·Dear Mr. Auyong: 
I have reviewed the Addendum to the staff Report on this 

matter and wish to interject some comments, particularly addressing 
the memorandum, peti~ion, and letters receiv·ed by the coastal 
Commission, expressing support for tbe proposed plan. My property 
abuts the Hellman Ranch and is so situated as to benefit equally 

• 

as well as any other property adjacent to the proposed project and 
to benefit more than many of the other abutting properties. Yet • 
in good conscience I am unable to support the plan as proposed. 

P. c-22, Mr. ~~ittenburg's lengthy memorandum to the coastal 
Commission of April 2, 1998. A.1. Response, accuses commission 
Staff of inadaquate emphasis on the value of restored wetlands and 
cites criteria the u.s. Army Corps of Engineers denies having 
established. The corps is interested in examining the aydrogeo
morphical survey prepared for the developer but is not interested 
in any relative values assigned at the developer's behest. Hence 
the highly touted 3.6 to 1 ~itigation ratio is exposed as inflated 
and deceptive. Mr. Whittenburg goes on to question the vested 
authority of the commission and proclaims tbe city's approvals were 
"carefully balanced." The key words bere are 11 carefully balanced." 
Weigbtings, were contrived with tbe developer's foot on the scale 
in all the wrong places and the interests of flora and fauna added 
only as window dressings. 

P. C-23, 3. Mr. Whittenburg suggests that the commission bas no 
authority for requireing the termination of a legal use on the prope~· 
and wants mineral production to continue as long as it is economically 

"~ 



• 

• 

• 

viable • 
2 

The fact is that the mineral production on the property is 
centered around a geological fault which through seepage feeds 
the oil wells on Hellman Ranch. EXhaustion of these supplies 
can only be estimated in terms of geological time, placing phase 3 
of the wetlands restoration likely tens of thousands of years down 
the road, were the standard of economical viability of mineral 
production to be applied. 

p.c-26 3. Mr. ~fuittenburg cites the developer's inadaquate 
E.I.R. pointing out page 5-47 indicating that breeding habitat for 
t.he white tailed kite and cooper's Hawk is confined to Gum Grove 
Park. That conclusion is false, nesting habitat for these sensitive 
species is pr.esent on Hellman Ranch property abutting 955 Catalina 
Ave. Also missed in the flawed E.I.R. is the nesting habitat for 
these species which appears to be rooted at 225 surf Place and 
appears to overhang 215 surf Place as well as Hellman Ranch property. 
I use the word appears because in fact the fences are encroachments, 
illegally constructed by the homeowners on Hellman Ranch property. 
Foraging for these sensitive species at the preceeding locations will 
be severly disrupted by construction activities. For this reason 
it is imperative that all construction activities be curtailed during 
the nesting season. 

P.C-28 13. Mr. Whittenburg's response proclaims the proposed 25' 
wide easement to be excessive. That assertion is false given the . 
city's blind eye turned to encroachments by homeowners into the 
Hellman Ranch Reserve. The illegally constructed fence which extends 
past the rear property line of 215 surf Place was the subject of a 
halfhearted attempt toward enforcement action by the city some years 
ago. The City Council decided to consider the encroachment a civil 
matter and washed it's bands of the issue leaving Hellman Ranch Ltd. 
to sue Mr. Gordan Shanks personally themselves to get their property 
back. The encroaching fence extending past the rear property line 
at 225 Surf Place bas not appeared before city council but encroaches 
nonetheless and the nesting habitat for the sensitive raptors is 
indeed rooted on Hellman Ranch property. I discussed the matter with 
Jerry Tone of the Hellman family who indicated the issue was not 
important, the encroachments stand. The fact that a letter of support 
appears on p.C-78 and p.C-79 of the addendum from Mr. Shanks of 215 
Surf Place provides disturbing evidence of collusion and ~ee~ 



to bide nesting habitat for the sensitive raptors from the eyes 
of the coastal commission. 

In addition the trail proposed by the coastal Commission is 
indeed appropriate for the city. Public Safety and security for 
homeowners will only be enhanced by a well maintained trail and an 
easement of at least 25' and the safety and security of wildlife 
would be protected from yet futher, like thus far unfettered, 
encroachments into the habitat of sensitive species. Further, 
reflecting back to p.C-19 and contrary to the last sentence of 

··· para~raph 3 ther.eon, historically there was always access across 
the property until less than five years ago when the existing fence 

-
was erected as a preparation for this proposed development. · 

P.C-29 14. state Land Parcel ~~. Whittenburg responds there 
is no justification for limiting visitor serving uses to 10,000 sq. 

• 

ft.. That is false; from my vantage at 945 catalina Ave. any 
construction of buildings on the state Lands will serve only to obstruct 
my viev of Alamitos Bay in violation of the coastal Act. 

P.C-29 15. Gum Grove Park Both the commission's concern 
and Mr. Whittenburgs response overlook the fact that the City of • 
Seal Beach is not equipped to protect the interests of wildlife in the 
area. The homeowner at 1733 crestview in 1989 illegally constructed 
a sundeck into and beyond the boundaries of the proposed reconfiguration 
of Gum Grove Park, destroying wildlife habitat and the city bas since 
done its level best to allow that encroachment to stand as it does to 
this day. The city bas also failed to fulfill its obligation under 
the code to enforce height limits of fences abutting Gum Grove Park, 
all but eliminating sunlight in the area which sensitive species of 
raptors are expected to forage and nest and where near extinct plant 
life is now expected to flolf.ish. The City of seal. Beach is the poorest 
of choices for a custodian of a nature park. To dedicate Gum Grove 
Park to the city is to send the wildlife and plant life therein to bell. 

In the interest of brevity I will exclude my comments on 
archaeology relate~ to Mr. Whittenburg's memorandum of April 2nd 
other than to say that human remains were found by a Mr. Ralston 
formerly of 1733 Crestview as he dug one of the footings for bis 
illegally constructed sundeck encroaching into the Hellman Ranch • 
Reserve including a jawbone and partial skull. Mr. Ralston showed 
these artifacts to •e over a beverage we sbared in 1990. Mr:{#f;ton 

4.1' 
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did not report his find to the city as he bad been cited.by the 
City.for his illegal construction activities and did not wish to 
thwart his pursuit for a variance after the fact, to allow the 
illegal structure to remain. I attempted to inform the city of 
Mr. Ralston's discovery when the 3ellman project appeared before 
the City council for a second reading however the issue bad cleverly 
been agendized as "Old Buisness" and the public was not allowed to 
address the matter as bad been promised around 1:00 A.M. at the 
previous city council meeting. I was allowed to speak to the council 
·l~ter that evening during oral communications but my remarks were 
not entered into the record concerning the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan 
and what was recorded for the offical minutes of the meeting was 
sanitized to reflect only that I bad addressed a matter that had 
already been passed. 8ince then the city has ignored my requests 
of that evening to inves.tigate gr. Ralston's finds in an apparent 
attempt to minimize the significance of this archeological site 
buried under the illegally constructed deck on ~ellman Ranch prop~rtj. 

~·.: e :co..: tal coo:nission has recei 1ed to . ·:i >:;:o leJ;e in addition 
to r'lr. \'lhi ttenburg 1 s memorandum, 26 individual letters from 25 
households indicating support for this project. One petition including 
75 signatures representing views from 55 households, and one letter 
signed by 17 of the 17 presidents of the Golden Rain Foundation of 
Leisure world. The petition was circulated by stan Anderson who 
suffered a humiliating defeat in his failed bid for a seat on City 
council. Amoung the 55 households represented on the petition 19 
were generated from the 82 properties which abut the Hellman Ranch. 
Of the 26 individual letters, one came from the Planning Commissioner 
representing the District in which the Ranch is located, 2 of the 
letters were written by City council members from amoungst the 5 
Districts in the city. One of the letters was written by a building 
inspector for the city who doubtlessly looks forward to inspecting 
all of the new construction. 8 of the letters came from people who 
don•t live in the city, 3 of the letters did ~ot indicate where the 
authors reside. 5 of the letters came from people whose homes abut 
the Hellman Ranch • 

The coastal Commission hearing at Long Beach in April was attended 
by some 200 residents of Leisure world that arrived on buses charte~ed 

~\@ 



5 
by Hellman Ranch Ltd and were lured with the promise of a free 
lunch. These tallys do not constitute an overwhelming outpouring ~ 
of public support for the proposed pro~ect but are largely the 
result of a campaign of fear mongering by former City Council member 
Gwen Forsythe who repeatedly threatened massive housing and 
commercial developmen~ in televised statement~would occur on the 
site should her plan not prevail. 

I would like to remind the Commission that: The proposed pro~ect 
site was historically part of the Alamitos Bay wetlands complex. 
The lowland portion of the site was partially filled with dredge spoils 
during construction 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 ma~ in part, 
be reasonably returned to tidal influence, the Department of the Army 
believes, as do I, that a portion of the lowlands is still subject 
to corps jurisdiction under section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act 
of 1899. I further believe that the Army corps of Engineers should 
remove their dredge spoils from the site so that the coastal Commission 
can see bow many acres of wetlands there really are before approving~ 
construction of any kind at the location. 

very truly ~ 

~e~ewley 
(562) 430-8841 
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Karen Ashikeh CAl\FOkNIA 
33300 Mission Blvd. #45 COASTAl COMMlSSlON 
Union City, CA 94587 

California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St. 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

To the Coastal Commission: 

NOISSIW\NO::> 1\flSVO:) 
VIN~O:lilV:> 

Please reject any plans for the filling at the Hellman Ranch wetlands along the San 
Gabriel River. 

Do not be swayed by the interests of golfers and developers when it comes to 
destruction of wetland areas that are needed far more than a golf course and more 
homes! 

