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APPLICATION NO.: 

APPLICANT: 

AGENT: 

Staff: KFS-LB . 
Staff Report: September 1, 2000 
Hearing Date: October 10-13, 2000 
Commission Action: 

STAFF REPORT: PERMIT AMENDMENT 

5-97-367-A 1 

Hellman Properties LLC 

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 

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT PREVIOUSLY APPROVED: 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 wetlands to construct 28.1 acres for a salt 
marsh restoration project and an 18 hole public golf course including 6.8 acres of 
freshwater marsh integrated into the golf course and reservation of 16.2 acres of existing 
oil production areas for future wetland restoration; dedication of Gum Grove Park to the 
City of Seal Beach; construction of interpretive areas, visitor-serving recreation facilities, 
and a golf clubhouse; dedication of public access trails; extension of Adolfo Lopez Drive; 
excavation of test pits for an archaeological testing program; and 1 ,600,000 cubic yards 
of grading. 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT: The amendment request is to change the 
proposed project description to eliminate a 100 acre golf course and associated wetland 
impacts and wetland restoration; add a deed restriction reserving 100 acres of lowlands 
for acquisition for wetlands restoration; expand the footprint of the 70-lot residential 
subdivision from 14.9 acres to 18.4 acres; reduce mass grading from 1.6 million cubic 
yards to 420,000 cubic yards; eliminate proposed development on the State Lands 
Commission parcel, construct a bio-s wale, riparian corridor and water quality basin and· 
include changes to the language of previously imposed special conditions. 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 was approved by the Commission in 1998. Since that 
time, the permit has been subject to a lawsuit and settlement agreement. This amendment 
has been submitted in response to the settlement agreement in an effort to carry out the 
terms of the settlement. The revised proposed project eliminates the golf course and the 
direct impacts upon wetlands which were previously controversial and carries forward a 
revised residential subdivision. In addition, the applicant is proposing to deed restrict, for 
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wetland restoration purposes, 100 acres of lowlands. Finally, the applicant is proposing a bio
swale and water quality basin to treat run-off from the proposed development. 

The major issues raised by this revised proposed development are impacts upon ruderal 
uplands which presently provide foraging habitat for raptors and the maintenance of water 
quality. In addition, by addressing water quality issues and compensation for losses to rapt or 
foraging habitat, some of the land the applicant is proposing for deed restriction for wetlands 
restoration, will be committed to supporting water quality treatment structures and providing 
replacement raptor foraging habitat. This situation results in potential constraints on future 
wetlands restoration in the lowlands. Staff is recommending APPROVAL of the project with 
special conditions. Special Condition 15 carries forward previously imposed special 
conditions. Special Condition 1 6 implements the proposed lowlands deed restriction and 
addresses the concern regarding the displacement of future wetlands restoration by requiring 
that any land which is in the proposed deed restricted area which is now going to be used for 
water quality and raptor foraging habitat purposes must be replaced by restriction of land 
elsewhere on the property for wetland restoration purposes. Special Conditions 17, 18 and 
19 replace previously imposed Special Conditions 4 (Gum Grove Park dedication), 5 (Public 
Access Program) and 6 (Archeology), respectively, which must be updated to reflect the 
current amendment. Special Condition 20 requires the applicant to submit final plans 
regarding the water quality structures. Special Conditions 21 and 22 require the identification 
and deed restriction of at least 9.2 acres of raptor foraging habitat and the management of 
that habitat as raptor foraging habitat. Special Condition 23 requires the applicant to 
implement the proposed water quality program {including bio-swale and detention basin) and 
mandates that such facilities be designed to mitigate runoff up to the 85th percentile 24-hour 
event. Special Condition 24 requires the deed restriction of land to support the required water 
quality treatment system. Special Condition 25 addresses construction related requirements 
to avoid impacts to existing wetlands. Special Condition 26 requires strict compliance with 
the proposal as conditioned by the Commission. 

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED and SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: See Appendices 

PROCEDURAL NOTE: 

A. Coastal Development Permit Amendments 

The Commission's regulations provide for referral of permit amendment requests to the 
Commission if: 

1) The Executive Director determines that the proposed amendment is a material change, 

2) Objection is made to the Executive Director's determination of immateriality, or 

3) The proposed amendment affects conditions required for the purpose of protecting a 
coastal resource or coastal access. 

If the applicant or objector so requests, the Commission shall make an independent 
determination as to whether the proposed amendment is material. 14 CaL Admin. Code 
13166. 

• 

• 

• 
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The subject application is being forwarded to the Commission because the Executive Director 
has determined that the proposed amendment is a material change and affects conditions 
required for the purposes of protecting coastal resources or coastal access. 

B. Standard of Review 

The City of Seal Beach does not have a certified local coastal program ("LCP"). Therefore, 
the standard of review is the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 

C. Permit Expiration 

The proposed development is being processed as an amendment to Coastal Development 
Permit 5-97-367 which was approved on September 9, 1998. Standard Condition 2 of the 
permit states that the permit expires two years from the date on which the Commission voted 
on the application, September 9, 1998. Therefore, under normal circumstances, unless an 
extension was requested and approved, the permit would have expired in September 2000. 
However, Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 is subject to litigation and a settlement 
agreement which serve to toll the permit as of December 29, 1999 (Superior Court of 
California, County of Orange, Case #801830 and Case #807590). Therefore, Coastal 
Development Permit 5-97-367 has not expired. The tolling on the permit will cease once the 
case is dismissed or litigated to conclusion. 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION, MOTION AND RESOLUTION 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends that the Commission APPROVE the amendment application with special 
conditions. 

MOTION: 

I move that the Commission approve COP Amendment #5-97-367-A 1 pursuant to the 
staff recommendation. 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in adoption of the following 
resolution and findings. The motion passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of the 
Commissioners present. 

RESOLUTION: 

APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS 

The Commission hereby APPROVES the amendment to Coastal DevElopment Permit 5-97-367, 
subject to the conditions below, for the proposed development on the grounds that the 
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.. 
development, locate,g between the nearest public roadway and the shoreline, would be in 
conformity with th~<J:)rovisions of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976, including • 
the public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3, would not prejudice the ability of the 
local government having jurisdiction over the area to prepare a Local Coastal Program 
conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and would not have any 
significant adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

II. STANDARD CONDITIONS 

1 . Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall not 
commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent, 
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptaAce 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. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved 
by the Executive Director or the Commission. 

4. 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. 

5. 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. 

Ill. SPECIAL CONDITIONS (These conditions supplement the previously adopted 
conditions; deletions and modifications are also noted) 

15. PRIOR CONDITIONS 

Unless specifically altered by this amendment, all regular and special conditions 
attached to coastal development permit 5-97-367 remain in effect. 

Please Note: Special Conditions 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 11, 12, 13 and 14 imposed under Coastal 
Development Permit 5-97-367 (see Appendix A) have been deleted as a result of this coastal 
development permit amendment (5-97-367-A 1 ). Several of these conditions have been 
replaced by subsequent conditions, as follows: Special Condition 1 has been replaced by 
Special Condition 16; Special Condition 4 has been replaced by Special Condition 17; Special 
Condition 5 has been replaced by Special Condition 18; and Special Condition 6 has been 
replaced by Special Condition 19. 

• 

• 
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RESERVATION OF POTENTIAL FOR LOWLANDS ACQUISITION FOR WETLANDS 
RESTORATION 

A. 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: 

B. 

{ 1) For a period of twenty-five years, the applicant agrees to sell the lowlands area of 
the property as defined in "Attachment 1" (as revised pursuant to subsection B. of 
this condition} to any public agency or non-profit association acceptable to the 
Executive Director that requests in writing to purchase the property; 

(2) 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, 

(3) The uses shall be restricted to wetlands restoration, open space and environmental 
education purposes, with reversion rights to the State Coastal Conservancy. 

The deed restriction shall remain in effect for twenty-five years and be recorded over 
the lowlands area of the property and shall run with the land, binding all successors 
and assigns, 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. 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall 
submit, for review and approval of the Executive Director, a revised "Attachment 1" 
consisting of a map, prepared by an appropriately licensed professional, which (i) 
depicts the area to be deed restricted pursuant to subsection A. of this condition, (ii) 
which maintains this restriction over at least 100 acres, (iii) which removes those areas 
necessary for the bio-swale and water quality basin and raptor foraging habitat from 
the area to be deed restricted pursuant to subsection A. of this condition and (iv) 
which off-sets the removal of those areas from the deed restriction with other land 
within the project site suitable for a deed restriction pursuant to subsection A. of this 
condition. 

Note: Special Condition 16 replaces Special Condition 1 in its entirety. 

17. GUM GROVE PARK 

PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF RESIDENTIAL BUILDING PERMITS, 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 
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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 trails within the dedicated park area shall be constructed to be accessible to 
persons with disabilities consistent with the Americans with Disabilities Act 
requirements. No trails shall 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 (one hour after sunset) 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: 

(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 accessible 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 18.B. of this permit. 

Note: Special Condition 17 replaces Special Condition 4 in its entirety. 

• 

• 

• 
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PUBLIC ACCESS PROGRAM 

A. 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, 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) 
Gum Grove Park, both at its western entrance and at the proposed Seal Beach 
Boulevard entrance. The plans shall indicate the location, materials, dimensions, 

B. 

c. 

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. 1 5402 shall not be precluded, 2) no locked gates, walls, fences, or 
other obstructions prohibiting public pedestrian or bicycle access to the streets and 
sidewalks constructed within the area subject to Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
15402 shall be 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 17. (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 
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 17.(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 
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portion of the area subject to Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 15402 closest to Lot 3, 
and 2) the location of the public street which connects the public parking required 
under Special Condition 17. (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 not 
feasible to construct the public parking and vehicular entrance on this portion of 
proposed Lot 3 of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 15381, public parking directly 
accessible from Seal Beach Boulevard shall be constructed on proposed Lot 2 of 
Tentative Tract Map No. 15381 (i.e., the area subject to Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
No. 15402) immediately adjacent to proposed Lot 3, in accordance with the provisions 
of Special Condition 18.B of this permit. 

Note: Special Condition 18 replaces Special Condition 5 in its entirety. 

19. 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 
:>elect the Native American monitor(s) in compliance with the "Guidelines for 
monitors/consultants of Native American cultural, religious and burial sites" issued by 

• 

• 

• 
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the NAHC, and in consultation with the appropriate Native American person/group 
deemed acceptable by the NAHC. 

Post-Investigation Mitigation Measures. Upon completion of the archaeological 
investigation, and prior to the commencement of construction of any development 
approved by this coastal development permit (other than archaeological investigation 
activities or subdivision), 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 19.A., 19.8., and 19.C. shall have been met. All development shall occur 
consistent with the final plan required by Special Condition 19.C. A written synopsis 
report summarizing all work performed in compliance with Special Conditions 19.A, 
19.8, and 19.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 in the vicinity of 
the discovery site 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 . 
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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 in the 
vicinity of the discovery site 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 
are found to be significant, the archaeologist, in consultation with the Native 
American monitor, shall determine appropriate actions, and shall submit those 
recommendations in writing to the Executive Director, the applicant and the City. 
The archaeologist shall also submit the recommendations for the review and 
approval of the Executive Director and shall be prepared in accordance with the 
provisions outlined in Special Condition 19.C above. Any recommended changes to 
the proposed development or the mitigation measures identified in the final plan 
required by Special Condition 19.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 in 
the vicinity of the discovery site until the remains can be identified. The Native 
American group/person deemed acceptable by the NAHC shall participate in the 
identification process. Should the human remains be determined to be that of a 
Native American, the permittee shall comply with the requirements of Section 
5097.98 of the Public Resources Code. Within five (5) calendar days of such 
notification, the director of development services shall notify the Executive Director 
of the discovery of human remains. 

G. Incorporation of Archaeology Requirements into Construction Documents. Special 
Condition No. 19 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. 

Note: Special Condition 19 replaces Special Condition 6 in its entirety. 