Thank you for your support in these matters. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Karen Ashikeh 



:r: DR. DAVID L SC~N&IOI;R 
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NOISSIWWO::> 1VlSVO::> 
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c:Al\fORMMN'. \stON MAY 2 2 1998 
• j 

May 18, 1998 

Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Commissioners, 

coAStPJ. co ' 
.......... 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMM\SS1C ''.l 

I am writing to urge you to reject the filling or further degradation of wetlands at Hellman 
Ranch. It is ludicrous to destroy more wetlands in order to build a golf course and 70 
homes when over 80% of California's wetlands have already been destroyed. 

.· 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. Please feel free to contact me if I can answer 
any questions, or provide you with additional information. 

Sincerely, 

,...,.. ..... ~~.ack 
601 Van Ness Avenue 
Suite E3-304 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
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)8/00198 TUE ii!t.( FAI 1824300912 TRICO!f SYSTEIS 
a& cg '!8 11:~ tEPT Ell.' H:liTI•.:.tL'Jl.WE - ~4~'1,; 

IGUDZ r u • ...&A:J a.u1 

WMRSITY OF CALIFOL"'A.. DAVIS 

81\lDC! 1998 

M'r. Walt MDlcr 
'tricom 

Dear Mr. Miller. 

,.,. .. , .. 
~OPIM"'I'IIt::ll'tlrti!''TAL~l\PIE 
mvt!l.c.t.LIFCIUGA.1'!6J•aelaA · 
m~ c91111 'tS:Ioal.lD 
PAX: U'Lta US.IIJI 

Wilh.respec;t to our~ corrv&:ESIIioa.COII.Cell'ing~ acd.vidll as . 
prac:dccd in Califomia..l =ci05C ~ fo1lowiDc: 

Mltipaon and rcstoradan are pol'.eD.Dally use!U1 activities 'Chat can Cllh&ma: u.blnll ~
ecoq$te1DS health. ancl hycltolO~cat inregmy. UDfommataly. all too often 1hese adivincs 
are 'IJ!UI as •thJ:ow..a.way' ~ iu divdopmem. scbc:mes wiJ:h litdc or DO~ 
ba$ls or admi:Dislrative reeih. Ju part:i.cuJar. re5tOl'llioll projects~ by ~pmcm 
projea's should always hive posUtve USWIIIS to tbe !olfowinl quados. 

l_ Jb lb.e cd.~ bam c:rilically D:Vi&::wed by disjntCI'CSCJ:d 
$clttll.ists? ~ould D.Qt Jpclpdo c:ousultiug films iD. tbc employ oftbe cfevelapa-. bUt 
could ~tuda u~ ccalogisls. 

2 Are tbem quatdiftable measwcs of me SU(:Q"'$5 or the testOratian built iD. ta lbc papoal? 

3. Ale tJ:Ie'le eoottaernat tcmeiHa tor fai.lurc to ar:bieve 1hDse :oat&·} Do these ft"mr:dia 
assure that tbc n:sroraEioa. will btl ctfec&iw? 

Fed 1iee 1:0 eoutactme If yoo have aay :ftutb&r quesliaas. 

Silarely. 

':Y~~.' 
Tromau P. Yoq, Ph.D. 

~~ 
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3UH-89-98 8~:1~ P" AHAHEI" 9TH ~LOOR 
...... 

June 9, 1998 

California Coastal Commission 
e/o Radisson Hotel 
1111 1. Cabrillo Blvd. 
Santa Barbara, CA 

714~46~464 

RB: SBAL BEACH WETLANDS - MUTING OP J'OIIB 10, 1998 

Please be advised, as a Sierra Club member, I oppose The Bellman Ranch 
Project. 

The Sierra Club (and people of california) want healthy vetlande. 

.... 1 

We aupport the Coastal Commission staff's decision to reject the proposed 
golf course. 

Thank you very much. 

Sincerely, 

.J-o~~~ /lJ~I•" 
Susan CUllen 
Phone 714 635-3649 
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01/01/11 07:11 ttlll •••••• , ACADDIC PRill IIOD1 

5717 Atbwonb 8t.. • 
l..abwood. CA 9071:S 

Califomia CoMta1 CommiAb 
Pu.: (.562.).590-3014 

To Whom it May Oonran; 

R'R: Sul 'Raach wed .. 

W•11avc Ju~eL blcx'Mn• awm: ut&M pvpotraJ 10 develop die Henman Ranc1IIJIII. af5u1 RMc:'h 
Into a pwJ community wirh '70 home.ci and a plf cou.n;e located on lhc exl11dna Sal Belch 
wet!aoda. We .bave abo become aware that tbe CoutaJ Comtbis&io.o lt8tt .hAS rejected tbt 1o.1f 
course pottion of the propoaL 

'Please take notl!l that we rcronaJy object to dria propoMllftd demand that ttae fun Commission 
~jtu:L due prupuul. Tuu much af Callfonda'11 prccloui wct:lllldi have been D&:ritlcti:d LU Ill& .-J 
of property ckvclopcr5 llrady. Wt mlllt prouc;:t what li1do illd. nuc wodiiJdl are cn~:laiiD a 
healthy ocosy~tem and lboir 1oas wW affect the entia~ 

At wmorrow•s hear.inp. do .GOl be awaycd by ao caUccf aupportcn or 1hc project who owe 10111: 
form of allegio.oce to the developer oftbis pmjeet. Despite tb6 suuestJOD& of the deVelopell Md 
aome Seal Beach city afficiak, tbet6 is NOT 'Widetpread ~tY IUppo!t for lbis proposal. • 
What there isla widesp:ud iprnDce d wlulliUI'IIC Yelled tn~enH~ n l.r)'tn&IO pash dlroup 
aut of the public eye. Be brave ud do tbc riJbttlliJII. 

Anthony and .JoAnn R.all 

• 
·~ 
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FAX NO. 818 615 2698 GL~CO HC GRAWHILL 

• 
MEMO 

TO: The California Coastal Commission 
FROM: Patrice Titterinaton. 1223 Selby Avo., LA. CA 90024 
SUBJECT: Hellman llaneh Proposal 
DATE: J\lne 9, 1998 

I am faxlng you to let you know that I wholeheartedly support your ataft"'s rejection of a 
proposal to replace a Seal Beach wetlands with a Jolf course. AI you know, this aoJf 
course would destroy one of our lpt remaining wetlands bere in Southern Catifomla. AI 
an avid environmentalist and Sierra Club leader, I want restored. healthy wetland& aDd 
atronsly oppose this proposed gated community o£70 lu)I;Ury barnes. to include the solt 
course, in Seal Beaeh. 

Good luck in your fight! 

.J) .ll!L . 

P. 01 ,. . : . 
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June B. 1998 

California Coastal Commission 

Dear Sirs: 

I would like to take this opportunity to support your staffs recommendation 1bat a 
proposed golf course in Seal Beach be rejected. The proposal is a part of the Hellman 
Ranch development. It is very important that our last few remaining wetlands be 
preserved and protected as much as is possible. I believe your staffs advice to reject 
development of the golf course is reasonable and correct 

There must certainly be a way to both protect and restore wetlands and allow moderate 
development that will allow tbe developers to make a reasonable profit. I know other 
such accomodations have been reached in the past. 

Once again I urge you to follow the recommendation of your staff and reject the proposed 
golf course . 

Sincerely, 
Rick Hopper 
4SSO Overland Ave #228 
Culver City. CA 90230 
(310) 202-1834 
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June 8,.1998 

. California Coastal Co.mmissiOD 
. Faxed to (562) s9o-soa4 

. Dear Commission Members, 
. . 

Dr. Mba Atma Sin&h Khalsa 
1536 Crest Dr. . 
~ Anseles, CA 90035 

I W'ge you to reject the Hellman Ranch p~oposal . 

•• 

. We urgently need to preserVe and restore our few remaining wetlands in Southern 
California. I strongly support the COastal Commi&Sion staff's. decision to reject 
the proposed golf course. Again, I strongly urse you to preserve our preeioi:&s 
coastline. Please ~ect the golf course a~d the entire Helhnan Ranch • 
development! · 

.. 
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Karen F.Schwager 

3168 Bonn Drive 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 
Tel: (714) 497-5926 Fax:(714) 497-1526 
email: gschwager@earthlink.net 

To: Califor,nia Coastal Commission 

Company: 

Pages including cover page: 1 

Subject: LAST REMAINING WETLANDS! 

Comments: 

Dear Commissioners, 

FAX MESSAGE 
Fax Number: 1 562 S90S084 

Date : 618/98 

Fax Number: 949-497-1S26 

You are the ones who stand between developers and the destruction of our extrodinarily valuable and depleted 
wetlands. It is your duty to protect the precious eco system that we in Southern California have as yet not 
totally destroyed. It would be short sighted to allow the Hellman Ranch Project to go through. You absolutfy 
must support your Coastal Commission staffs advice to reject the proposed golf course. I am one 
voter and there are myriads more who developers cannot claim as a supporter of devastating the wet lands by 
buldazing them into oblivion . 



INti 1:51AM 

California Coastal Commission, . 

FRH No.: (562) 598-5884 

Re.: He lim an Ranch Project 

Please don't let the deuelopers destroy 
one of our remaining wetlandsl 

Seal Beach city officials appear to be blind to the 
deuastating effect on the unique character which the -
wetlands add to their community; to replace a natural 
treasure with 78 more homes and a golf course Is 
unconscionable. lbe agenda of the deuelopers Is clear. 
as always; •rake the money and run•. 

It appears that the deuelopers cannot ulsualize 

P.001 

• 

the deuastatlng effect of transforming the balanced • 
effect of natural beauty spots Into high usage areas 
for people to ultimately abuse In the pursuit of 
dluerslon and escape; soon our once beautiful State or 
California will be transformed Into paued parking 
areas and water-guzzling golf courses ••. lf the 
deuelopers haue their way. 

Please oppose the Hellman Ranch Project; Instead. 
lets work on restoring the Seal Beach Wetlands to 
health and beauty. 

Respectfully. 