20. FINAL PLANS 

A. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall 
submit, for review and approval of the Executive Director: • 
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1. Final design, grading, construction, structural, and drainage plans for the bio
swale, riparian corridor and water quality basin that substantially conform with 
the Storm Water Management & Water Quality Control Plan, (SWM & WQCPl 
prepared by MDS Consulting and Fuscoe Engineering of Irvine, California, dated 
July 27, 2000, submitted to the Commission; and 

2. Final landscape plans for the bio-swale, riparian corridor, and water quality basin 
that substantially conform with the Storm Water Management & Water Quality 
Control Plan, (SWM & WQCP) prepared by MDS Consulting and Fuscoe 
Engineering of Irvine, California, dated July 27, 2000, submitted to the 
Commission, and the letter from Glenn Lukos Associates of Lake Forest, 
California to John Laing Homes and Hellman Properties dated June 28, 2000, 
regarding Biological Benefits of Proposed Wetland Treatment System, COP 5-97-
367-A 1, Hellman Ranch Property, Orange County, California. These final plans 
shall be prepared in consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game 
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and shall be accompanied by written evidence 
of their endorsement of the landscape plans. 

B. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final 
plans. Any proposed changes to the approved final plans shall be reported to the 
Executive Director. No changes to the approved final plans shall occur without a 
Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive 
Director determines that no amendment is required . 

21. REQUIREMENT FOR IDENTIFICATION OF SUITABLE RAPT OR FORAGING HABITAT 
AND REQUIREMENT FOR MANAGEMENT PLAN 

A. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall 
submit for review and approval of the Executive Director, a map, prepared by a 
biologist in accordance with current professional standards, delineating raptor foraging 
habitat with long term conservation potential available within the lowlands of the 
subject property as identified in the letter from Glenn Lukas Associates of Lake Forest, 
California to John Laing Homes and Hellman Properties dated September 11, 2000, 
regarding Response to June 19, 2000, letter from the California Department of Fish 
and Game Regarding Biological Resources at Hellman Ranch. The area delineated shall 
not be less than 9.2 contiguous acres of raptor foraging habitat. The delineation and 
site selection shall occur in consultation with the California Department of Fish and 
Game, and the map submitted to the Executive Director shall be accompanied by a 
written endorsement by the California Department of Fish and Game of the raptor 
foraging habitat delineation, the selected site and the map; and 

B. The raptor foraging habitat to be identified in subsection A. of this condition shall have 
the same or better functions and values as the site to be impacted, in accordance with 
the biological assessment prepared by Glenn Lukas Associates in their letter dated 
September 11, 2000. lf there are no raptor foraging habitat areas with the same or 
better functions and values as the site to be impacted in the a·ea previously identified 
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by the applicant as having such, the applicant shall obtain an amendment to this 
coastal development permit in order to remedy the discrepancy; and 

C. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall 
submit for review and approval of the Executive Director, a raptor foraging habitat 
management plan which identifies management measures necessary to, at minimum, 
maintain the functions and values of the raptor foraging habitat identified in subsection 
B. of this condition. Such measures shall include appropriate brush management 
measures for the maintenance of raptor foraging habitat. Measures may include brush 
clearance and brush mowing; planting of plant species associated with raptor foraging 
habitat, and exotic and invasive plant species controls for the removal of plant species 
which upset the functioning of the raptor foraging habitat, including, but not limited to, 
ice plant, pampas grass, arundo giant cane, and myoporum. Any chemical controls to 
be used in areas adjacent to wetlands shall be limited to those which are non-toxic to 
wetland organisms (e.g. Rodeo® Herbicide). The raptor foraging habitat management 
plan shall be prepared in consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game, 
and shall be accompanied by a written endorsement of the plan by the California 
Department of Fish and Game. The permittee shall undertake development in 
accordance with the raptor foraging habitat management plan approved by the 
Executive Director. Any proposed changes to the approved raptor foraging habitat 
management plan shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the 
approved raptor foraging habitat management plan shall occur without a Commission 
amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director 
determines that no amendment is required. 

22. OPEN SPACE DEED RESTRICTION 

A. No development, as defined in section 30106 of the Coastal Act shall occur in the 
raptor foraging habitat delineated by the map required pursuant to Special Condition 21 
except for: 

1 . Activities related to raptor foraging habitat maintenance pursuant to the raptor 
foraging habitat management plan required pursuant to Special Condition 21.C.; 
and 

2. The following development, if approved by the Coastal Commission as an 
amendment to this coastal development permit: activities related to public 
access, recreation, and wetland restoration provided that such development 
continues to designate a minimum of 9.2 acres of equivalent or better 
functioning raptor foraging habitat. 

B. PRIOR TO 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 shows that the open space area identified pursuant to 
Special Condition 21 shall be restricted as open space for raptor foraging habitat and 
the deed restriction shall reflect the above restriction on development in the designated 
open space. The deed restriction shall contain the raptor foraging habitat management 
plan approved by the Executive Director pursuant to Special Condition 21.C. The deed 

• 

• 

• 



• 
23. 

A. 

• 

• 

5-97-367-A 1 (Hellman Properties LLC) 
Page 13 of 74 

restriction shall include legal descriptions of both the applicant's entire parcel and the 
open space area. The deed restriction 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 Commission amendment to this coastal 
development permit. 

WATER QUALITY 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall 
submit a final Storm Water Management and Water Quality Control Plan (SWM & 
WQCPl designed to mitigate stormwater runoff and nuisance flow from development 
on Vesting Tentative Tracts 15381 and 15402. The final SWM & WQCP shall include 
structural and non-structural Best Management Practices !BMPs) designed to control 
the volume, velocity and pollutant load of stormwater and nuisance runoff leaving the 
developed site. The final plan shall be reviewed by the consulting engineering 
geologist to ensure conformance with geotechnical recommendations. The final plan 
shall demonstrate substantial conformance with the Water Quality Management Plan 
(WQMP), Tract 15402, Hellman Ranch, prepared by MDS Consulting of Irvine, 
California, dated January 2000, and the Storm Water Management & Water Quality 
Control Plan, (SWM & WQCP) prepared by MDS Consulting and Fuscoe Engineering of 
Irvine, California, dated July 27, 2000, and the following requirements: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Post-development peak runoff rates and average volume from the developed 
site shall not exceed pre-development levels for the 2-year 24-hour storm runoff 
event. 

Post-construction treatment control BMPs shall be designed to mitigate 
(infiltrate or treat) stormwater runoff from each runoff event up to and including 
the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event. 

The approved SWM & WQCP shall be implemented prior to or concurrent with 
the construction of infrastructure associated with the development on Vesting 
Tentative Tracts 15381 and 15402. The approved BMPs and other measures 
included in the final SWM & WOCP shall be in place and functional prior to the 
issuance of the first residential building permit within Vesting Tentative Tract 
15402. 

All structural and non-structural BMPs shall be maintained in a functional 
condition throughout the life of the approved development. Maintenance 
activity shall be performed according to the recommended maintenance 
specifications contained in the California Stormwater BMP Handbooks 
(California Stormwater Quality Task Force, 1993) for selected BMPs. At a 
minimum, maintenance shall include the following: (i) all structural BMPs shall 
be inspected, cleaned and repaired, as needed prior to the onset of the storm 
season, no later than October 1st of each year and (ii) should any of the 
project's surface or subsurface drainage/filtration structures or other BMPs fail 
or result in increased erosion, the applicant/landowner or successor-in-interest 
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shall be responsible for any necessary repairs to the drainage/filtration system 
and restoration of the eroded area. Should repairs or restoration become 
necessary, prior to commencement of such repair or restoration work, the 
applicant shall submit a repair and restoration plan to the Executive Director to 
determine if an amendment or new coastal development permit is required to 
authorize such work. 

B. Any changes to the structures outlined in the Storm Water Management & Water 
Quality Control Plan, (SWM & WQCP) prepared by MDS Consulting and Fuscoe 
Engineering of Irvine, California, dated July 27, 2000, including changes to the 
footprint of any such structures, necessary to accommodate the requirements of 
subsection A of this condition, shall require an amendment to this coastal development 
permit. 

C. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final plan. 

D. 

Any proposed changes to the approved final plan shall be reported to the Executive 
Director. No changes to the approved final plan shall occur without a Commission 
amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director 
determines that no amendment is required. 

PRIOR TO 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, reflecting the requirements outlined in subsections A., 8., and C. of 
this condition. The deed restriction shall include legal descriptions of both the 
applicant's entire parcel and the deed restricted area. The deed restriction 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 
Commission amendment to this coastal development permit. 

24. RESERVATION OF LAND FOR WATER QUALITY PURPOSES 

A. The area of land containing the proposed water quality basin, bio-swale and riparian 
corridor, and associated appurtenances as depicted in Figure 8 (inclusive of the 
landscaped areas) of the Storm Water Management & Water Quality Control Plan, 
(SWM & WQCP) prepared by MDS Consulting and Fuscoe Engineering of Irvine, 
California, dated July 27, 2000, shall be reserved for water quality improvement 
purposes through a deed restriction as required pursuant to subsection B. of this 
condition. The deed restriction shall not preclude use of the same such land for 
wetland restoration provided the water quality improvement functions of the system 
described in the SWM & WQCP, as revised and approved by the Executive Director 
pursuant to Special Condition 23, is, at minimum maintained. In addition, the deed 
restriction shall not preclude construction and maintenance of the access road depicted 
Figure 8, nor shall it preclude the construction and maintenance of the utilities and oil 
transmission lines depicted on Vesting Tentative Tracts 15381 and 15402, as 
approved by the Executive Director, provided the water quality improvement functions 
of the system described in the SWM & WQCP, as revised and approved by the 
Executive Director pursuant to Special Condition 23, is, at minimum maintained. 

• 
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• 
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Finally, the deed restriction shall not preclude development associated with the 
archaeological investigation required pursuant to Special Condition 19. 

PRIOR TO 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, reflecting the above restrictions. The deed restriction shall include 
legal descriptions of both the applicant's entire parcel and the deed restricted area. 
The deed restriction 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 Commission amendment to this coastal development permit. 

25. STAGING AREA FOR CONSTRUCTION 

A. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the permittee shall 
submit a plan for the review and approval of the Executive Director which indicates 
that the construction staging area(s) and construction corridor(s) will avoid impacts to 
wetlands. 

1 . The plan shall demonstrate that: 

(a) Construction equipment, materials or activity shall not occur outside the 
staging area and construction corridor identified on the site plan required by 
this condition; and 

(b) Construction equipment, materials, or activity shall not be placed in any 
location which would result in impacts to wetlands. 

2. The plan shall include, at a minimum, the following components: 

(a) A site plan that depicts: 

( 1) limits of the staging area(s) 
(2) construction corridor(s) 
(3) construction site 
(4) location of construction fencing and temporary job trailers with respect 

to existing wetlands 

B. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final 
plans. Any proposed changes to the approved final plans shall be reported to the 
Executive Director. No changes to the approved final plans shall occur without a 
Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive 
Director determines that no amendment is required. 

26. PERMIT 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 herein. Any deviation 
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from the approved plans must be reviewed and approved by the Executive Director and 
may require Commission approval. 

IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

A. Detailed Site Description and Amended 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 %}. 

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 (Exhibit 1 ). 

In addition, 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 (Exhibit 1 ). 

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

"Sea" means 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 project previously proposed by the applicant included the following basic elements: 
subdivision of the 196 acre site into 9 lots, including further subdivision of one of the lots into 
70 single-family residential lots in a private community; construction of a public golf course 
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 areal and reservation of 13.2 acres of 
existing oil production areas for future wetland restoration; construction of interpretive areas 
and vi~itor-serving recreation facilities; dedication of public access trails; and extension of 
Adolfo Lopez Drive. As outlined in more detail below, special conditions imposed by the 
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Commission reduced the subdivision from 9 lots to 5 lots and required that the residential 
subdivision be open to pedestrian and bicycle traffic, but not open to public vehicular traffic. 

Under the proposed amendment, the applicant is changing the proposed project to eliminate 
the previously proposed golf course, eliminate direct impacts to wetlands and the associated 
wetland mitigation, and to eliminate the previously proposed development on the property 
within the project area owned by the California State Lands Commission. The changes to the 
project are outlined as follows: 

1 . Subdivision 

a. As-Approved Under Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 

There is no existing subdivision on the Hellman Ranch property. The applicant proposed 
subdivision of the 1 96 acre site into 9 lots, including further subdivision of one of the lots into 
70 single-family residential lots in a private community. 