R. Tabor, MD 
1 rulne. CR 92628 
dun a. 1998 

• 
til@ 
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UCI History Department Fax:714-824-2865 .b1 8 '98 10=18 P.Ol/01 

June 8,1998 

I would like to urge you to accept the Coastal Commission's staff 
report opposing tho buildin& of a gold course in the Hellman Ranch 
proposal for Seal Beach. We ~ye so littl~ open space along the coast that 
using it for golf, which only a sm~U _J)(?.~~.~~ of the public yvould take 
advantage of anyway, makes little sense. 

Steven Topi.k · ··· 
7 Dickens Court· · ... 
Irvine. CA. 92612 
949 856-3045 "" . 

Po.t..ft'" Fax Note 
Ta 
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Facsimile Cover Sheet 
To: John Auyons 

Company: 
Phone: 

Fax: (562)590-5084 

From: Jo Ellen Youns 

Company: 
Phone: +1(310)839-3691 

Fax: +1(310)836-2934 

Date: 6/8/1998 

Pages Including this 
cover page: 1 

Comments: 
Dear Mr. Auyong and the California Coastal Commission: 

hp 1 of 1. loiiUf, ~- 01, UJI t;lt,. 

I support your rejection of a proposal to replace a Seal Beach Wetlands 
with a golf course. 

The Hallman Ranch point aan told the LA Times that •A housing-only 
project is not what this community wanta.• 

And preserving one or California•• few remaining wetlands ia .are 
important than building another solf course! 

I want restored .. healthy wetlands .. NOI' the Hallaan Ranch project.. 

Thank you For saying 10DO" to the developers. 

Sincerely, 

Jo Ellen Young 
(310) 839-3691 

• 

• 
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CALIFORNIACOASTALCOMMISSION f!J IE rc IE ow IIEJ 
Attn: John Auyon2 J"a' LJ 
200 0 1 Olh Fl u,, 8 l'nno . ceangate, oor """ 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 COAs~ngRNJA. 

. ~ISSt"'"' Subject: Seal Beach Wetlands vs. Hellman Ranch proposal. '-' · 

My wife, four children and I moved to Seal Beach in 1971. At that time the 
City ran out of vacant land for further development of future homes, and the 
only vacant land were the Wetlands, which supposedly couldn't be 
developed. Now, the HeUman Ranch wants to develop the Wetlands and I 
am curious to know how that can happen. 

Isn't that land protected somehow, so that development cannot happen? 
Wasn't there a similar attempt to develop that land a few years ago but was 
denied by you, the California Coastal Commission? 

It seems to me that a golf course would just about require all of the acreage 
in the entire wetland area. As far as I'm concerned, we have given away too 
much wetland area to developers already. We don't need development, we 
need vacant and/or restored land. 

Our local coastal areas are beginning to look like the shore lines in Chicago 
or New York City. What a shame! 

~at can I, as a citizen, do to prevent this development from taking place? 

Sincerely, 

#'~ 
H. Lee Barnard 
4201 Birchwood Ave. 
Seal Beach, CA 90740 



- -

22 San Jose Ct. 
. Walnut Creek, CA 94S98 

June3, 1998 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: John Auyo!l 
200 Oceangate, 10 Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Dear Commissioners:· 

I was very pleased to read that your staff bas recommended rejection of a proposal to replace a· 
Seal Beach wetlands with a golf course. I would like to strongly encourage you to accept this 
. staff recommendation. Community support for buDdozing the wetlands and replacing them with 
a golf course is not sufficient reason to destroy one of the few remaining wetlands in Southern 
California. 

Thank you very much. 

.. ' . . 
• I - • f"~t> • 
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Sune7, 1998 

The California Coastal Commil&ioa 
fAX# 562-590-5084 

Dear CommLuioncrs: 

. UG!IIJ T-555 P.DIIDI J~Til 

I am writing in support of the wlr.dorn you e'erefscd in your stand to protect the SoalBoec:b 
wetland&. 'l'hMk you tor underStanding that their exi'tence and restoration Is key to survival of 
not oDly tbe non-human, but the human species u MD. 

Wlu1e studying eavlronmental iSSUM,I was stunned by the multifaceted Jmportanc:e of etlUarics 
and wetlands that tladitionally have been hardly DOticA!d. Prc~tJy, with incroaslns number of 
ctornu; affectins California coastline. the.~ planetary f'onns am eenainJy emerging u llltllle•s 
ensineering miracles tbat protect the land from dataases by wind and water llUJCS. By bolmns 
eJtcess rainfall they not only nlitigate flood effects, but al5o, in dry titDI.'IS, retard desertification. 
Clearly. they need to be apprcoiated and protected. 

It-is my understandins tbat the Seal Beach estwuy ts damaged but can recover. ~ it ill. with the 
La Ballona wetland$ in my neiSflborhood, their .reatonatlon through existing technologies and 
enlightened citizen participation would crealC a world model wonhy of undeJ'takiDa. 

The United Nations repon impendiug serious problems to many pobal resions shoul4 wetlands 
continue to be n~glectfld for as few a.~ 20 more years. Tbo Natio.aal Academy of Sciences a.arges 
a gain of JO miUion acres of wetlands over the next two decades. I read that 65 nations bave 
come together 10 save the remaining wetlands many of which cross natiODil bordediDK. 

I hope that the California Coastal Commission rcmatn. to be po-life in the.c;c aD·plaoct 
protee.Ung measures. If. as one citizen and vetoran of five Olympic Games. I caa be of more belp 
than I~ do on my own, pleaao Jet me bow. 

Si~y. 

t~er-
11027 Ocean Drive 
CuJverCicy 
Caiifomia gQ230 
310.202-0743 
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JuneS, 1998 

4SS7Fir Ave 
Seal Beach. Ca. 90740 

JohnAuyong 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, 1 f1h Floor 
Long Beach. Ca. 90802-4416 

Dear Mr. Auyong, 

cAUfORNIA 
COASlAl coMM\SS\ON 

I fully support your rejection of the Hellman Ranch project. I feel that it is not necessary 
to fill every void of land space with some sort of development, lets make an effort to 
restore the wetlands that are fast disappearing; every year we lose a few thousand acres to 
the developers, soon there will be no wetlands left. 

ct::·~ Puiow 
DonaldP~em • 
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JuneS, 1998 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn.: John Auyq . 
2000ceangate Jof!Floor 
:Long Beach. Ca. 90902-;4416 

Dear Mr . .Auyona: 

rD Linda Braatz. D.D.S. 
· :D 289 StonecJiffe Aisle 

frWie CA 92812 
(71.f) 1509-1042 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Tbis letter is to inform you that I am strongly against the planned goJf coune in the wetlands of Seal Beach, 
known as the HeUman Ranch project. I want these wetlands restored to their natural state. 

I support the Coastal Commission staff's decision to reject the proposal for this portion ~the HelJmlll 
Ranch's aoJf course. 

I have personal knowledae of the effects of the Jack of wetlands. Recently duck populations have taken 
residence on private property due to Jack of choices. Two females ducks and one male have been run over. 
Now 9 one week old ducklinss may not survive and egas were c::rusbecl. 

Give watenowt a place to live! GoJf courses are alux:wy for a few. Too much open space and wetlands are 
aone forever! 

Sincerd,JfOUB. ~ 
' // A~u 
;ZJ~{/'-~ / 
~JA. Braa.u, DD.S . 



I 

l 
\ 

~·~~ 
Prudential 
Callfornl1 Rutty 

3333 Michelson, Suite eoO,Irvine, Callfomla 92612 
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.DORIS 
COCHRAN 

THE EDUCATED CHOICE IN REAL ESTATE 
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fii DORIS· 
I' COCHRAN 

THE EDUCATED CHOICE IN REAL ESTATE 

IJ Ms. Maria E. Cowles . 
4272 Birchwood Ave. 

Seal Beach, CA 90740 

fS Prudential 
California Rufty 

3333 Michelson, Suite 900, Irvine, Callfomla 92812 

" 

, ________________________________ _ 
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( June .5, 199i' 

c· 

• 

Deat Coagtal CornrnfRfon, COAS~~~~~SION 

Calffotnfa hag alteady logt too much of ftl watlandc. · 

Pleaga don't allow the Hallman tanch folb bulldoze thfg wetland to 
bufld a golf COUI'IQ. 

Plaaga follow yout ctaff' c decfgfon to te(act thfg ~to~oged golf coutea. 

~fhCatQ(y, 

~~ttevant 
209 sg4 .. 9667 • 



- -

• 

• 

• 

• Betty Tanner 
1784 Crestview.Avenue 

Seal Beach, California 90 7 40 
tel/fax 5621430-1718 . 

June 5, 1998 

ffd ~!~D!E fDJ 
California Coastal Commission 

. Attn: John Auyong COAS~~tgg~~!A 
•ruviiSSION 

200 Oceangate, lOth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

RE: Hellman Ranch project 

Dear Mr. Auyong: . · 

My family and I want to thank the Coastal commission for their rejection of the 
Sea/ Beach golf course and housing project. 

·~ 

I walk in Gum grove Park, adjoining the Hellman property every morning and enjoy 
observing the wildlife there. The Herons, the Egrets, Kites, various hawks, and smaller 
birds too numerous to name are delightful to watch. A coyotes sighting is a special 
treat, as is watching the squirrels and rabbits. There is so little space that they can live. 

Let the golf course be put inland somewhere, anywhere. There is no good reason 
to take away from wetlands for it 

We need the remaining wetlands restored and healthy. 

Thank you for your stand on this issue. 

Cordially, 

~J~ 
Betty Tanner 
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June5,1998 

California Coastal Comrnisllan 
Attn: John Auyong 
200 Oeeangate, 10th Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4418 

Dear Sir: 

CAI.!Fn!!~''·\ 
COASTAL \..v, , .. , ..... ::0~\l 

f am an environmentally coneclous californian and I believe that preserving one of our fa 
remaining wetlands in Southem California Is more Important than building another golf C0Uf11e. 

• 

For that reason I oppose the Hellman Ranch project and support the Coastal Commission staff's • 
decision to reject the proposed golf course. · 

Sincerely. 

Diane L. Tholln 
4512 Chartevllle Cin:le 
Irvine, CA 92804 

• @ 
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June4, 1998 

JohnAuyong 
Coastal Commission 

SIERRA CLUB 
ANGELES CHAPTER 

LONG BEACH SECTION 

200 Oceangate 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

~ ~~~DWftiil 
JUN 8 1998 lfJJ 

. COAS CALIFORNIA 
. TAL CON.,~aiS~ION 

Regarding the Hellman Ranch Development, as a member of the Long 
Beach Sierra Club , I want the HEALTHY WETLAND RESTORED 
and not another. GOLF Course • 

Sincerely, 

clyn owman-Childers 
37 E. 222nd St 

Carson, California 90745 
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~ ~J~~~~~ fillune~1998 • 
California Coastal Commission Harold K. King 

Att: John Auyonc COAS~,:~g~~SSION ~~n:.,s,t~eal Beach, 

Dear Sir: 
I am very concerned about the proposed Hellman Ranch project and the 

plan for building a golf course over an area that has been designated ·as 
wetlands • Far too many coastal wetlands have already been lost to 
development in California in the past, and will never be recovered. The 
Coastal Commission was created to protect our precious coast from greedy 
land development. It is your job to uphold the trust that the people of Calif. 
have given you. Please, do not approve the destruc~on of the Hellman 
property wetlands for another unwanted golf coune. We; the people who·Jive :. 
here in Seal Beach, want those rare and precious wetlands restored to their 
previous natural beauty. 