More specifically, the subdivision of the site into 9 lots was proposed under Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map (VTTM) 15381 as approved by the City of Seal Beach on September 22, 1997. 
The 9 proposed lots were 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 and freshwater wetlands ( 110. 1), saltwater marsh wetlands, wetland 
buffers and public trails (29.6) acres and 1.4 acres of City owned land to extend Adolfo Lopez 
Drive. 

Special Condition 2 of Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 required changes to VTTM 
15381 to show only 5 legal lots, rather than 9 legal lots. The 5 legal lots were to be 
comprised of 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, and 5) a lot consisting of the remainder of the subject site owned by the applicant. 

b. Proposed Amendment 

The applicant is proposing to fully comply with Special Condition 2 of Coastal Development 
Permit 5-97-367 in that the final project will consist of only 5 legal lots. However, as a result 
of this amendment, a change to VTTM 15381 will be required. This change will consist of 
increasing the size of the lot proposed for residential subdivision from 14.9 acres to 18.4 
acres (Exhibit 2). 

2. Residential Development 

a. As-Approved Under Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 

Subdivision of the 14.9 acre residential site into 70 single-family resi iential iots (minimum lot 
size of 5,000 square feet with an average lot size of 6,250 square feet), 7 private open space 
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lots for landscaping (2.08 acres), and a private roadway system was conditionally approved . 
No physical structures were approved. A subsequent approval is necessary for any structures 
such as utilities, storm drains, roads, perimeter walls, houses, and any gating. The conditions 
of the Commission's approval prohibited restrictions on the free movement of pedestrians and 
bicycles, but did not prohibit restrictions on public vehicular access to the subdivision. 

b. Proposed Amendment 

The applicant proposes to increase the size of the residential subdivision from 14.9 acres to 
18.4 acres. The 18.4 acre site will be subdivided into 70 single-family residential lots, two 
landscape lots (Lots A and 8), three open space lots (Lots C, D, and E), and four private street 
lots (Streets A through D). The 70 single-family residential lots will occupy 11.92 acres of 
the 18.4 acre site and have a maximum lot size of 11 ,059 square feet, a minimum lot size of 
6,175 square feet with an average lot size of 7,430 square feet. The two landscape lots will 
occupy 1.63 acres of the 18.4 acre site. The three open space lots will occupy 0.55 acres of 
the 18.4 acre site. The street lots will occupy approximately 4.30 acres of the 18.4 acre site 
(Exhibit 2). 

3. Wetland Fill 

a. As-Approved Under Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 

• 

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

b. Proposed Amendment 

The amendment would eliminate all proposed development resulting in the fill of existing 
wetlands. 

4. Salt Marsh 

a. As-Approved Under Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 

A total of 52.3 acres of salt marsh (including buffers) were ultimately to be provided. The 
applicant was proposing to construct 39.1 acres of salt marsh, including transition buffers, 
initially (Phase 1). The applicant was also proposing to reserve two existing areas which 
presently contain mineral production facilities for potential future wetland creation in two 
future phases. Phase 2 would include 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 proposed 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 were completed, the entire salt marsh (including buffers) would be 52.3 
acres. 

• 
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b. Proposed Amendment 

Since the applicant is no longer proposing direct impacts upon wetlands, the applicant is 
eliminating all proposed salt marsh restoration. 

5. Grading 

a. As-Approved Under Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 

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

b. Proposed Amendment 

In the current amendment, the applicant would reduce the amount of grading from 1 ,600,000 
cubic yards to 420,000 cubic yards of grading (210,000 cubic yards of cut and 210,000 
cubic yards of fill). This proposed grading will occur in the upland area for the residential 
development. 

6. State lands Parcel 

a. As-Approved Under Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 

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

b. Proposed Amendment 

All proposed development on the California State Lands Commission parcel has been 
eliminated. Any development on this site would be the subject of a separate amendment to 
this coastal development permit or a new coastal development permit. 

7. Archaeology 

a. As-Approved Under Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 

The applicant is proposing an archaeological investigation to document the existence of 
cultural resources in the eleven cultural resource sites identified on the property. The eleven 
State-identified cultural resource sites are CA-ORA-256, CA-ORA-260, CA-ORA-261, CA
ORA-262, CA-ORA-263/852, CA-ORA-264, CA-ORA-850, CA-ORA-851, CA-ORA-1472, CA
ORA-1473 and Area D . 
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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 1 x 1 meter square and will be hand excavated at 1 0 
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. 

b. Proposed Amendment 

No changes are proposed to the previously approved archeological investigation. 

8. Golf Course and Clubhouse 

a. As-Approved Under Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 

The applicant was proposing a 110.1 acre, 18 hole golf course open to the public. A golf 
clubhouse, also to be open to the public, was also contemplated. 

b. Proposed Amendment 

The previously proposed golf course and clubhouse have been eliminated. 

9. Parks and Trails 

a. As-Approved Under Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 

The applicant was 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 proposed to dedicate public trails which would 
extend from the State Lands parcel to the north and south of the Phase 1 salt marsh and end 
at viewing nodes along the salt marsh. 

b. Proposed Amendment 

The applicant is not proposing to change the previously proposed Gum Grove Park dedication. 
In addition, the applicant has announced the intention to comply with the requirements of 
Special Conditions 4 and 5 as imposed under Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367. In 
complying with the previously imposed special conditions, Gum Grove Park is to increase in 
size from 11.1 acres to 14.8 acres. The additional 3. 7 acres will be reserved for the parking 
lot and trail required by the Commission's conditions of approval. 

Since the development on the State Lands parcel and the golf course are being eliminated, the 
applicant is eliminating the previously proposed public trails and viewing nodes extending from 

• 
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the State Lands parcel to the north and south of the previously proposed and now eliminated 
Phase 1 salt marsh . 

10. Acquisition of Southern California Edison Property 

a. As-Approved Under Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 

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 bisected the wetland restoration area. Prior to adding this element to the project 
description, the applicant would have been required to buy or lease at least 5 acres of this 
land to accomplish their previously proposed restoration. Therefore, this addition to the 
project description did not change the quantity of previously proposed wetland restoration. 
This addition simply clarified that the applicant had a responsibility to acquire or lease lands rn 
order to carry out their proposed project. 

b. Proposed Amendment 

The applicant has not proposed to eliminate acquisition of the Southern California Edison 
(SCE) property. Since the wetland restoration is no longer proposed, the SCE property is not 
needed for this purpose. However, as outlined below, the applicant is proposing to deed 
restrict the "lowlands" portion of the property. A portion of the area proposed for deed 
restriction includes the SCE property. Therefore, in order to carry out their proposal, the 
applicant would still need to provide for some legal interest in the SCE property in order to 
record the proposed deed restriction . 

11. Mineral Production Area - Deed Restriction/Conservation Easement 

a. As-Approved Under Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 

Prior to the September 9, 1998 Commission hearing, the applicant 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. Proposed Amendment 

This conservation easement is no longer proposed. 

12. Lowlands Deed Restriction 

a. As-Approved Under Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 

The previously proposed golf course resulted in the fill of wetlands and was occurring in a 
lowland area that had been identified as suitable for wetlands restoration. The Commission 
acknowledged that the lowlands were potentially restorable to wetlands given sufficient 
funding and the presence of an entity willing to undertake the restoration. In 
acknowledgment of this potential, the Comm1ssion imposed a special condition (Special 
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Condition 1) which required that the lowlands be available for sale to a public or non-profit • 
entity wishing to perform a wetlands restoration. The deed restriction was to be in place for 
the life of the golf course use approved under CDP 5-97-367. 

b. Proposed Amendment 

The golf course has been eliminated from the proposed project. Therefore, there is no longer 
any proposed physical development in the lowlands. However, under this amendment, the 
applicant is proposing a deed restriction to be recorded against the property which would 
reserve approximately 1 00 acres of contiguous wetlands, lowlands and uplands on the site 
(Exhibit 3). The language of the proposed deed restriction is a slightly modified version of 
Special Condition 1 of Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 (Appendix A). The language of 
the proposed deed restriction is as follows: 

RESERVATION OF POTENTIAL FOR LOWLANDS ACQUISITION FOR WETLANDS 
RESTORATION 

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) for a period of twenty-five years the applicant agrees to sell the lowlands area of 
the property as defined in Attachment 1 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 remain in effect for twenty-five years and be recorded over 
the lowlands area of the property and shall run with the land, binding all successors 
and assigns, 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. 

13. Infrastructure 

a. As-Approved Under Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 

An extension of Adolfo Lopez Drive across land owned by the City of Seal Beach was 
proposed. • 
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Proposed Amendment 

The extension of Adolfo Lopez Drive is still proposed in the amendment. 

14. Bio-Swale and Water Quality Basin 

a. As-Approved Under Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 

There was no bio-swale or water quality basin previously proposed. 

b. Proposed Amendment 

The applicant is proposing the construction of a bio-swale and riparian corridor plus a water 
quality detention and filtration basin (Exhibit 4). The purpose of the proposed structures is to 
capture and treat storm water run-off and non-storm related low flows discharged from the 
proposed residential subdivision, as well as to treat some off-site storm and non-storm related 
discharges originating from Seal Beach Boulevard. The proposed system is outlined in the 
Storm Water Management & Conceptual Water Quality Control Plan, dated July 27, 2000, 
prepared by MDS Consulting and Fuscoe Engineering of Irvine, California. 

The proposed system consists of three basic elements: 1) water quality catch basins within 
the residential subdivision designed to remove trash, litter and grease; 2) a "bio-swale" 
consisting of vegetated and course gravel filter areas where sediment, debris, soap, dirt, 
fertilizers and pesticides will be filtered; and 3) a 1.94 acre filtration basin/treatment wetland 
where first flush will be detained and nutrients, bacteria, metals, and organics are removed. 

B. Ownership and Existing legal Parcels 

The applicant has confirmed that there is no existing subdivision of the Hellman Ranch 
property. In addition, this parcel is currently utilized for mineral production, of which Hellman 
Properties owns the entire operating interest. 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 0). 

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 the same as legal lots for purposes of the Subdivision Map 
Act. 

Under Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367, the applicant was requesting approval of 
Tentative Tract Map 15381 which subdivided the applicant's lot into several lots. This 
subdivision of the land was approved by the Commission subject to a special condition which 
reduced the total number of lots created from 9 lots to 5 lots. Under this permit amendment, 
the applicant is proposing to expand the size of the residential subdivision from 14.9 acres to 
18.4 acres . 
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Previous Commission Actions 

1. 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 
development in light of the wetland and seismic hazards constraints, but the item was 
ultimately withdrawn. 

The California Department of Fish and Game prepared a wetlands determination of the site in 
conjunction with the Ponderosa project in 1982. 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 the 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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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 six 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. 

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. 

3. 1998 Commission Action (Hellman Properties LLC) 

On September 9, 1998, the Commission approved Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 for 
subdivision of the 196 acre Hellman Ranch into several parcels including a 70-home 
subdivision, and construction of an 18-hole golf course, construction of 39.1 acres of 
wetlands, dedication of a public park (Gum Grove Park), visitor serving amenities including 
trails and reservation of 13.2 acres of existing mineral production area for future wetlands 
restoration. The Commission imposed 14 special conditions (see Appendix A), which required 
1) reservation of the lowlands portion of the property for acquisition for wetlands restoration; 
2) a revised Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 15381 reducing the number of lots from 9 to 5; 
3) lease restrictions on the uses proposed on the State Lands Commission parcel; 4) 
dedication of Gum Grove Park; 5) implementation of a public access program; 6) requirements 
regarding the review and implementation of the archeological investigation; 7) conformance 
with water quality requirements; 8) implementation of mitigation measures for geologic 
hazards; 9) requirements to obtain future coastal development permits for the houses; 1 0) 
demonstration of legal interest; 11) requirements for wetlands restoration; 12) requirements 
for a final revised wetlands restoration program; 13) requirements related to operation of the 
golf course and implementation of a wetland education program for golfers; and 14) 
requirements regarding the timing of construction. 