Thank~,. for ~r concern 

~~~ 
Harold K. ~ J • 
Resident/ owner 

• @f 
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' 
caurornia coastal commissioJm 
Att: John Auyong 

~ ~ ~ ~w ~ rm~ 1998 

JUN 9 1998 l~l(J;n~ ~ieal Beach, 
CALIFORNIA CaHf. 90740 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

Dear Sir: 
I am very concerned about the proposed Hellman Ranch project and the 

plan for building a golf course over an area that has been designated as 
wetlands • Far too many coastal wetlantJs have already been lost to 
development in California in the past, and will never be recovered. Th~ 
Coastal Commission was created to protect our precious coast from greedy 
land development. It is your job to uphold the trust that the people of Calif. 
have given you. Please, do not approve the destruction of the Hellman 
property wetlands for another unwanted golf course. We; the people who live 
here in Seal Beach, want those rare and precious wetlands restored to their 
previous natural beauty. 

Tha~you for your ~cem 
~~5. 7 

Linda S. King •••• 
Resident 



. riD ~~~~~~rrne4,1998 • 

California Coastal CommissiJIU JUN 9 1998 ~dred King 
Att: John Auyong CALIFORNIA 201. 2nd St. Seal Beach, 

COASTAL COMMISSIO~alit 90740 

Dear Sir: 
I am very concerned about the proposed HeUman Ranch project and the 

plan for building a golf course over an area that has been designated as 
wetlands • Far too many coastal wetlands have already been lost to 
development in California in th·e past, and will never be recovered. The 
Coastal Commission was created to protect our precious coast from IJ'eedy 
land development. It is your job to uphold the trust that the people of Ca6f. 
have given you. Please, do not approve the destruction of the HeUman 
property wetlands for another unwanted golf course. We; the people who live 
here in Seal Beach, want those rare and precious wetlands restored to their 
previous natural beauty. 

Thank you for your 
concern. 
Mildred JGna.... • 
Resident/ owner 

rnJ~K'~tl 
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Island VIllage Homeowners Association 

•A Private CommunltJ'• 

Carlfomia Costal Commission 
Attn: John Auyong 
200 Ocean Gate 
Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

RE: Henmen Ranch Development; Seal Beach, CA 

Dear Commission Members; 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

I am writing on behalf of the Island Village Homeowners Association. We are an 
association of 182 homes on the north boundary of the proposed development 

r (Hellmen Ranch Development, in Seal Beach, CA). Because the development is In the 
city of Seal Beach, and we are located in the city of Long Beach, we believe that our 
concerns have not been addressed in the planing and approval process for this 
development. Therefore, we are turning to this commission in hopes that they will . 
compel the developer to: ~ 

1) Preserve, for our members, their historical access to the beach, 
2) Require the developer to provide for our emergency egress, and 

• 

3) Provide access to a soon to be land locked flood control pump 
station and some adjacent property In the City of Long Beach. • 

Historically (for over 26 years), our members, and the public, have had access from 
Westminister Blvd., through the Edison International property, down First Street, to the 
Beach. Even when a part of this roadway was deemed unsafe for vehicular traffic, and 
closed to that traffic, access was provided via pedestrian and bicycle •pass thru's! It 
was not until recently, that this area was closed, unilaterally, by the Hellman Ranch 
Company. Although, we preserved our pedestrian and emergency access, the public 
was denied theirs. Our walkers, joggers, bicyclists and mothers with their children could 
continue to make their way to the beach but the many members of the public that used 
this road could not. If this development proceeds as drawn this access will end forever. 

H is our contention that this development, as currently proposed, has failed to consider 
significant adverse effects on the environment. Therefore, we wish to make the · 
commission aware of these adverse effects in hopes that there might be Mitigation 
Measures included in the final plan: 

Transportation/Circulation: 
The development fails to consider that the use of the existing road (First Street) 
by residents as an example of alternative transportation and any disruption to · . 
that use would require additional vehicle trips. 

In addition, it fails to address emergency access along First Street to the • 
Southern part of the county (soon to be City of Long Beach) land by Long Beach . t.::;>< 

12607 ~ '\Vay, Suite R. c.mo., ru{omja 90703 ~ ~ ~ 



• 

• 

• 

Police and Fire Departments. Both would need to transverse the project. This 
access would be denied with the present plan. In the same way, emergency· 
assistance from Seal Beach, along First Street, to the residents of Island Village, 
would be eliminated by the construction as proposed. 

This development also fails to consider the use of this road (First Street), and by 
default the project area, by residents needing to evacuate from the North to the 
South. Adjacent to this proposed project is an emergency exit for the residents of 
Island Village. This exit could, and has been, used in times of emergency thus 
allowing the residents to egress safely to Seal Beach. This emerg·ency 
passageway is particularly important to the residents should Westminster, or its 
two bridges, become impassable due to a Severe Accident, Flood, Earthquake; 
or in the event of an emergency event occurring at Haynes Generating, such as 
an Oil Tank Fire or Explosion. Access to this needed emergency road would be 
denied. In the same way, mutual aid emergency access from Seal Beach 
resources, to the residents of Island Village, would be hampered or eliminated by 
the construction of this project, without mitigation. 

Also, this property (the Edison International Property) is used year round by the 
residents of Island Village, both pedestrian and bicyclists, as an access path to 
Seal Beach, its residents, shops, and the Pacific Ocean. The proposed 
construction on this property (which is currently leased by the Island Village 
Homeowners Association from Edison International) allows for access to these 
areas which would be denied with the development as currently planed. This 
would disrupt what has been the existing pattern of traffic that has existed for 
twenty-five years. 

Recreation: 
The development fails to consider the impact of denying pedestrian and bicycle 
access for Island Village residents to recreation facilities located at th~ southern 
end of First Street in Seal Beach. This property is used by the residents, both 
pedestrians and bicyclists, as an access path to Seal Beach, its recreation 
facilities, and the Pacific Ocean. The developed part of the property (the First 
Street Road from Pacific Coast Hgwy. to association property) is currently leased 
by the Island Village Homeo~ers Association and is their only safe access to 
the recreation facilities within Seal Beach. This development would disrupt what 
has been the existing pattern of traffic for twenty-fiVe years. Access to these 
areas would be denied by this project. 

Hazards: 
The development fails to consider the possible disruption to existing emergency 
response plans. The project as planned would sever emergency access along 
First Street to the Southern part of the county land by Orange County Flood 
Control, long Beach Police and Fire Departments and any other agency. In the 
same way, emergency access from Seal Beach or Southern Long Beach, to the 
residents of Island Village would be hampered or eliminated by the construction 

-1-® 12607 ~Way, SuiteR, Cemto., c.Ji£omia 90703 



of this project without mitigation. · 

. This report also fails to consider the use of this road (First Street) by residents 
needing to evacuate from the North to the South. North of this proposed project 
is an emergency exit for the residents of Island Village. This exit could, and has 
been, used in times of emergency allowing the residents to egress safely to Seal 
Beach. This emergency passageway is particularly important to the residents 
should Westminster, or its two bridges, become Impassable due to a severe 
accident. flood, or earthquake; or in the event of an emergency event occurring 
at Haynes Generating, such as an oil tank fire or explosion. Access to this 
needed emergency road would be denied. In the same way, emergency access 
from assisting Seal Beach resources to the residents of Island Village would be 
hampered or eliminated by the construction of this project; without mitigation. 

Public service: 
The development fails to consider the need to alter governmental services to the 
isolated section of ·southern" long Beach. If the project was constructed as 
proposed, without mitigation, emergency access (along First Street) to the· · 
southern part of the county, soon to be city, land by such agencies as the 
Orange County Flood Control, long Beach Police and Fire Departments would 
be denied. 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 

We believe that the only way to completely mitigate any adverse impact of this 
proposed development would be: 

1) To provide bicycle, and pedestrian access from the North side of the 
project (Island Village) to First Street and Pacific· Coast Hwy. 

2) To provide emergency access from the North side of the project through 
the oil production area or golf course to Seal Beach Blvd. or First Street. 

2) To provide service road access from the North side of the project through 
the oil production area or golf course to Seal Beach Blvd. or First Street. 

Submitted, by resolution of the board of directors, on behalf of the Island Village 
Hom · 'ation by: 

Dave Bates, 

Home: 62 Windjammer Court 
long Beach, CA 90803-4321 
(562) 598-4587 

Work: (562) 598-6077 

l2l:m ~ Way, Suite R. c.mto., c.liJomia 90703 
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Califrnia Coastal Commission 
Attn: John Auyong 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor 
LongBeach, CA 90902-4416 

Dear Sir: 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

This is in protest about those who say Seal Beach residents are in favor of the 
wetlands being replaced by a golf course. That is not true of me, my husband and 
many of my neighbors here in Seal Beach. We oppose the Hellman Ranch project, 
and we support the Coastal Commision's decision to reject the proposed golf course. · 

Thank you for any consideration you may be-able to give to the above 
information, and I am sure many other Seal Beach residents will thank you as_ well. _ 

;:;::e 
Susan Possner 
13762 Alderwood Lane, 86L 
Seal Beach, CA 90740 



-.,_, 

Mr. John Auyong 
Coastal Commission . 
200 Oceangate. lOth floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Dear Mr. Auyong: 

I agree with the members of the Coastal Commission staff who are opposed to the 
golf course proposed for the Hellman Ranch development We don't need another golf 
course, but we do need healthy wetlands. Once they are gone, they are gone forever. 
PJease protect our wetlands. 

Thanks for your attention to this matter. 

Yours truly, 

I~ .lJ,u~ 

K.eeDeBoer 

• 

• 
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June3, 1998 

California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, Tenth Floor 
Long Beach. CA 90802-4416 

·Attn: Mr. John Auyong 

riD ~~~nr~1r 
U1J JUN 8 1998 l_W 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

We oppose the Hellman Ranch Development proposal in Seal Beach. There should be a 
healthy restoration of the wetlands, and no golf course. There are many golf courses in 
the area, and they can be built anywhere. There are few wetlands left in the state and 
they are a precious resource for preserving specific plant and animal species. It would 
set a very bad pre~ent to allow a golf course on a wetlands. 

Please support your own staff recommendation and vote No on this Hellman Ranch 
proposal . 

Sincerely yours, 

Mike and Barbara Sentovich 

11641 Wallingsford Road 
Los Alamitos, CA 90720 



- -
California Coastal Commiaioll 
AttD: Mr. John AuyODI 
200 Occaugate. lot' Pl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Mr. AuyoDg: 

Our thanks to the Coastal Commission for 1aldn& the c:owageous step of rejecting the proposal for the developmeat 
of the Hellman Estate here in Seal BclciL 

We live on a tract which was once a part oftbe Hellman Eslate. We wish the Hellman Estate well, and have DO IX 
to grind or issue 'With them. We do believe 1hat an alternative must be found to development of this precious laDd: 
an alternative which retains the integrity 8Dd value of the SUJ1'0II.1DdiDg COIDJI'lUDities, which allows the Hellman to 
relieve the large tax burden they have borne all these yean, aDd. most importandy, which passes the Jaad dowD to 
the DeXt generations in better condition dum it is now • 

.r SmaD set-aside Daturai habitats do DOt WOJt. One look at the fenced. crowded, and not natural set-aside at Loma 
Laguna c:onvinc:cs ODC of that. 1bae are already enough golf courses: there are not enough wetlands 

We would like the wetlands to be restored to something like its original conditioa. 1bis does DOt mean just runai1Ja 