The approved project resulted in the fill of wetlands for the construction of a golf course. As 
noted more fully in the findings adopted by the Commission on February 3, 1999, the 
Commission's approval was based on Section 30233(a)(3) and 30411 (b)(3) of the Coastal 
Act. This approval was challenged in a lawsuit filed by the League for Coastal Protection, 
California Earth Corps and the Wetlands Action Network. In response to the lawsuit, a 
settlement agreement was reached by the parties involved. As noted in the written 
settlement, "[t]he basic purpose of this Agreement is to resolve litigation by remanding the 
subject project to the Coastal Commission for consideration of a modified Project as set forth 
in Exhibit "A" that would: (1) eliminate development within and imp<:lcts to wetlands that 
would have been caused by the golf course portion which would have resulted in the fill of 
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17.9 acres of existing wetlands; and (2) allow the balance of the project within the upland 
areas to proceed forward ... ". In response to this settlement agreement, the applicant filed the 
subject application for an amendment to Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 which 
eliminates the proposed golf course and direct impacts to wetlands. 

D. 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 wetlands 
assessment of the site {Coastal Resources Management & Chambers Group, 1 996). 
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. The project previously proposed and approved under Coastal 
Development Permit 5-97-367 resulted in the fill of all of the existing wetlands. The proposed 
fill resulted from the construction of a golf course and from implementation of a wetlands 
restoration program. Under this amendment request, the applicant is proposing to eliminate 
the golf course and associated wetlands impacts and wetlands restoration. There would be 
no direct impact to wetlands from the revised project as proposed under this amendment. 

a. Background on On-site Wetlands 

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

Substantial degradation of the wetlands on the Hellman property began with oil production in 
the 1920's, which resulted in the fill of wetlands for access roads and production facilities. 
The wetlands were further altered following the rerouting and channelization of the San 
Gabriel River from 1930-34. Marsh land receded further as canals and levees were built to 
control water on the property. The construction from 1961-63 of the adjacent Los Angeles • 
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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. Continued oil production and off-road vehicle use on 
the site currently contributes to the degradation of the wetlands. 

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 in 
southern California have been lost, and, statewide up to 91% 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. Section 30233 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 environmentally damaging alternative, and where 
feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize 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 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 
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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. 

The previously proposed project would 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 would have filled or dredged all 27 acres 
of existing on-site wetlands. Of the total 27 acres of wetland fill or dredge, 17.9 acres of fill 
would have resulted from construction of the proposed golf course and 9.1 acres of dredging 
and some fill would have resulted from the proposed salt marsh enhancement. The applicant 
was 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. 

In order to ensure that the proposed wetland restoration program was carried out, the 
Commission imposed Special Condition 11 (Wetlands Restoration Area/Conservation) which 
specifically identified the applicant's responsibility to provide the approved quantity of 
restored wetland habitat. Since the project proposed under this amendment results in no 
direct impacts upon wetlands, the Commission finds that the previously imposed Special 
Condition 11 is no longer necessary. Therefore, the Commission removes, in entirety, Special 
Condition 11 . 

The Commission also previously imposed Special Condition 12 (Final Wetland Restoration 
Program) which outlined various requirements for the wetlands restoration program. Since no 
direct impacts upon wetlands are occurring and no wetlands restoration is being proposed 
under this amendment, the Commission finds that the previously imposed Special Condition 
12 is no longer necessary. Therefore, the Commission removes, in entirety, Special Condition 
12. 

• 

• 

• 
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Since the previously proposed golf course was being constructed adjacent to wetlands which 
were proposed to be restored and/or created and the golf course would have had adverse 
impacts upon wetlands, the Commission imposed Special Condition 13 (Golf Course 
Operations and Golfer Wetland Education Program) which identified the timing of golf course 
opening, limitations on golf ball retrieval, requirements for golfer education on wetlands, a 
deed restriction outlining for existing and future owners the requirements for managing the 
golf course in a manner that was compatible with management of the wetlands for habitat 
purposes, and design requirements of the golf course. Since the golf course has been 
eliminated from the project and there is no proposed wetlands restoration, the Commission 
finds that previously imposed Special Condition 13 is no longer necessary. Therefore, the 
Commission removes, in entirety, Special Condition 13. 

d. Section 30231 Analysis- Wetlands 

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 includes grading for a residential subdivision and construction of a bio
swale and detention basin. This development will be occurring in areas that are adjacent to 
existing wetlands on the project site. 

As noted previously, the subject 196 acre site contains approximately 27 acres of wetlands. 
Most of these wetlands are concentrated around the Haynes Cooling Channel and around a 
linear tidal channel which roughly bisects the Hellman Ranch. However, there are also 
scattered wetlands around the property. 

The proposed residential subdivision and associated grading will occupy an upland mesa 
which is bound by Seal Beach Boulevard to the west and the lowlands and oil production area 
to the east (Exhibit 1, page 3). There are three wetland areas in the lowlands which are near 
to this development including 11 an irregularly shaped approximately 60 foot long by 40 foot 
wide salt marsh (herein referred to as "Wetland A"l which will be 171 feet away from the 
limits of the grading and residential subdivision; 21 an irregularly shaped 300 foot long by 150 
foot wide salt marsh and alkaline flat (herein referred to as "Wetland B"l that is 270 feet 
away from the limits of the grading and residential subdivision; and 3) the western terminus 
of the approximately 20 foot wide tidal channel (herein referred to as "Tidal Channel") which 
is 238 feet from the limits of the grading and residential subdivision. Therefore, the limits of 
the grading and the residential subdivision will place the development between 1 71 feet to 
270 feet away from the nearest wetlands . 
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The applicant is also proposing to construct a bio-swale and detention basin along the 
northeastern side of the proposed residential subdivision. The bio-swale will be placed 
between the residential subdivision and Wetland A. The proposed bio-swale and detention 
basin will require grading and the placement of structures. In addition, these structures will 
be surrounded by a landscaped area that will require the placement of vegetation. At the 
nearest point, the edge of the proposed bio-swale will be 60 feet from the edge of Wetland A. 
The edge of the landscaped area would be approximately 10 feet from the edge of Wetland A. 

1. Wetland Buffer 

Buffer areas are undeveloped lands surrounding wetlands. Buffer areas serve to protect 
wetlands from the direct effects of nearby disturbance. In addition, buffer areas can provide 
necessary habitat for organisms that spend only a portion of their life in the wetland such as 
amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals. Buffer areas provide obstructions which help 
minimize the entry of domestic animals and humans to wetlands. Buffers also provide visual 
screening between wetland species that are sensitive to human impacts, such as lighting. 
Buffers can also reduce noise disturbances to wetland species from human development. 

The proposed project is providing a 171 foot to 270 foot wide buffer between existing 
wetlands and the proposed residential development and associated grading. Furthermore, the 
applicant is proposing to construct a vegetated bio-swale and water quality basin between the 
residential development and existing wetland. 

• 

The applicant has provided a biological analysis analyzing the compatibility of the proposed • 
vegetated bio-swale and water quality basin with the continuance of Wetland A. The 
biological analysis identifies impacts upon hydrology as the only substantial source of 
potential impacts upon Wetland A. The biological analysis states that Wetland A is an 
isolated wetland which exhibits substantial degradation due to a lack of hydrology. 
Hydrological input is from direct rainfall only. The proposed bio-swale will not change the 
hydrology of the wetland. Therefore, the biological analysis concludes that the proposed 
buffer is adequate because the proposed development will not change the hydrology of 
Wetland A. 

The applicant also submitted a biological analysis of the compatibility of the proposed bio
swale and water quality basin with the potential future restoration of wetlands in the 
lowlands. This biological analysis states that the proposed bio-swale will be planted with 
native hydrophytes such as southern cattail, California bulrush, Olney's bulrush, Mexican rush 
and iris-leaved rush. In addition, native riparian species such as mulefat, arroyo willow, 
narrow-leaf willow and black willow will be planted. The biological analysis states that this 
vegetation palette will provide habitat for wetland associated avian species such as marsh 
wren, common yellowthroat, song sparrow, mallards, red-winged blackbird, black phoebe, and 
a variety of egrets and herons. 

However, the biological analysis also states that the final plant palette has not been 
developed, but will generally consist of the above species. The Commission finds that the 
use of vegetation native to southern California wetland and riparian environments is necessary 
to ensure the proposed bio-swale and water quality basin are compatible with the continuance • 
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of existing wetlands, as well as potential future wetland restoration. Therefore, the 
Commission imposes Special Condition 20 which requires that, prior to issuance of the 
coastal development permit, the applicant submit for review and approval of the Executive 
Director, a final landscape plan for the proposed bio-swale and water quality basin. The final 
landscape plan shall be prepared in consultation with the California Department of Fish and 
Game. The final plan shall be accompanied by a written endorsement of the landscape plan 
by the California Department of Fish and Game. The applicant shall construct the bio-swale 
and water quality basin in accordance with the final plan approved by the Executive Director. 
Any changes to the plan shall be reported to the Executive Director and the applicant shall 
obtain an amendment to this coastal development permit for any changes the Executive 
Director determines requires an amendment. 

In addition, if construction equipment and staging is not appropriately managed, adverse 
impacts upon wetlands on the project site could occur. For instance, soil stockpiles could 
erode causing sedimentation of wetlands. In addition, if not sited appropriately, construction 
equipment and activity could cause trampling of the wetlands. Therefore, the Commission 
imposes Special Condition 25. Special Condition 25 requires that, prior to issuance of the 
coastal development permit, the permittee shall submit a plan for the review and approval of 
the Executive Director which indicates that the construction staging area(s) and construction 
corridor(s) will avoid impacts to wetlands. The plan shall demonstrate that construction 
equipment or activity shall not occur outside the staging area and construction corridor 
identified on the site plan required by this condition and that construction equipment and 
activity shall not be placed in any location which would result in impacts to wetlands. The 
plan shall include, at a minimum, the following components: a site plan that depicts the limits 
of the staging area{s); construction corridor(s); construction site; the location of construction 
fencing and temporary job trailers with respect to existing wetlands. 

As noted in the project description, under the previously proposed project, the applicant was 
requesting approval of a subdivision of one 196.6 acre parcel in a configuration that would 
separate the existing mineral production areas from the previously proposed golf course, 
wetlands and residential areas. Under the previous approval, the Commission found it 
necessary to approve a revised land division configuration that maintained 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 any owner of the separate lowlands parcel come 
forward at some time in the future with a new development proposal in the lowlands portion 
of the project site now before the Commission, that owner would already have an 
economically viable use of the property (assuming mineral production is ongoing). Only by 
keeping the mineral production sites combined with the remainder of the lowlands area as one 
parcel could 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. Accordingly, the Commission attached Special 
Condition 2 for revision of the proposed Tentative Tract Map 15381. Only as conditioned, 
could the Commission find the proposed project consistent with the Coastal Act. Under this 
proposed amendment, the applicant is proposing to fully comply with Special Condition 2. 
The Commission finds that the revised VTTM 1 5381 depicted in Exhibit 2 conforms with 
Special Condition 2 and complies with the required merger of the oil production parcel with 
the lowlands acreage . 
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Potential Future Restoration 

There are few potential wetland mitigation sites left in the Southern California coastal zone 
available for meaningful, substantial wetland mitigation. There are several entities, such as 
the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach which require wetland mitigation to off-set impacts 
to wetlands resulting from improvements to the ports. The need for wetland mitigation sites 
in the future is inevitable to the extent certain entities need to fill coastal waters to expand 
and grow coastal dependent facilities. 

As noted above, the Hellman Ranch lowlands were historically a part of the 2,400 acre 
Alamitos Bay wetland complex. These wetlands have been substantially impacted over time 
due to oil production activities, work upon the San Gabriel River channel and construction of 
the Haynes Cooling Channel. At least one entity, the Port of Long Beach, has identified the 
Hellman lowlands as a potential wetland restoration site. In addition, a preliminary plan 
prepared by the Southern California Wetland Recovery Project (not a public entity) identifies 
the Hellman lowlands as a potential wetland restoration site. 