a bulldozer over the landfi.ll, but a rasonable reconstruction so that some sort of approximation of the natural habitat ... 
can be created. We think the educational 8Dd recreational value of this would overshadow any benefit from more 
homes 8Dd a golf course. 

Several years ago, there was a proposal to build about a thousand condos on about 150 acres of the wetlands IDd 
mesa. This was narrowly headed off: 'llrith some bitter feelings allii'OUIId. However, the price whic:b Hellman 
would have rec::eived, something like $21 million. would perhaps be dwarfed by its value today. 

Should they develop today for somethiqlike SSO million (I would hope they would at least thank the Mayor IDd 
others who stopped them from selling for less than balfthatl), they may similarly repel it in a couple of years. 

Surely there are ways to protect the HeUman Estate's interests, preserve their connection 'With the land. 8lld save the 
wetlands. A couple of ideas: 

• SeD half interest (in the surface land only) to 2,500 interested citizens, not to be developed for ooc hundred 
years, for, say $10,000 each. This would be a family iDvestmeDl, peihaps eatitling the owners to participate in 
restoration and maintainmce of the "'habitat preserve" it would become. The Hellman Estate would retain the 
mineral rights. as 'Well as balf..mterest in the land, IDd have the park named after them. After a centmy. who 
knows, each family's $10,000 might srow to a billion. 8Dd meanwhile they'd get to see the Herons 8Dd Epts 
dole up. 

• Establish a Jaad Conservancy. similar to Catalina, wi1h donation of the land for a payment by the State or 
Federal GovCI'IUDellt of $50 milliaa to the ~llman Estate. The Hellmans would retain mineral rigiU. Wbat 
better use for our 1ax dollars, wbich now go for silly things like subways under the Hollywood Hills1 The 
preserved wetlands don't go nay-die}' retain theirwba. 

Once again. we are 'YCI)' happy with the Coaslal Commission's ~ oftbe dcNelopment plan. Keep up the JDOd 
wozt! 

cc: Seal Beach Jouma1 

4llitfJ.. .. ~ ~~ 
1020 Mar VIlla 
Seal Beach, CA 9070-5842 
~-430-2495 

Long Beach Press-Telepam 

L------·---~~ 
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June 2 1998 

Dear California Coastal Commission; 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

] wholeh~edly appreciate Y,our rejection of the proposal to 
destroy the wet lands. I amln favor of protecting the· wetlands. 

I strongly oppose the Golf Course and the 70 homes proposal. 

] have been a permanent home owner here for some yeasihere in 
Seal Beach and feel that this is very detrimental to our area. 

Thank you for considering my oppinion. 

Most sincere re~s 

Q~~ ~ 
I::::tRG LESTER 
1441 MONTEREY RD #61J 
SEAL BEACH Ca 90740-5255 

. . 



.... ·- -

Dear Members of the Coastal Commission, 

CALIFORNIA June 1998 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

I am a resident of Seal Beach and I oppose the development proposed in the 
· . HeUman Plan. I specifically oppose the construction of a golf course in an area that is 

now wildlife habitat and potential wetlands. The proposed changes will markedly affect 
the use of the land and will drastically reduce the area for wildlife use. It will also 
increase traffic and pollution and all the other problems associated with development of an 
open area into a golf course. I would like to see a much more ecologically minded 
development plan for this area. Please vote against the Hellman project and the golf · 
course. 

Greg Castaneda 
629 Bayside Dr. 
Seat Beach, Ca. 90740 

• 
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Home Phone 582 688 3378 • Emil MDLrllayO.AOL 
. ... 1 13810 St. Anchws Drfve 80K. Sell Beach CA 107 

June 01, 1998 

Califomia Coastal Commission 
Attention: John Auyong 
200 Oceangate, 10th floor 
Long Beach CA 90802 

Dear Mr. Auyong: 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

RE: SEAL BEACH WETLANDS 

I strongly support the Commissions decision to reject the proposal to replace a Seal • 
Beach wetlands with a golf course. Contrary to the developers claim that the community 
would rather have a golf course than the wetlands, we do not want to sacrifice the 
wetlands. 

The only logical thing to do is restore the healthy wetlands. I also oppose the Hellman 
Ranch project. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~~ 
Margy Dunlay 
Rea~ 

• 
~ 
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4 June 1, 1998 

CaJifomia Coastal Commission· 
Attn: John Auyong 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-441~ 

Dear Mr. Auyong: 

-. 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

We are writing to oppose the proposed new golf course in Seal Beach, part of the 
Hellman Ranch project. Califomia needs healthy wetlands, not another golf 
course along our coast 

Please accept the Coastal Commission staff's decision to reject this proposal for 
· yet another golf course and degradation of our coast. 

Thank you, 

Langd n Faust · 
. 3019 Maxwell Street 

Los Angeles, CA 90027 



- -
June 1, 1998 

lauraine Gibbons 
2517 Rinconla Dr. 
los Angeles, CA 90088. 

California Coastal Commission 
John Auyong 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Floor 
long Beach, CA 90802·4416 · 

Dear Mr. Auyong and the Coastal Commission: 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTA\. COMMISSION 

I am writing to express my concem about the destruction of Seal Beach 
wetlands, one of the few remaining wetlands in Southam California. 

I oppose the Hellman Ranch project and the proposed golf course. I would 
prefer the Coastal Commission concentrate on the restoration and health 
maintenance of the wetlands. 

Si~cerely, _ (). ~ , 

~~'D~~--? 
Lauraine Gibbons 

• 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: John Auyong : . · 

. . . . 

~ . ffil~~~~~~ro' 
· liil JUN 4· 1998 ill) 

· · CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMlSS,ON .. · .. 

. 
1520 Catalina Ave 
Seal Beach, CA 90740-5707 
June 1, 1998 . . : . ·. ... 

·~00 Oceangate, 10th Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802·441 ~ ... 

' 
I support your rejection of the proposal to replace the Seiil Beach 

· · wetlands with a golf course. I oppose the the Hellman J:~anch projeCt 
· that would destroy the~e weJiands. . · . . . . · . 

. . 

There are so few wetlands left; th~y are especially valuable and ought 
to be restored rather than destroy~. . · . · . 

• 
Slncert11y J'L _ ~~. . . ... 
~he:~· .· . 

Edwin Harris 

. I 

. .. 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attention John Auyong 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802·4416 

Dear Mr. Auyong: 

June 1, 1998 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION · 

Wetlands are a scarce resource in Southern California. There are many potential sites 
suitable for golf courses that do not destroy valuable wetlands (a former dump in West 
Covina comes to mind). Any development of the Hellman Ranch property in Seal 
Beach should be tied to the preservation and restoration of the wetlands on that 
property. 

Sincerely, 

If~~ 
Tom Hazelleaf 
4656 Fir Avenue 
Seal Beach, CA 90740 

(562) 43Q.6237 



w •• _ 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

1June1998 

Dear Coastal Commission, 

I am writing in support of the commission's staff decision to REJECT the 
proposed golf course from the Hellman Ranch project. I am a resident of Seal Beach and 
I believe we need to protect the few remaining wetland areas in Southern California. The 
proposed land use conversion would result in a very large loss of wildlife habitat and 
would have a negative impact on the surrounding areas of the project . Please vote for 
rejection of the golf course; we must save what we have NOWHUI 

Thank you, 

• 

C~u 1aHo~ • 
629 Bayside Dr. 
Seal Beach, Ca.90740 

______ ,_,. 
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CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSIOt·; 

From: Marjja Mauce 
13200 St. Andrews Dr.~52 I 
Seal Beach Ca 90740 

·ro: Cal1forn1a Coastal Comm1s1on 
Attn. John Auyong 
200 Oceangate, lOth.Floor 
Long Beach 

S~al B§ach w.tlands: 
1. The wetlands should stay 
2. I am against the bellman Hanch project. 
3. I supoort the Coastal Commision staff's decision 

to reject the proposed golf course • 

S1ncerely, 

7, ·' ~ I.·.~ ' - ; ) /.•·'\. . 
. - .. ~/ ./ . -

l-1 ., 
, 1/ (. t tL.C(__ 

L.. 



Danila Oder ~ IC fi'l rc n \\fl IC ~ • 
530 S. Kingsley Drlve, ##402 D u; llfJ u; U W u; . 

Los AnaeJes, Callfomla 90020 JUN , 1998 D 
(213) 387-5122 

June 1, 1998 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: John Auyong 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Re: Hellman Ranch proposal 

To the Commission: 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

I support the Commission's rejection of the Hellman Ranch proposal to replace Seal Beach 
wetlands with a golf course. Healthy wetlands are an irreplaceable natural resource, part of the • 
'natural capital' that, tragicaiiy, is not considered valuable in the neoclassical economic theory that 
provides the values of our economic system. Healthy wetlands add to the quality of life for all area 
residents by supporting birds and fish, cleaning the water, and providing a nearby 'escape' to 
nature. California's fabled quality of life rests on the proximity ofhomes to picturesque-and 
viable-natural resources. I am encouraged by the Commission's rejection of the HeUman Ranch 
proposal. 

Youn truly, ,f) /) _ 

·~~ 

• @J 
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Guy Speck 
S327 W.126th St. 
Hawthorne, CA 90250 
June 1,1998 

Califomia Coastal Commission 
Attn: John Auyona 
200 Occanaate, lOth Floor 
Lona Beach, CA 90802-4416 

. 
Dear Mr. Auyona. 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

I am writiDa to voice my opposition to the Hellmm Ranch project and the propOsal to replace a 
Seal Beach wetland with a aolf course. I fUlly support the Coastal Commission•• rejection of this project. I 
want to restore and protect the few remainina wetlands that we have, not destroy them. ProtectiJla this . 

. wetland is more important than buildin& another aolf course. Thank you for your time. 

• 

• 



• May 31, 1998 

John Auyong 
california Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, 19th floor 
long Beach, CA 90802 

Dear Mr. Auyong, 

® ~~~~~~~ 
li\J JUN 4 1998 

CAUfORNlA . 
COASTAl coMM\SSlOt'' 

I strongly urge the Coastal Commission to reject the proposed golf course on 
Seal Beach wetlands. california has destroyed over 90% of Its original wetlands, 
despite the knowledge that they are a vital part of the ecosystem. Moreover, In 
an IncreasinglY crowded state It is Inexcusable to privatize the few remaining 
miles of undeveloped beach. Future generations are going to need them for 
their very survival. The Hellman Ranch project is an anachronism. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

e ~ r a;4 ____ 

• 

aifford E. Anderson 
2514 N St. 
Sacramento, CA 95816 



May 31, 1998 

California Coastal CommissiOn 
Attn: John Auyong 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Dear Mr. Auyong, 

I strongly oppose the Hellmanm Ranch Project and 
support the Coastal Commission staff decision to 
reject the proposed golf course. 

Thank you for your support. 

~~ 
.1 . J El. een Boen1.g 

620 Hillcrest Dr. 
Paradise, CA 95969 

• 

• 
\\ol. ·~ 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: John Auyong 
200 Oceangate, 1 0" Roor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

Dear Mr. Auyong: 

P.O. Box 5381 
Berkeley, CA 94705 

May31, 1998 
. 

liD ~~~~w~rrr 
lfO JUN 4: 1998 lW 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

I am writing to express my deep distress at the proposal to replace a Seal Beach 
wetlands with a golf course. I strongly urge the Coastal Commission to reject this 
proposal to include the golf course as part of the Hellman Ranch proposal, which 
would build a gated community of 70 luxury homes in Seal Beach. 

Preserving one of California's few remaining wetlands is more important than 
building another golf course. I would like to see restored, healthy wetlands. 

Please oppose the Hellman Ranch project. 

Once again, I support the Coastal Commission staffs' decision to reject the 
proposed golf course. 

Thank you so much for your protection of our beautiful coastline! 

Sincerely, 

/&:t~ 
f 



- -

7 W. Norwich Drive 
Stockton. CA 95207 

May31,1998 

. 
California Coastal Commission 
Attn: John Auyong 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

I1D ·[~[~~~rm 
lJl1 J'.:N '1998 lW 

r .. 0RNIA 
COA:W ...... .,...;\WISSION 

I strongly oppose the Hellman Ranch Project. I want restored, 
healthy wetlands, not more colf courses. 

I support the Coastal Commission staff's decision to reject the 
proposed golf course. 

Respectfully, 

Karin Steele 

1~~ 

• 

• 
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31 May 1998 

Mr. John Auyong 

HOWARD J. WHITAKER 
2041 Campton Circle 

Gold River, CA 95670-8301 

California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Floor 
Loryg Beach, CA 90802-4416 

WJ ~~~~'W~ \) 
U\) JUN 4 1998 --·· 

CAUFORNlA 
CO/J.$TA1 COMN'(.;.::;;rr·. 

• Dear Mr. Auyong, 

• 

RE: Hellman Ranch/Seal Beach Golf Course Proposal 

I oppose the Hellman Ranch project and support the Coastal Commission staffs 
decision to reject the proposed golf course. · 

The Commission must say no to this type of short-sighted, ongoing, incremental 
destruction of wetlands and our coast. 

Sincerely, 



- -
ENDANGERED HABITATS LEAGUE 
IJMil:ataliD 1M Prot«titm tJf Coast~~ Stlgt S'cnl&- Ot1ttr 7717fAI'ftMI ~ 

Dan SUver • Coordinator 
8424A Santa Monica Blvd. 1592 
Los Angeles, CA 90069-4210 
TEL/PM 213•654•1456 

• 
~ 

CAUFORNlA 
COASTAl. c;oMMlSS\ON 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: John Auyong 
200 Oceangate, lOth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

RE: Hellman Ranch project, Seal Beaeb 
Hearing date: June 10, 1998 

Honorable Commissioners: 

May 30. 1998 

The Endangered Habitats League (EHL) is an organization of Southern California 
conservation groups and individuals dedicated to ecosystem protection, improved land use • 
planning, and collaborative confiict mK>Iution. Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the 
Hellman Ranch project. 

EHL concurs with the staff position that the project is incompatible with the Coastal Act. A 
gated, luxury community and golf course should not be built at the expense of coastal wetlands. 
Instead, our organization supports restoration and expansion of these wetlands. As you know, 
this resource is one whose depletion is severe. 

Please deny this application. Thank you for considering om views. 

Dan Silver, 
Coordinator 

• 
@ 
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,._,ril 28, 1998 CALIFORNIA EARTH CORPS 
4927 Minturn Avenue 
Lakewood, CA 90712 

(562) 630-1491 

Rusty Areias, Chairman 
California Coastal Commission 
1400 N Street Suite 9 

· Sac:ramento, CA 95814 

Re: Hellman Ranch Development 5-97-367 

.... 
Dear Chairman Areias: 

:::"\ rrnupnnn~w 
I rr li r; H·~ ul· \VI D 12=~~ Ll . 

MAY 151998 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL COMtltiSSION 

California Earth Corps does not believe this Project can be 
justified under the Coastal Act, as presented. But CEC OPPOSES this 
per.mit because of the unresolved issues raised, the c:onflicts with 
Federal regulations and the adverse precedents that would be set. 

THIS IS NOT A RESTORATION PROJECT 

Under Sec. 30233a of the Coastal Act, filling a wetland, even a 
severely degraded wetland, can only be permitted under eight very 
limited options. The only options even remotely applicable are 3) 
a boating facility and 7) a wetland restoration project. This is 
clearly a residential housing project, with a golf course and other 
palliatives added to gain public support and necessary Seaf Beach 
City permits. A restoration project should seek to restore at least 
the area historically tidal, in this case, about 75 acres, starting 
with an adequate supply of tidal flushing. The application fails to 
meet the criteria of 30233a.7. 

THIS IS NOT A BOAT POClt 

A possible justification for Permit under Sec. 30233a.3 as expanded 
under Sec 30411 when analyzed •as if a boating facility• also fails 
every test of common sense. A golf course is not a boating facility 

THIS IS ANOTHER SHELL GAME FROM HELLMAN 

In 1910, Isaias Bellman was threatened by a run on his Bank, now 
Wells Fargo. Be hired wyatt Earp, the best gun he could find, to 
rout an angry mob. Earp took a wagon to a nearby ironworks and 
•filled the sacks with iron washers the size of $20 ·gold pieces•. 
and delivered them to Hellman's bank in full view of the angry 
crowd, announcing he had $1 million to deposit. It worked. Now 
nearly one hundred years later, Bellman has hired the best gun 
around to fill a sack with a· housing project and tell the people 
it's a restoration project worth millions. Well, it won't work 
again. This Commission is too smart for that. 

.. 
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" April 28, 1998 

page 2 

THIS PROJICT FAILS THE CRITERIA FOR FEDERAL CONSISTENCY 

Section 10 of the Rivera and Harbors Act cover• all historically 
tidal and submerged lands. Until the late 1950's, approximately 75 
acres of the Bellman Property, and all of the State Lands' Parcel, 
were tidal, as shown by the USGS aerial photographs. Sometime after 
1958, the dredge spoils from the Baynes Porebay (LADWP) and the San 
Gabriel River channelization (USA COB) were laid down on Bellman · 
tidelands, resulting in up to ten feet of overburden. CBC believes 
Section 10 preserves Public Trust and Sovereign Lands protections 
over these recently tida~ areas and makes the case for •reasonable 
restoration• of these 75 acres. 

. . . 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act requires a permit from the Army 
Corps of Engineers before any dirt is moved around on any current 
or former wetlands adjacent to tributaries of navigable waterwaY••. 
The.current·flow through the present tidal channel itself meets the· 
criterion for tributary status and must be protected and not filled 
unless part of a •reasonable restoration•. This is not •reasonable 
restoration•. 

MITIGATION MYST PRECEDE PEVBLOPMINT 

Surely, if we learned anything at all at San Onofre, it is that 
mitigation~ precede development, or else, if it happens at all, 
it w~l be substantially less than that envisioned aa necessary to 
permit the project. The appropriateness of the mitigation credits 
allowed can only be determined by the successful achievement of the 
restoration criteria. The experience at San Diegito should provide 
much insight as to how to (and how not to) proceed. Particularly, 
any argument for a reduction below a 4:1 ratio based on the quality 
of the enhanced wetland to result from the project can only be 
assessed after these wildlife values have been achieved as measured 
against the permit criteria. Only then should development credits 
be awarded. 

M+TIGATION LESS THAN 4;1 WOULD SET A BAD PRJCBPINT 

It is unclear exactly what mitigation is currently being proposed. 
The ration varies from .85 to 2~1 depending on how tidal acreage is 
defined, when it is restored and who adds it up. The design and 
even the criteria for design of mitigation for the project are even 
more ambiguous. This is comparable to the Marina Pacifica Project 
on the opposite side of this former Los Cerritos Bstuary, .where the 
mitigation (S:i.mm' s Pond) is a sad reminder of what happens when the 
Coastal Commission acts before a mitigation is clearly thought out. 
What ia clear is that substantially less than 4;1 would either set 
a precedent or result in litigation. 

• 

• 
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April 28, 1998 
page 3 

BUFFERS OF LESS THAN 100 FEET WOULD SET A BAD PRECEDENt 
Requiring only 5 foot buffers instead of the 100 feet usually 
required cannot be supported biologically, aesthetically or legally 
and would either set a bad precedent or result in litigation. 

ARCHEOLOGY CONDITIONS ARE IMPROPBB 

Native American concerns have not been addressed or have been 
disregarded. Archeological condi tiona attached to the proposed 
permit seem to minimize opportunity for any discovery of artifacts. 
As one example, shovel test pits to a depth of SO em. where the 
recent terrain has been covered with dredge spoils of up to ten 
feet (318 em) would seem to promise little information beyond what 
was in San Gabriel river sediments forty years ago. 

AVAILABLE RESTORATION OPTIONS ARE UNADDRESSED 

Because this is a development project, and not a restoration 
project, the best restoration options can not even be considered 
and will be forever precluded. Because the Coastal Act, State and 
Federal Policy all place the first priority on wetland restoration, 
this project is just not compatible with wetlands policy. 

1) Petroleum production is not incompatible with a fully functional 
tidal marsh. Audubon (the environmental organization, not to be 
confused with Audubon International, the golf course development 
company) has successfully designed and operated wetland reserves on 
producing oilfields. The existing wellheads can be upgraded to be 
compatible with restored habitat and wildlife or can be relocated 
and centralized on the site adjacent to Seal Beach Boulevard. 

2) The Flood Control Retention Basin would offer substantially more 
flood protection if restored to tidal wetlands with direct gravity 
flow to sea than the currant operation whereby impounded water must 
be pumped by notoriously unreliabie pumps up and over the levy to 
the San Gabriel River. This potential restoration could add up to 
120 acres of additional wetland, is already in public domain and 
would substantially improve protection of surrounding properties. 

3) The State Landa Parcel can most appropriately be used to site an 
expanded inlet to provide full tidal reach to the uppermost part of 
the current retention basin. The four foot culvert is inadequate to 
supply even the proposed 23 acre tidal marsh contemplated in the 
proposed project, yet may be restructured to accommodate both· full 
tidal flushing to a 200+ acre restored ~stuary ~ highly reliable 
storm water runoff protection at a comparable price to that being 
contemplated for an over-a-raised-levy project. 

4) Putting together a financial package for a 200+ acre estuarine 
restoration project at this site is altogether possible, absent the 
proposed project. With the project, we get another Simm'a Pond. 
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1HB COASTAL COMMISSION SHOULD DENY THIS PROJECT SO THAT A RIAL 
RESTORATION PROJECT MAY BB CONSIDERID, 

The San Gabriel River, its' watershed and estuary within recent 
history were at least ranked with the Ventura and Santa Marguarita 
as most vital to sustaining Southern California biota. The loss of 
this estuary and marine nursery substantially contributed to the 
collapse of the astonishingly productive fishery on this portion of 

.._,the Southern California Bight that just a few decades ago sustained 
tens of thousands of jobs in a flourishing sport and commercial 
fishery, then the largest sector of the California economy. If wa 
are ever to restore these marine waters ~o anything approaching 
their for.mer productivity, we must start by restoring these tidal 
wetlands. That is why the resource agencies constituting the 
Southern California Wetlands Clearinghouse have made the Los 
Cerritos wetlands restoration a top priority. To foreclose this 
option to per.mit a dubiously justifiable housing project just 
doesn't make sense. We ask that you deny this project. 

Thank you for considering our comments. 

Don May, President 
California Barth Corps 

• 

• 

• 1P 
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Chairman and Fellow Commissioners 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMIS~ION REARING 
Santa Barbara June 1998 

HELLMAN RANCH DEVELOPMENT - PPPOSI'l'IQB 
CAUFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

From testimony given in the April hearings held in Long 
Beach, it appears the 196 acres under this application was, · 
before Hellman ownership, pristine wetlands and wilderness. 
Unfortunately, it is not that today. The Coastal· 
Commission, guided by staff, has the opportunity to restore 
part of that ·legacy. Staff is representing the •silent 
majority•, the future visitors and residents to the site. 
The proponents are representing the few who would profit the 
most from the concept before you. There are forward 
thinking land planners and environmentalists who can create 
a concept that would not deny a profit to the owner. The 
City of Seal Beach has fought against such a plan, and won. 
Staff is up against the wall fighting the convincing 
presentation of the well funded Hellman proposal. Perhaps 
their recommendations are more reasonable than what has been ~ 
portrayed. I, for one, do not believe there will be no 
development without a golf course. The Hellman's are not 
stupid. 

The Hellman's have held the property since 1910. How they 
acquired it, and at what price is not an issue. What they 
have done since, is! The owners have profited from oil 
extraction, and have profited from letting others use it as 
a dumping ground. They have profited from annual lease 
revenue from what the City describes as a park, ~t is 
without public restrooms,· telephone, trails, picnic tables, 
irrigation. They have profited by backfilling the natural 
connection of the San Garbiel River to the wetlands with a 
culvert drainage pipe, and then letting that deteriorate and 
plug up. And all this ti~e the City stood by and did 
nothing to enforce any beautification or preservation of 
these wetlands now gone to ruin. 

The Hellman Ranch and the City of Seal Beach can't contain 
their greed. After rendering this 196 acres uninhabitable 
even for the hardiest of wildlife, they want to profit by 
turning these devastated wetlands into an area closed not 
only to the general public, but all wildlife for good. 

~ 
\J. .Jill' 
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The Hellman Ranch has spent a great deal of money hiring 
professionals to give a convincing presentation. The City 
of Seal Beach has spent countless hours of staff and public 
official time supporting this presentation justifying their 
actions by stating that all of the community is for this 
project. We know the people that support this project are 