Section 30231 of the Coastal Act encourages the restoration of the biological productivity of 
coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, streams, and lakes. In recognition of this and in 
compliance with the settlement agreement noted above, the applicant is proposing a twenty
five year deed restriction which will make available for sale approximately 1 00 acres of 
lowlands of the Hellman Ranch for wetlands restoration and open space purposes. 
Specifically, the applicant is proposing that, prior to the issuance of the coastal development 
permit, the applicant shall execute and record a deed restriction which shall provide that: (a) 
for a period of twenty-five years, the applicant agrees to sell the lowlands area of the 
property as defined in Attachment 1 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 applicant proposes 
that the deed restriction shall remain in effect for twenty-five years and be recorded over the 
lowlands area of the property and shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns. 
Special Condition 16.A. implements the applicants proposed deed restriction and replaces 
previously imposed Special Condition 1 . 

The limits of the proposed deed restricted area have been defined in a document titled 
"Attachment 1" which is found in Exhibit 3, page 1 of these findings. "Attachment 1" shows 
that the applicant is proposing to deed restrict some areas which are also being proposed for 
use as a bio-swale and water quality basin. In addition, as noted more fully below, the area 
proposed for deed restriction includes some upland areas which must be dedicated as open 
space in perpetuity to mitigate for the loss of raptor foraging habitat. In order to assure that 
the proposed approximately 1 00 acre deed restricted area provides the identified acreage for 
possible restoration/open space, the areas committed to the bio-swale and water quality 
basin, as well as needed replacement raptor foraging habitat should be deleted from the 1 00 
acres and offset. The Commission therefore imposes Special Condition 16.8. which requires 

• 

• 

• 
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the applicant to submit a revised "Attachment 1 ", for review and approval of the Executive 
Director, which maintains the quantity of proposed deed restricted area and which removes 
those areas and replaces the removal of those areas from the deed restriction with other land 
within the project site suitable for wetlands restoration, open space and environmental 
education purposes. As conditioned, the Commission finds the proposed project is consistent 
with Section 30231 of the Coastal Act. 

2. Upland Biological Resources 

Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks 
and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would 
significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of 
those habitat and recreation areas. 

As part of the proposed development, the applicant is dedicating a 14.8 acre passive 
recreational nature park, Gum Grove Park, to the City of Seal Beach. As described below, 
Gum Grove Park contains natural resources which could be degraded if the proposed 
development is not designed to be compatible with the continuance of the park's resources. 

According to the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan, 
approximately 137 acres of the Hellman Ranch site can be characterized as ruderal grassland 
containing mostly non-native early successional herbaceous plants. Existing plant species 
include slender wild oat, ripgut grass, Italian ryegrass, telegraph weed, bristly ox-tongue, 
Australian saltbush, five-hooked bassi a, alkali weed and white sweet clover. The EIR states 
that these areas are disced on a regular basis. 

There are various bird species which nest and/or forage at the Hellman Ranch and within Gum 
Grove Park. The EIR and subsequent biological analyses outline species present. The 
federally and state listed American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum) may 
occasionally forage at the site. Loggerhead shrikes (Lanius ludovicianus) (a state listed 
Species of Special Concern) may breed in large shrubs and small trees in ruderal areas of the 
property and forage on small prey such as insects and lizards which occur on the property. 
The white-tailed kite (Eianus leucurus) (a state listed Fully Protected species) may breed in 
Gum Grove Park and has been observed in the project area. In addition, other raptors that are 
state listed Species of Special Concern, such as the northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), sharp
shinned hawk (Accipiter striatus), Cooper's hawk (Accipiter cooperii), osprey (Pandion 
haliaetus), prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus), merlin (Falco columbarius) and short-eared owl 
(Asia flammeus), occasionally forage on the subject site. Among these raptors, the Cooper's 
hawk has the potential to breed in Gum Grove Park. Other raptors which have been observed 
at the project site include the turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), American kestral (Falco 
sparverius), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensisl and red-shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus). 
Gum Grove Park provides roosting, nesting and breeding areas for these sensitive avian 
species. In addition, Gum Grove Park provides potential habitat for the monarch butterfly 
(Danaus plexippus) . 
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The proposed project will subdivide and grade 18.4 acres of ruderal upland habitat within 
Hellman Ranch. This ruderal area presently provides foraging area for raptors present at the 
subject site and which roost, nest and breed in Gum Grove Park. In letters from the California 
Department of Fish and Game, dated May 21, 1997 and June 19, 2000, as well as by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, dated March 13, 1998 and June 5, 1998, the loss of open 
space areas such as ruderal habitat on the subject site would have a significant impact upon 
raptor species, especially those that are listed as sensitive or endangered. The most recent 
letter from the California Department of Fish and Game, dated June 19, 2000, recommends 
that the loss of documented raptor foraging habitat be compensated by committing some 
remaining upland forage area as mitigation. The CDFG recommends that losses would be 
adequately offset through the onsite dedication of raptor foraging habitat at a 0.5:1 
mitigation-to-impact ratio in an area with long-term conservation potential. 

The applicant responded to the recommendations of the California Department of Fish and 
Game in their letter prepared by their biologist, Glenn lukos Associates, dated September 11, 
2000. The applicant's letter suggests that over 70 acres within the approximately 100 acre 
lowlands portion of the property contains ruderal habitat identical to that being lost within the 
18.4 acre subdivision. The applicant states in their letter, dated September 11, 2000, that 
9.2 acres of suitable habitat would be dedicated by means of a conservation easement or 
similar mechanism and that the identification of such areas would occur in consultation with 
the California Department of Fish and Game. 

The Commission finds that subdivision and grading of 18.4 acres for residential purposes will 
impact 18.4 acres of raptor foraging habitat. The foraging habitat to be impacted supports 
sensitive resources associated with Gum Grove Park. The California Department of Fish and 
Game has recommended that such impacts be mitigated at a 0.5:1 mitigation-to-impact ratio. 
The Commission finds that in order to assure the continuance of the resources within Gum 
Grove Park, the applicant must preserve 9.2 acres of suitable raptor foraging habitat. 
Therefore, the Commission imposes Special Conditions 21 and 22. Special Condition 21 
requires that prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit 
for review and approval of the Executive Director, a map, prepared by a biologist in 
accordance with current professional standards, delineating suitable raptor foraging habitat 
with long term conservation potential, within the lowlands of the subject property as identified 
in the letter from Glenn Lukas Associates of lake Forest, California to John Laing Homes and 
Hellman Properties, dated September 11, 2000, regarding Response to June 19, 2000, letter 
from the California Department of Fish and Game Regarding Biological Resources at Hellman 
Ranch. The area delineated shall not be less than 9.2 contiguous acres of raptor foraging 
habitat. The delineation shall be prepared in consultation with the California Department of 
Fish and Game, and the map submitted to the Executive Director shall be accompanied by a 
written endorsement by the California Department of Fish and Game of the raptor foraging 
habitat delineation, the site selected and the map. Special Condition 21 also requires that the 
raptor foraging habitat to be identified shall have the same or better functions and values as 
the site to be impacted, in accordance with the biological assessment prepared by Glenn 
Lukas Associates in their letter dated September 11, 2000. The applicant's letter, dated 
September 11, 2000, states that equivalent raptor foraging habitat is available in the lowlands 
portion of the property (Exhibit 7, pages 16 and 17). If there are no raptor foraging habitat 
areas with the same or better functions and values as the site to be impacted in the area 
previously identified by the applicant as having such, the applicant shall obtain an amendment 
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to this coastal development permit in order to remedy the discrepancy. In addition, Special 
Condition 21 requires that, prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant 
shall submit for review and approval of the Executive Director, a habitat management plan 
which identifies management measures necessary to, at a minimum, maintain the functions 
and values of the raptor foraging habitat to be preserved. Such measures shall include 
appropriate brush management measures for the maintenance of raptor foraging habitat. 
Measures may include brush clearance and brush mowing; planting of plant species 
associated with raptor foraging habitat, and exotic and invasive plant species controls for the 
removal of plant species which upset the functioning of the raptor foraging habitat, including, 
but not limited to, ice plant, pampas grass, arundo giant cane, and myoporum. Any chemical 
controls to be used in areas adjacent to wetlands shall be limited to those which are non-toxic 
to wetland organisms (e.g. Rodeo® Herbicide). The raptor foraging habitat management plan 
shall be prepared in consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game, and shall 
be accompanied by a written endorsement of the plan by the California Department of Fish 
and Game. 

Special Condition 22 requires that an open space deed restriction be recorded over the site 
identified in Special Condition 21 which provides that no development, as defined in Section 
30106 of the Coastal Act, shall occur in the raptor foraging habitat except for activities 
related to raptor foraging habitat maintenance; and the following development, if approved by 
the Coastal Commission as an amendment to this coastal development permit: activities 
related to public access, recreation and wetland restoration provided that such development 
continues to designate a minimum of 9.2 acres of equivalent or better functioning raptor 
foraging habitat. Special Condition 22 requires that, prior to 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, reflecting the above restriction on development 
in the designated open space. The deed restriction shall include a copy of the raptor foraging 
habitat management plan approved by the Executive Director. 

In verbal communication with Commission staff, the applicant has suggested that a portion of 
the 1 00 acres proposed to be deed restricted for sale for wetland restoration purposes could 
be used for raptor foraging habitat. The applicant has further suggested that the integration 
of raptor foraging areas into a wetland restoration plan would be a given component of any 
wetland restoration plan which would have mixture of open water, tidal flats and upland 
areas. The Commission disagrees and requires that the 9.2 acres be separate from the 
proposed 100 acre deed restricted area for the following reasons: 1) requiring the 9.2 acres to 
be separate from the 1 00 acre deed restricted area would maintain the offer for such acreage 
as a bona-fide offer consistent with the settlement agreement; 2) the proposed deed 
restriction is an offer for sale for 25 years and not a restriction of land -without expiration- as 
is necessary to mitigate the permanent impacts upon raptor foraging habitat resulting from 
grading and use of 18.4 acres for residential purposes; 3) the proposed deed restriction does 
not assure the continued preservation of raptor foraging habitat because it cannot be 
guaranteed that any entity wishing to purchase the deed restricted area would pursue a 
wetland restoration in a manner that would be consistent with integrating raptor foraging 
habitat into the restoration design. Therefore, Special Condition 22 requires a separate 
restriction without expiration. Furthermore, Special Condition 16.8. requires the applicant to 
submit a revised "Attachment 1 ", for review and approval of the Executive Director, which 
maintains the quantity of proposed deed restricted area and which removes those areas 
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necessary for the bio-swale, water quality basin and raptor foraging habitat and off-sets the 
removal of those areas from the deed restriction with other land within the project site 
suitable for wetlands restoration, open space and environmental education purposes. As 
conditioned, the Commission finds the proposed project is consistent with Section 30240 of 
the Coastal Act. 

3. 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. Two of these sites 
would be left untouched in their current location in Gum Grove Park. However, the proposed 
grading for the residential subdivision would impact seven of the other designated 
archaeological sites. In addition, construction of the proposed bio-swale and detention basin 
would potentially impact two additional sites. 

This amendment removes the previously proposed golf course and clubhouse, expands the 
footprint of the previously proposed residential subdivision and adds the bio-swale and 
detention basin. The net effect of the changes proposed under this amendment result in the 
same impacts upon archaeological resources as was previously proposed. Therefore, the 

.· 

• 

scope of work proposed and required under the archeological investigation remains • 
unchanged. 

The various archeological 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 any grading for the residential subdivision and grading or other 
construction for the proposed bio-swale and detention basin to document the precise extent 
of cultural resources on-site. To ensure the applicant's measures are implemented, Special 
Condition 19.C. and 19.0. are attached by the Commission. Special Condition 19.C., as now 
imposed, differs from Special Condition 6.C. as previously imposed by the Commission, in 
that it eliminates the specific reference to "proposed Lot 2" such that the special condition 
relates to all of the development as revised and proposed under this amendment. This is 
necessary because Special Condition 13.A., which previously provided this function, is no 
longer applicable. Special Condition 13.A. which was previously imposed by the Commission 
related to the timing of golf course construction. Since the golf course is being eliminated 
under this amendment, the Commission finds that Special Condition 13.A. is no longer 
required and is thus eliminated. In addition, several revisions are necessary to Special 
Condition 6 in order to update and clarify references within the condition. For clarity, Special 
Condition 1 9 replaces previously imposed Special Condition 6 in its entirety. 

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 • 
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information and methods available. The research design will guide the proposed 
archaeological investigation. The proposed investigation will consist of the 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 19.A. requires that the 
archaeological testing program must be done in accordance with the approved research 
design. Second, Special Condition 19.A. 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 19.8. 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 19.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. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that the permit must require that development be temporarily halted in the 
vicinity of the discovery site 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 19. 

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 19.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 
19.F. requires that construction shall be temporarily halted in the vicinity of the discovery site 
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 19.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. Therefore, as conditioned, the 
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Commission finds that the proposed project is consistent with Section 30244 of the Coastal 
Act. 

4. Public Access and Recreation 

Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states: 

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

Section 30213 of the Coastal Act states: 

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where 
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 any residential building permits, 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 opportunities. Therefore, the Commission 
imposes Special Condition 1 7. Special Condition 17 replaces in its entirety previously 
imposed Special Condition 4. To provide maximum public access and recreation 
opportunities, the Commission finds that the dedication documents must ensure that: 1 I new 
and upgraded trails will meet the 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. 

Special Condition 17 differs from previously imposed Special Condition 4 by requiring the 
dedication to occur prior to issuance of residential building permits, rather than prior to 
issuance of the coastal development permit; and by including a clarification regarding the 
parks closing time to specify that "dusk" means one hour after sunset. 

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

(i) Trail Linking Gum Grove Park to Seal Beach Boulevard & Public 
Parking 

The applicant is proposing Tentative Tract Map No. 15402 which would subdivide the 
proposed 18.4 acre lot of Tentative Tract Map No. 15381 into lots for seventy (70) 
single-family residences, common areas and private streets. 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 210 people on existing public 
recreation facilities. 

The project previously proposed under Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 included gating 
the residential community. Under this proposed amendment, as noted in the project 
description, the applicant has announced their intention to comply with previously imposed 
Special Condition 5, which allows the applicant to restrict public vehicular access to the 
residential subdivision, but which prohibits the applicant from restricting public pedestrian and 
bicycle traffic from entering the community. The Commission previously found that, in this 
case, there is no need to require that the proposed subdivision's streets be open for public 
vehicular access over the private streets so long as public parking directly accessible from 
Seal Beach Boulevard is provided. However, the Commission did not sanction exclusivity in 
the coastal zone and found that gates which preclude public pedestrian and bicycle access 
cannot be found consistent with the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 
Therefore, any method of prohibiting public vehicular access to the subdivision (e.g. gates) 
must be designed such that public pedestrian and bicycle access to the subdivision is not 
impeded. The Commission finds that these requirements must be maintained as part of the 
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development proposed in this amendment. However, several modifications to the references 
in Special Condition 5 are necessary to update the condition. Therefore, the Commission 
replaces, in its entirety, Special Condition 5 with Special Condition 18. 

In addition, the project previously proposed under Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 
included the creation of Lot 3 of proposed Tentative Tract Map No. 15381 for the purposes of 
conveying Gum Grove Park to the City of Seal Beach. The previously proposed Lot 3 was 
configured to include a linear strip that extended from the area generally used as Gum Grove 
Park eastward to Seal Beach Boulevard. The Commission previously found that this linear 
strip of land would provide a second public access entrance to Gum Grove Park. Currently, 
the only entrance to Gum Grove Park is at the far western end of Gum Grove Park. The 
current park entrance is tucked away in the existing residential subdivision adjacent to the 
south side of the subject site. No signs on major public thoroughfares such as Pacific Coast 
Highway or Seal Beach Boulevard currently point the way to the existing park entrance. This 
requires people driving or biking down Seal Beach Boulevard to find their way through the 
existing residential neighborhood clear to the other side of the park. Since Gum Grove Park is 
a long, linear park, a second public entrance at it's eastern end would promote public access 
to the park. An eastern entrance from Seal Beach Boulevard would also link the park with the 
public bike lane on the west side of Seal Beach Boulevard, thus encouraging non-automobile 
trips to the park. Also, a park entrance right on Seal Beach Boulevard, a well-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, the Commission previously found that the linear strip 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 required 
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 found that there is a need for public 
parking to make the trail accessible by the public. The two go hand-in-hand. The 
Commission found 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. 

Thus, the Commission attached Special Condition 4 to Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 
which required that the park dedication documents for the proposed dedication of Gum Grove 
Park provide for the provision of a public trail connecting to Seal Beach Boulevard and the 
construction of public parking. In order to update several references within the condition to 
reflect current conditions, the Commission replaces Special Condition 4, in its entirety, with 
Special Condition 1 7. 

Since the linear strip of land in question was relatively narrow, and it was uncertain that 10 
parking spaces and a trail could be provided, the Commission previously required under 
Special Condition 5 that if the ten public parking spaces could not be provided entirely on the 
dedicated Gum Grove Park area, then the spaces which could not be built on Lot 3 shall be 
built on the portion of the area subject to Vesting Tentative Tract Mao No. 15402 closest to 
Lot 3 The Commission found 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 
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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 area 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. 

As noted above, the applicant has indicated the intention to comply with previously imposed 
Special Conditions 4 and 5 (now revised and replaced by Special Conditions 17 and 18). In 
filing the subject amendment application, the applicant has submitted a revised Tentative 
Tract 15381 and revised Tentative Tract 15402. These revised tract maps increase the size 
of the previous linear strip of land and allow more space for the construction of the required 
parking spaces and trails. The applicant also submitted a conceptual parking and trail plan 
which preliminarily indicates that there is adequate space to construct the required parking 
and trail in the expanded area shown on revised Tentative Tract Maps 15381 and 15402. 
However, previously imposed Special Conditions 4 and 5 included provisions to assure that 
the subdivision is designed with enough area to construct the required parking and trails. In 
addition, previously imposed Special Conditions 4 and 5 included provisions to assure that the 
public parking spaces were directly accessible from Seal Beach Boulevard and that appropriate 
signage was provided. The Commission continues to require that such assurances are in 
place as they relate to the revised proposed development. However, as noted above, Special 
Conditions 4 and 5 must be updated to reflect changes made as a result of this amendment. 
Therefore, Special Conditions 4 and 5 are replaced in their entirety by Special Conditions 17 
and 18, respectively . 

Also, under this amendment, the Commission re-affirms the need for the proposed 
development to provide public parking and a trail from Seal Beach Boulevard to Gum Grove 
Park. These facilities are an integral feature of the public access and recreational component 
of the proposed project by which the Commission finds that the proposed project is 
consistent with the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

(ii} Previously Proposed Trails around Salt Marsh 

Under the previously proposed project, the applicant was installing trails around the proposed 
salt marsh. The Commission previously imposed Special Condition 5.E. in order to assure the 
pubic nature and accessibility of the trails and to minimize the impacts of the trails on 
wetlands. Since there is no longer a proposed salt marsh restoration under this amendment, 
trails around the salt marsh are no longer proposed. Therefore, the Commission finds that 
Special Condition 5.E. is no longer necessary and removes Special Condition 5.E. by not 
carrying it forward to Special Condition 18, which has replaced Special Condition 5 in its 
entirety. 

c. Previously Proposed Golf Course 

Under the previous project, a golf course and clubhouse were proposed. In order to assure 
the golf course and clubhouse remained public and to assure that a iequate parking was 
required to support the use, the Commission imposed Special Condition 13. Since neither the 
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golf course or clubhouse are proposed under this amendment, Special Condition 13 is no 
longer required. Therefore, the Commission removes Special Condition 13. Therefore, as 
conditioned, the Commission finds that the proposed project is consistent with the public 
access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

5. Previously Proposed Visitor Serving Uses 

The applicant was previously proposing visitor-serving uses and an interpretive center at the 
parcel of land owned by the California State Lands Commission {"CSLC"). The Commission 
previously imposed requirements related to this development in Special Condition 3. 
However, under this amendment, the applicant is no longer proposing development on the 
CSLC property. Therefore, the Commission finds that Special Condition 3 is no longer 
necessary and removes Special Condition 3. 

6. Hazards 

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

New development shall: 

(I) 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 a fault zone. The fault across 
the subject site is 20 feet wide. Therefore, structures for human habitation cannot be built 
within a 120 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. However I to 
further minimize hazards from seismic activity I the Commission previously imposed Special 
Condition 8 which required incorporation of the City's geological hazards mitigation measures 
outlined in the EIR for the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan. The Commission finds that this 
condition shall remain in effect. These measures include requirements such as proper 
recompaction of fill material and construction of buildings in accordance with the latest 
seismic standards. Special Condition 15 notes that unless specifically altered by this 
amendment, all regular and special conditions attached to Coastal Development Permit 5-97-
367, such as Special Condition 8, remain in effect. 
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b . Flood Hazards 

The subject site is located near a major river and a flood control basin. As with the previously 
proposed project, most of the structural development will be located on an upland mesa well 
above flood level. However, in order to minimize flood hazards, the Commission previously 
imposed Special Condition 8 which incorporated the City's hydrology mitigation measures 
outlined in the City-approved EIR for the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan. The Commission finds 
that Special Condition 8 shall remain in effect. These measures include conformance to 
floodplain elevation standards and compliance with requirements for the adjacent flood control 
basin. Special Condition 15 notes that unless specifically altered by this amendment, all 
regular and special conditions attached to Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367, such as 
Special Condition 8, remain in effect. Therefore, as conditioned, the Commission finds that 
the proposed project is consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

7. 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 hydrology and drainage patterns of Hellman Ranch are broken into two drainages which 
drain on-site and off-site areas. The first drainage area is approximately 76 acres and includes 
a portion of Seal Beach Boulevard, the upland area of the property (including all of the 
proposed residential subdivision), and existing oil production areas on the property (herein 
referred to as Drainage Area A). The second drainage area is an approximately 152 acre area 
which drains some of the existing residential development south of the project site, Gum 
Grove Park, the lowlands on the property (where the existing wetlands are located) as well as 
some existing oil production areas (herein referred to as Drainage Area Bl. Drainage Area A 
presently drains into the adjacent Los Alamitos Retarding Basin, which subsequently 
discharges to the San Gabriel River. Drainage Area B drains directly to the San Gabriel River. 
Except for a 3 acre region adjacent to Seal Beach Boulevard, the proposed development will 
leave these drainage patterns largely unchanged. 

The proposed project will result in the subdivision and grading of 18.4 acres within Drainage 
Area A for residential purposes. In addition, the amended project includes the extension of 
Adolfo Lopez Drive. The implementation of the project will result in two phases where 
potential impacts upon water quality would occur: 1) the construction phase; and 2) the post
construction phase including the commitment of an 18.4 acre area for residential purposes. 
Construction phase impacts include erosion and sedimentation of coastal waters during 
grading. Post-construction phase impacts relate to the use of the proposed project, a 
residential subdivision. Run-off from residential developments is commonly polluted with 
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petroleum hydrocarbons including oil and grease from vehicles; heavy metals; synthetic 
organic chemicals including paint and household cleaners; soap and dirt from washing 
vehicles; dirt and vegetation from yard maintenance; litter; fertilizers, herbicides, and 
pesticides; and bacteria and pathogens from animal waste. The discharge of these pollutants 
to coastal waters can cause: eutrophication and anoxic conditions resulting in fish kills and 
diseases and the alteration of aquatic habitat, including adverse changes to species 
composition and size; excess nutrients causing algae blooms and sedimentation increasing 
turbidity which both reduce the penetration of sunlight needed by aquatic vegetation which 
provide food and cover for aquatic species; disruptions to the reproductive cycle of aquatic 
species; and acute and sublethal toxicity in marine organisms leading to adverse changes in 
reproduction and .feeding behavior. These impacts reduce the biological productivity and the 
quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes and reduce optimum 
populations of marine organisms and have adverse impacts on human health. 

In order to assure that the previously proposed project conformed with Section 30231 of the 
Coastal Act, the Commission previously imposed Special Condition 7. Special Condition 7 
required that, prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant 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. 
Special Condition 7 requires the applicant to implement and comply with the water quality 
measures approved by the Executive Director. In addition, Special Condition 7 requires that 
runoff from the site be directed to the Los Alamitos Retarding Basin (LARS) to the maximum 
extent feasible. In addition, Special Condition 7 requires the permittee to comply with 
mitigation measures WQ-5 through WQ-1 0 inclusive as approved by City of Seal Beach City 
Council Resolution 4562. Water Quality (WQ) measures 5 through 10 are contained in the 
City's certification of the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan and are as follows: 

W0-5 Prior to moving construction equipment on site, the project developer shall 
provide evidence to the City Engineer that a national Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit has been obtained from the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB). Once obtained, the NPDES permit shall be 
retained on the construction site throughout the construction period, and a copy 
shall be filed with the City Engineer. 