those who will directly benefit by it. It is the 
responsibility of the Coastal Commission to represent those 
people who do not support this project, because they are 
those who do not live in Seal Beach surrounding the project; 
they are those who are not yet born who will never 
experience the wetland environment and wilderness that this 
site once had to offer; they are those who cannot talk to 
us, the animals and birds, that forever will be denied their 
home if this project should be allowed to proceed as 
proposed. 

The presentation put on by the proponents has vivid and 
striking impact---just because the owners have devastated 
the 196 acres for their private gain. If the owners had 
screened their oil well sites, had not plugged the wetlands 
from filling from the San Gabriel River with salt water, had 
not dumped waste on the site, had opened the area to hikers, 
naturalists, historians, and yes, the original owners, the 
American Indians, birds and animals, would their 
presentation have the same impact? The City and-supporters 
seem to believe that the owners are now •angels from 
heaven.• This disgraceful site, surrounded by a chain link 
fence, will now be transformed into a beautiful 18 hole golf 
course and 70 beautiful homes in a private community. To a 
few of us, this •heaven• is really an extension of the 
•hell• that they created in the first place. People, 
wetlands, and wildlife are excluded. 

The presentation gave an interesting fact. Only 7t of the 
population visit the site now, and over 77t is projected to 
visit it after the development of the community and golf 
course. If the population of Seal Beach is 29,000, that 
means that about an average of 6 people per day, 365 days a 
year visit the site. After development, an average of 61 
people per day, 365 days a year are expected to visit or 
live on the site, which is 196 acres in size. Not bad, but 
what if the daily average number of out-of-town visitors to 
Seal Beach, without the golf course, to the average with the 
golf· course, was used? 

2 
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My guess would be we would see a change upwards of less than 
1t. Is it fair to give up these wetlands for so few people, 
when the Hellman's have deprived the general public of this 
wilderness for the last 80+ years? After all, there are 
three public golf courses within ten minutes of all Seal 
Beach residents, including those in Leisure World. 

A golf course would further desecrate land that once was 
archeological significant, and was once a sanctuary for 
wildlife. A golf course is one of the most.inefficient uses 
of pristine lane. Th~s site calls for the development of 
affordable housing integrated into the wetlands, with full -
public access to people, animals and birds. The Coastal Act 
was passed to represent the people and protect the remaining 
natural assets from further depletion by those few in your 
presence, seeking personal gain at the expense of the those 
present and future citizens who support our government. 

The Mola plan, that the City opposed, did more for the 
wetland restoration and affordable beachside community 

• 

housing than the present proposal will ever do. And, it • 
too, was driven by maximum profit for the owners and City. 

The City of Seal Beach, has been a champion of protecting 
the interests of the wealthy, at the general public, 
including visitors to the coastline. They have refused to 
file a local coastal plan, which would have included the 
Hellman property, because of a few residents in surfside 
that value their private community that denies public acces~ 
to the surfline, and the few residents that deny defacto 
public use of the boardwalk area of Old Town Seal Beach. 

It is time that the voice of conscience is heard -over the 
voices of many that have orchestrated an approved of this 
project before you. Part of what has been taken from this 
land by the ownerS Ud for the last eighty yearS 1 Deeds tO 
be given back. Staff's position is not unreasonable. Please 
vote your conscience. Thank you. 

Walt Miller 
Seal Beach resident and property owner last 23 years 
231 Seal Beach Boulevard 
Seal Beach 
Tel. (562)598·8783 
.Pax · (562J.,30•0t12 
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4-16-98 & fE~!EDW~ rm 
APR 2 0 1998 J); 

Dear Mr. Areias, COAS~LIFORNfA 
CO.MMJSSION 

I would like to comment on the Hellman Ranch Reserve (COP 5-97 -367) in 
Seal Beach. I do NOT support the Hellman Plan for developing this 
property. 
. . 

I believe the City of Seal Beach has not adequately addressed 
archeological preservation (the city fired the archeologist because his 
report indicated too many impediments to development) and wetland 
restoration (the proposed acres for restoration are far less that the historical 
number). In addition, I feel the City of Seal Beach limited legitimate 
discussions on these topics throughout the entire approval process. 

I fear harassment from the city and certain residents for my position, so I 
will not sign this letter 

Sincerely, 
A Seal Beach Resident 

cc Charles Damm 
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MayS, 1998 

45 Fremont St. 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Coastal Commision, 

C CALIFORNIA CAUFORNIA 
OASTAL COMMISSION COASTAL COMN,ISSION 

I am writing to voice my opinion that you reject the filling of wetlands at Hellman 
Ranch. The ''restoration" that developers there is proposing amounts to a giant loss of 
habitat for birds which depend upon wetlands. California has already lost the majority 
of it's wetlands: look at the quality of our water without wetlands to filter it; look at the . 
ina-edible deaease in riparian wildlife. We don't need any more golf courses! 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, • 

~· 
\~ 
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California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St. 
San Francisco 94105 

Dear Commissioners 

. .. 
70 Santa Paula Avenue 

San Francisco CA 94127-1542 
6May,1998 

-~ ~ ~ ~ ~oo- ~~~~~· ~ ~-~-~ ~ ~-.. [ u: ~ 
1

..... ~ .J !.!.::: u . ...., !..::; , : 
n r ! 

MAY l 2J9 8 MAY 11 1998 L_) 

CAUFORNlA ~-, !1-~"":~· \!:A 
COASTAl coMMtS~ ', ·-c· ;..,·:.: = ..... ,. . . .. "CQ,l,.., ....... ,. "\ ..... ..... .... .. 

I am appalled that you are set to allow the development of the 
wetlands at the Hellman Ranch on the San Gabriel river. With both the 
Army Corps of Engineers and the US. Fish and Wildlife Service 
recommending against the project it is puzzling to learn that your agency is 
even considering the filling in of the wetlands for a goH course and dozens of 
homes. 

Have you considered the runoff of pesticides and fertilizer from the · 
goH course? Have you considered .the effect of those seventy homes on the 

· water table, or the disposal of sewage from this project? The San Gabriel river 
needs your protection, and please remember that you hold the public trust in 
your hands. 

Yours very sincerely, 

a\.LQc.~~n 
Anne C. Britton 
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' DAVIJ) PARKE 

May3,1998 

45 Fremont St. 
0 

San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Coastal Commislon, 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION • 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

I am writing to voice my opinion that you reject the filling of wetlands at Hellman 
Ranch. The "restoration" that developers there is proposing amounts to a giant loss of 
habitat for birds which depend upon wetlands. California has already lost the majority 
of il's wetlands: look at the quality of our water without wetlands to filter it; look at the 0 

inaedible deaease in riparian wildlife. We don't need any more golf courses! 

Thank you for your Consideration. 

Sincerely, • 
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. California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street · . 
San Franeisco, ~ . 941 OS' ,... . 

Dear Coastal Commission Members: ,. _; · · 

" 

CAUFORNIA , 
.·COASTAL COMMISSION . " 

.: . 
. . r • .• 

:1"'. .. .. 

I am writing to ask you to reject the propc)sal•by HeDman ~nch ·to fill h1storic wetlands 
along the San Gabriel River by filling them t~ bu!ld a golf course ~d 70 ~ · • · :. 

. . .., . . . .• . . ·. . . ' . 
· Both the Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Fi$ll and Wi1drlfe Service recommended· 

denying the project. I ur~ you to do 80. - · , . , ' , :. -.. .. ........ 
5 ... .:_ ... - • -. ... • • ~ • 

We have lost all the wetland we car- possibly affori:i to lose already In C.lifornla. .~· . .~ 

Sincerely, . . 
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Statewide Interpretive Guidelines For Wetlands And Other Wet 
Environmental Sensitive Habitat Areas 
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Letters Editor 
Press Telegram 
604 Pine Ave. 
Long Beach, CA 90844 

~ ~N~V~~~98~ J ~:~~~io 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION Sept. 13, 1998 
Seal Beach, CA 

fD) ~~~~~~~ 
lrO SEP 1 6 1998 -

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

I am disappointed but not SUiprised by your editorial "The wetlands verdict" (Sept. 11). The Press Telegram had 
previously taken a position for the development of a golf course and housing tract on the "degraded .. wetlands on the 
Hellman Estate in Seal Beach ("Seal Beach's wetland woes", July 14). 

The goal of the Coastal Act is the protection of the few remaining wetlands in California. Section 3023 3 of the Coastal 
Act states that there are only 8 permissible reasons for filling wetlands. None of these reasons include golf course 
construction. Section 30007.5 further states that conflicts in the law, if any, are to be resolved in ·ways most protective 
of the wetlands. 

The Seal Beach City lawyers argued that there is no definition of "restoration project" in the Coastal Act and so the 
Coastal Commission can ignore the plain language of the law and redefine words to suit its bias of the moment Hence, 
they see fit to equate a golf course with a wildlife environment. and a housing tract with a habitat for birds. Picturing 
birds trying to make a landing or. worse, a nest in the midst of flying golf balls seems as far-fetched as the 4eveloper's 
claims that they can kill all the weeds without using herbicide. Inevitably, herbicide and pesticide will nm off into the 
ponds, which are, really, little more than water traps on a golf course. 

Seal Beach and the owner argue that Seal Beach residents approve of the project, so no one else should be considered. 
Clear testimony was presented to the Commission that preservation of the wetlands is more than a local issue, and that 
Seal Beach cannot decide the fate of its wetlands with no regard for other localities or State and National concerns. The 
parochial view that it is "Seal Beach property,., and that therefore State law does not apply would open the door for 
developers in every small community to argue similarly that they can flout State law and develop previously protected 
wetlands. This would be a dangerous precedent, which would overturn the Coastal Act. and lead to eventual fencing off 
of any local areas which some Community could say was "local issue only". That is precisely the problem which the 
Coastal Act was supposed to solve. To see a majority of the Commissioners participate in this farce is not pleasant . 

Your editorial states that " .. .it's strange to wage a last-ditch battle over the 184-acre Hellman site, where there really 
isn't much of a wetlands to lose." But the same argument could be used for any "degraded" wetlands. And who can, 
say what "degraded" means. The majority on the Coastal Commission seems able to redefine terms to suit themselves, 
with the connivance of the Seal Beach lawyers (unfortunately still receiving a salary). No vote has been taken to 
support the idea that Seal Beach residents approve of the project. Indeed, presented the choice between development 
and complete restoration of the entire area, residents would prefer to restore the area to a wetlands, connected on the 
West to the Los Cerritos Wetlands, and on the East to the Seal Beach Wildlife preserve. The Hellman property sits in 
the middle of these other wetlands and is vital to restoring some semblance of a wildlife corridor. Such connectivity 
means that marginal creatures will live. Without it. many more will die, and we will all be poorer for the loss
especially the next generations. 

You state that "Whatever solution. .. we hope that it doesn't involve letting these lands lie fallow ... ". However, lying 
fallow would be better than being developed, because once developed, they are gone forever. No one ever talks about 
turning a golf course back into a wetlands, or an abandoned facility into a wildlife corridor. There is no rush developing 
this land. Once gone, it is gone forever. · 

Your editorial also ignores the real issue, remediation of the debris from 70 years of oil extraction. Paving it over with a 
golf course does not remove the liabJilty....:..it just postpones the cleanup. 

12~) 
1020 Mar Vista 
Seal Beach, CA 90740-5842 
(562) 430-2495 

cc. California Coastal Commission 
Hon. Gray Davis 
Hon. Pete Wilson 
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