W0-6 During construction, the City Engineer shall ensure that all the terms and 
conditions outlined in the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permits, including the implementation of Best Management Practices 
(BMP's) are complied with. 

W0-7 Prior to issuance of grading permits, Project developer shall prepare a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the proposed project. This plan 
shall be submitted to the City Engineer for review and comment prior to 
implementing any SWPPP provisions or starting any construction activity. A 
copy of the SWPPP shall be held by the construction contractor(s) on the 
construction site throughout the development of the Hellman Ranch Specific 
Plan. The City Engineer will monitor and enforce the provision of the SWPPP . 
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WQ-8 During operation of the proposed project, the Project Owner/Operator shall 
ensure that all pest control, herbicide, insecticide and other similar substances 
used as part of maintenance of project features are handled, stored, applied and 
disposed of by those doing facility maintenance in a manner consistent with all 
applicable federal, state and local regulation. The City Engineer shall monitor 
and enforce this provision. Responsible agencies shall be indicated in the Golf 
Course Management Plan. 

WQ-9 Prior to issuance of grading permits, the project developer shall provide 
evidence to the Director of Development Services that a water quality 
management plan (WQMPJ has been prepared for the project in a manner 
consistent with the Orange County Drainage Area Management Plan. The 
WQMP shall contain provisions and Best Management Practices (BMP's) for 
both construction and operating/municipal conditions. The WQMP shall also 
remain flexible to modification to provide appropriate safeguards for the 
wetlands and Los Alamitos Retarding Basin. 

WQ-1 OPrior to issuance of the grading permits, the City Engineer shall verify that 
structural BMP's have been permanently incorporated into project plans by the 
Applicant. Such BMP's shall ensure that pollutants from project-related storm 
water entering the LARB and the San Gabriel River are mitigated consistent with 
applicable state and local standards . 

This proposed amendment to Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367 changes the scope of 
work previously contemplated. Therefore, the Commission finds it necessary to define how 
Special Condition 7 relates to the development as now proposed and the products which are 
expected as compliance with the special condition. Special Condition 15 notes that unless 
specifically altered by this amendment, all regular and special conditions attached to Coastal 
Development Permit 5-97-367, such as Special Condition 7, remain in effect. 

Special Condition 7 references several documents including the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System permit ("NPDES"), Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan; Structural and 
Non-structural Best Management Practices, the Orange County Drainage Area Management 
Plan, and a Water Quality Management Plan. These references refer to permits and 
documents required under the regulations of other governing agencies with regard to 
stormwater runoff associated with new development during and after construction. Relevant 
permits implementing these requirements include the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) NPDES General Permit No. CAS000002, Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for 
Discharges of Storm Water Runoff Associated with Construction Activity; and the County of 
Orange Municipal NPDES Stormwater Permit No. CAS618030. 

The proposed project involves construction activity including clearing and grading more than 5 
acres of total land area. In cases where more than 5 acres of such construction activity is 
involved for residential use, the applicant is required to comply with the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) NPDES General Permit No. CAS000002, Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDRs) for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff Associated with Construction 
Activity. This permit requires the applicant to prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution 
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Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which addresses construction-related impacts upon storm water 
quality associated with the specific development occurring at the particular site in question. 
The SWPPP identifies pollutant sources and outlines the measures (i.e. Best Management 
Practices) to be taken to avoid impacts from those pollutant sources. By submitting a SWPPP 
which is in conformance with the requirements of the NPDES General Permit No. CAS000002 
for review and approval of the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission, the applicant 
will demonstrate the specific measures which will be implemented to avoid adverse impacts 
upon water quality during the construction phase of the project. Such measures would 
include, but not be limited to, use of hay bales, sand bags, silt fences and temporary 
detention basins/settlement ponds to prevent the discharge of sediment from the construction 
site, use of temporary erosion control landscaping to secure graded and disturbed areas, prior 
to the rainy season, which remain exposed after interruptions in construction or which remain 
exposed after grading is completed and before fine grading and construction of infrastructure 
and homes. 

The subject site is also governed by the County of Orange Municipal NPDES Stormwater 
Permit No. CAS618030 which was issued by the California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board Santa Ana Region to the County of Orange and co-permittees including the City of 
Seal Beach. The municipal stormwater permit requires the County and co-permittees including 
the City of Seal Beach to prepare and implement a drainage area management plan which 
addresses those measures that will be implemented to mitigate polluted run-off. These 
measures include requirements for the use of post-construction phase structural and non
structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) to avoid and minimize the impacts of polluted 
run-off upon surface waters. 

The Orange County Drainage Area Management Plan (OC DAMP), submitted to the Regional 
Boards for compliance with the municipal NPDES permit is the implementing program for the 
NPDES permit. The guidelines for the use of structural and non-structural BMPs outlined in 
the OC DAMP were developed based upon the principle criterion identified in the NPDES 
permit, that being the term Maximum Extent Practicable or "MEP." The NPDES permit defines 
"MEP" as follows: 

"MEP" means to the maximum extent practicable, taking into account equitable 
considerations of synergistic, additive, and competing factors, including but not limited 
to, gravity of the problem, fiscal feasibility, public health risks, societal concern, and 
social benefits." 

The OC DAMP includes a section focused on New Development Control (Section 7.0), which 
requires new development (such as the proposed project) to incorporate non-structural, 
routine structural, and special structural BMPs "to minimize the amount of pollution entering 
the drainage system." 

In order to identify for the Commission the non-structural, routine structural and special 
structural BMPs the applicant is proposing to use to address post-construction water quality 
impacts from the proposed development, the applicant has submitted a Water Quality 
Management Plan (WQMP), Tract 15402, Hellman Ranch, prepared by MDS Consulting of 
Irvine, California, dated January 2000 and a Storm Water Management & Water Quality 
Control Plan, (SWM & WQCP) prepared by MDS Consulting and Fuscoe Engineering of Irvine, 
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California, dated July 27, 2000. The WQMP outlines, in general, the non-structural and 
structural BMPs which are proposed to address water quality impacts associated with the 
residential development. Meanwhile, SWM & WQCP describes more fully the specific 
measures to be implemented including the bio-swale/riparian corridor and water quality basin 
which is being proposed as part of this amendment. 

Briefly, the WOMP describes several BMPs designed to mitigate water quality impacts from 
the proposed development. Non-Structural BMPs include: 1) education for property owners, 
tenants, and occupants; 2) activity restrictions, to be a part of the Conditions, Covenants and 
Restrictions (CC & R's) for the development, including i) no car engine cleaning onsite, ii) car 
washing only allowed using bucket and sponge method, iii) a prohibition of car maintenance 
on site; iv) limitations on the use of chemicals and fertilizers; 3) in the CC & R's, identification 
of the homeowners association as the entity responsible for inspection and maintenance of 
structural and non-structural BMPs; 4) common area litter control; 5) inspection and 
maintenance of common area catch basins by October 1 5th of each year; and 6) street 
sweeping. Structural BMPs include: 1} filtration of surface runoff through landscaped areas; 
2) efficient irrigation of common areas; 3) use of energy dissipaters; 4) catch basin stenciling; 
and 5) installation of inlet trash racks. 

Expanding upon the WQMP, the applicant submitted the SWM & WQCP which outlines in 
more detail the non-structural and structural BMPs which will be implemented to mitigate the 
impacts of polluted storm run-off related to the proposed development. The structural BMPs 
outlined in the SWM & WQCP are categorized into three zones. Zone One (1) consists of 
trash racks and fossil filters installed into catch basins within the proposed development. The 
measures in Zone 1 will primarily intercept trash, litter, grease and other hydrocarbons. Zone 
Two {2} consists of a bio-swale designed to control fine particle sediments, debris, soap, dirt, 
herbicides, pesticides, and fertilizers. The bio-swale will consist of an infiltration swale with a 
wetland bottom and vegetation which will impound surface runoff and filter it as it passes 
through the basin floor. Zone Three (3) will consist of a filtration basin designed to control 
nutrients, microbial contaminants and toxic materials. This basin is designed to accommodate 
the first flush from a drainage area of 30.6 acres (i.e. the 18.4 acre residential subdivision and 
the 12.2 acres of off-site drainage area). 

As stated on Page 5 of the SWM & WQCP, the goal of the proposed system is to "manage 
developed storm water flows (runoff) and to "minimize pollutants from urban runoff." Page 
16 of the SWM & WQCP further states that the system will function such that low-flows will 
be shunted to Zones 2 and 3 of the water quality management system, while high flows will 
bypass the Zones 2 and 3 and discharge directly to the LARB. In a letter to Commission 
staff, dated September 6, 2000, prepared by Fuscoe Engineering, the applicant further 
clarifies that the system is designed to capture the first flush storm event. The system has 
the capacity to hold two first flush events. Anticipated residence time of the water entering 
the system is seven days. During this period, the water is expected to infiltrate or evaporate. 
The system is not designed to discharge the water entering it directly to any other body of 
water or storm drain system. Meanwhile, the system is also designed with an overflow which 
will discharge to the Los Alamitos Retarding Basin in the event that system capacity is 
exceeded 1

• 

1Exhibit 4-2 of the SWM & WQCP indicates that overflow from the proposed water quality remediation 
system will be discharged directly to the Hellman Ranch lowlands. The applicant has since indicated 
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Critical to the successful function of post-construction structural BMPs in removing pollutants 
in stormwater to the Maximum Extent Practicable {MEP), is the application of appropriate 
design standards for sizing BMPs. The majority of runoff is generated from small storms 
because most storms are small. Additionally, storm water runoff typically conveys a 
disproportionate amount of pollutants in the initial period that runoff is generated during a 
storm event. Designing BMPs for the small, more frequent storms, rather than for the large 
infrequent storms, results in improved BMP performance at lower cose. 

Commission staff requested that the applicant analyze whether the proposed system, which is 
designed to capture and mitigate first flush and low flows, would be capable of mitigating 
(infiltrating or treating) storm water runoff from each runoff event up to and including the 
85th percentile 24-hour runoff event. In a letter dated September 22, 2000, Fuscoe 
Engineering responded that conceptually, the system would provide this capacity; however, 
final detailed calculations would be necessary to determine whether any adjustments to 
capacity would be required. However, Fuscoe Engineering indicated that, in their experience, 
the calculations for first flush, which were made to design the system as now proposed, are 
conservative, and that it is very likely the system provides the capacity to mitigate the 85th 
percentile 24-hour runoff event without any adjustments. The calculations are conservative 
because they assume 100% impervious surface within the residential development and off
site areas. Under final build-out, the amount of impervious surface would be less than 100%. 
Furthermore, the currently proposed system has the capacity to capture two first flush 
events, rather than a single event. These two features of the system, conservative 
estimation of capacity based on discharges from 100% impervious surface, and the capacity 
to hold two such events, contribute to the applicant's statement that the currently proposed 
system will be capable of mitigating storm water from the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff 
event. In addition, the applicant has indicated that if final calculations show that the system 
must be enlarged to mitigate the 85th percentile 24-hour event, there is additional land where 
this can be accommodated. 

The Commission finds that sizing the proposed post-construction structural BMPs to 
accommodate (infiltrate, filter or treat) the runoff from the 85th percentile storm runoff event, 
in this case, is equivalent to sizing BMPs based on the point of diminishing returns (i.e. the 
BMP capacity beyond which, insignificant increases in pollutants removal (and hence water 
quality protection) will occur, relative to the additional costs. The applicant has indicated the 
proposed water quality management plan will meet the requirements specified in Special 
Condition 7. Since the final calculations for the proposed water quality management system 
have not yet been performed, and to assure that the proposed measures are consistent with 

that this was an error in the drawing, and that Figure 8 of the SWM & WQCP supercedes this exhibit 
with respect to the management of overflows. Rather than discharging overflow to the Hellman Ranch 
lowlands, Exhibit 8 shows a 'diffusion corridor' which will connect the system to the Los Alamitos 
Retarding Basin and that overflows will be directed through the diffusion corridor to the retarding basin 
rather than into the Hellman Ranch lowlands. 

2[ASCE/WEF, 1998. Urban Runoff Quality Management. WEF Manual of Pr-:!ctice No. 23, ASCE 
Manual and Report on Engineering Practice No. 87 .] 
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Section 30231 of the Coastal Act, the Commission wishes to clarify for the applicant the 
requirements. Therefore, the Commission imposes Special Condition 23 . 

Special Condition 23 requires the applicant to submit a final SWM & WQCP for review and 
approval by the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission which is consistent with the 
Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP), Tract 15402, Hellman Ranch, prepared by MDS 
Consulting of Irvine, California, dated January 2000 and Storm Water Management & Water 
Quality Control Plan, (SWM & WQCP) prepared by MDS Consulting and Fuscoe Engineering of 
Irvine, California, dated July 27, 2000, submitted by the applicant, and which includes the 
following specifications. Special Condition 23 requires the proposed post-construction 
treatment BMPs to be sized based on design criteria specified in the condition, and finds this 
will ensure the proposed overall SWM & WQCP will serve to reduce pollutants in stormwater 
to the maximum extent practicable, as required in Special Condition 7. Since the proposed 
water quality management system is necessary to mitigate the water quality impacts 
associated with use of the development, Special Condition 23 requires that the structural 
elements of the SWM & WQCP, approved by the Executive Director, be implemented prior to 
or concurrent with construction of infrastructure for the residential subdivision (i.e. streets, 
utilities, etc.). Special Condition 23 also specifies that all structural and non-structural BMPs 
shall be maintained in a functional capacity throughout the life of the approved development. 
Special Condition 23 specifies that any changes to the structures outlined in the SWM & 
WQCP necessary to accommodate the requirements outlined in Special Condition 23, shall 
require an amendment to this coastal development permit. Finally, in order to assure that the 
applicant and all successors-in-interest are aware of the requirements of Special Condition 23, 
the condition requires, prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall 
execute and record a deed restriction reflecting the requirements outlined in Special Condition 
23. 

In addition, since final site plans, grading plans, structural plans and landscape plans have not 
been submitted related to the proposed bio-swale and water quality basin, the Commission 
imposes Special Condition 20. Speciat Condition 20 requires the applicant to submit final site 
plans, grading plans, structural plans and landscape plans for the proposed bio-swale and 
water quality basin which conform with the final SWM & WQCP required pursuant to Special 
Condition 23 above. In addition, plans shall conform with the specifications regarding 
hydrology and landscaping for the system outlined in the letters dated June 28, 2000, and 
September 11, 2000, prepared by Glenn Lukas Associates of Lake Forest, California. 

In addition, the applicant's SWM & WQCP indicates that land is necessary outside the area of 
the residential subdivision to construct the water quality measures necessary to assure the 
development is consistent with Section 30231 of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the 
Commission imposes Special Condition 24 which requires the applicant, prior to issuance of 
the coastal development permit amendment, to execute and record a deed restriction, in a 
form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, over the area of land depicted in 
Figure 8 of the SWM & WQCP (including the landscaped area surrounding the water quality 
basin and bio-swale) as generally depicted in Exhibit 4, page 1. The area shall be restricted 
for uses related to water quality management purposes. As outlined elsewhere in these 
findings, the deed restriction shall not preclude use of the area for wetland restoration and 
open space purooses so long as any such project maintains the wa!er quality improvement 
function performed by the system proposed under the SWM & WQCP. In addition, this deed 
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restriction shall not preclude construction and maintenance of the access road depicted Figure 
8 of the SWM & WQCP, nor shall it preclude the construction and maintenance of the utilities 
and oil transmission lines depicted on Vesting Tentative Tracts 15381 and 15402, as 
approved by the Executive Director, provided the water quality improvement functions of the 
system described in the SWM & WQCP, as revised and approved by the Executive Director 
pursuant to Special Condition 23, is, at a minimum, maintained. Finally, the deed restriction 
shall not preclude development associated with the archaeological investigation required 
pursuant to Special Condition 19. As conditioned, the Commission finds that the proposed 
project is consistent with Section 30231 of the Coastal Act. 

8. 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 and park uses. 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 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. 

9. 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, common walls, and infrastructure and utilities were 
not submitted. Therefore, the Commission finds that a subsequent Commission approval is 
required for the homes to allow the Commission to review the proposed homes for 
consistency with Chapter 3. Therefore, the Commission previously imposed Special Condition 
9. Special Condition 15 notes that unless specifically altered by this amendment, all regular 
and special conditions attached to Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367, such as Special 
Condition 9, remain in effect. 

Also, the Commission has reviewed the materials submitted by the applicant for conformance 
with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The project has been conditioned accordingly. Any 
changes to the proposed project must be reviewed for consistency with the Chapter 3 policies 
of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the Commission imposes Special Condition 26 which requires 
that all development must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as set forth in the 
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application for permit, subject to any special conditions set forth herein. Any deviation from 
the approved plans must be reviewed and approved by the Executive Director and may require 
Commission approval. 

In addition, the proposed project involves the placement of deed restrictions and structures on 
land which they must demonstrate a legal interest to do so. For instance, the applicant is 
proposing to deed restrict land presently owned by Southern California Edison. In addition, 
The applicant is proposing storm water facility connections to the Los Alamitos Retarding 
Basin which is owned by the Orange County Flood Control District. Therefore, the 
Commission previously imposed Special Condition 1 0 which requires that, 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 the proposed development and all conditions of approval of this permit. 
Special Condition 1 5 notes that unless specifically altered by this amendment, all regular and 
special conditions attached to Coastal Development Permit 5-97-367, such as Special 
Condition 10, remain in effect. 

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"l 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 1= rogram consistent with the 
Chapter Three policies of the Coastal Act . 
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California Environmental Quality Act 

Section 1 3096 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 CEQA prohibits a proposed development 
from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available 
which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may have 
on the environment. 

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. As amended, the mitigation 
measures which apply to the project include 1) implementation of the proposed lowlands deed 
restriction to make the area available for wetlands restoration and submission of a revised 
map showing changes necessary to the delimits of the lowlands deed restricted area in order 
that there is no reduction in potentially restorable wetland area; 2) conformance with the 
requirement for a revised Tentative Tract Map 15381 limiting the site to 5 parcels in order to 
avoid impacts on wetlands; 3) implementation of the proposed Gum Grove Park dedication to 
assure public access; 4) implementation of a public access program; 5) conformance 
archeological investigation requirements to assure appropriate mitigation for impacts upon 
archeological resources; 6) conformance with water quality requirements to avoid the 
degradation of coastal waters; 7) conformance with hazard mitigation requirements to avoid 
geologic and flood hazards; 8) notification that future residential development requires a 
permit; 9) conformance with evidence of legal interest; 1 0) submission of final plans to assure 
that the project conforms with this approval; 11) identification of raptor foraging habitat 
suitable for long term conservation and management and recordation of an open space deed 
restriction over 9.2 acres for raptor foraging habitat; 12) conformance with water quality 
standards related to the proposed bio-swale, riparian corridor and water quality basin; 13) the 
reservation of land outside the proposed residential subdivision for water quality purposes; 
14) submission of a construction staging plan demonstrating that no impacts to wetlands will 
occur; and 15) strict conformance with approved plans. 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 CEQA. 

5-97-367-A 1 (Hellman) stf rpt October 2000 Final 
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APPENDIX A: Previously Imposed Special Conditions of Approval imposed by the Commission 
on September 9, 1998 

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 . 
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STATE LANDS PARCEL 

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

( 1) This coastal development permit approves only the construction of: a) an 
interpretive center consisting of a raised, handicap-accessible platform with 
information panels containing photographs, maps, exhibits, etc., overlooking the 
proposed salt marsh, b) the placement only of the Krenwinkle House on the site (no 
uses are established), c) the construction of public parking spaces, 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; 
e) salt marsh enhancement and/or restoration; and f) public recreational trails. 

(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 Beach Ordinance 1420 on October 20, 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 ( 1 0) 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 shall; 1) be 
public, 2) be maintained by the permittee, and 3) accommodate a minimum of 
twenty (20) bicycles. 

.. 
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The document 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 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. 

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. 

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. 

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. 
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(e) Gum Grove Park shall be open from dawn to dusk on a daily basis. Changes in 
hours of operation of Gum Grove Park shall require an amendment to this permit • 
unless the Executive Director determines that an amendment is not required. 

5. 

(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: 

(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 accessible 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. 

PUBLIC ACCESS PROGRAM 

A. 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. 

B. Residential Community Streets (Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 15402). PRIOR TO 
THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicr:~nt shall 
execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and content :::cceptable to the 
Executive Director, which shall provide that: 1) public pedestrian and bicycle access to 

• 

• 
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the streets and sidewalks constructed within the area subject to Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map No. 15402 shall not be precluded, 2) no locked gates, walls, fences, or 
other obstructions prohibiting public pedestrian or bicycle access to the streets and 
sidewalks constructed within the area subject to Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 
15402 shall be 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. 1 5402 closest to Lot 3 shall be reserved for the balance of the public 
parking spaces so that the parking spaces are directly accessible from Seal Beach 
Boulevard. The deed restriction shall be recorded over the entire area subject to 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 15402 and shall run with the land, binding all 
successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens that the Executive 
Director 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. 15402 closest to Lot 3, 
and 2) the location of the public street which connects the public parking required 
under Special Condition 4.(G)(2) of this 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. 

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 not 
feasible to construct the public parking and vehicular entrance on this portion of 
proposed lot 3 of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 15381, public parking directly 
accessible from Seal Beach Boulevard shall be constructed on proposed Lot 2 of 
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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 5.8 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 proposed and required trail areas generally depicted on Exhibit l of 
the March 19, 1998 staff report (except for the trail depicted linking Gum Grove 
Park to the State Lands parcel) 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. 

(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 {10) feet wide. 

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

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

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

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

The deed restriction shall be recorded over the public access trail area as generally 
depicted on Exhibit l of the March 19, 1998 staff report (except for the trail depicted 
linking Gum Grove Park to the State Lands parcel) 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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• For purposes of tMs 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. 

c. 

D. 

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 "Guidelines 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 . 

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 
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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 in the vicinity of 
the discovery site 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 

' -

.. 
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than the archaeological investigation, all work shall be temporarily halted in the • 
vicinity of the discovery site 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 
are found to be significant, the archaeologist, in consultation with the Native 
American monitor, shall determine appropriate actions, and shall submit those 
recommendations in writing to the Executive Director, the applicant and the City. 
The archaeologist shall also submit the recommendations for the review and 
approval of the Executive Director and shall be prepared in accordance with the 
provisions outlined in Special Condition 5.C above. Any recommended changes to 
the proposed development or the mitigation measures identified in the final plan 
required by Special Condition 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 in • 
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the vicinity of the discovery site 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. 

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 as 
approved by City of Seal Beach City Council resolution 4562 . 

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 September 9, 1998 Staff Report) are 
hereby incorporated by reference as special conditions of this coastal development 
permit. 

9. 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. LEGALINTEREST 

PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant 
shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, written 



5-97-367-A 1 (Hellman Properties LLC) 
Page 62 of 74 

documentation demonstrating that it has the legal ability to carry out all conditions of 
approval of this permit. 

11. 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 September 9, 1998 staff 
report as amended by the addendum), and surrounded by a buffer area consistent with 
the transition zone/densely vegetated berms/upland areas described in the conceptual 
wetlands restoration plan {dated November 1997) and addendum (dated February 
1998), 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/upland areas described in the 
conceptual wetlands restoration plan (dated November 1997) and addendum {dated 
February 1998). 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 1 3th 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 September 9, 
1998 staff report (as amended by the addendum) for this permit. The easement 
shall: 

(1) Permit the applicant, its agents, and/or the accepting agency or non-profit 
organization to enter the property, create and maintain habitat, revegetate 
portions of the area, and fence the newly 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 5-97-367 and other agency approvals. 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

12. 

• 

5-97-367-A 1 (Hellman Properties LLC) 
Page 63 of 74 

(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 years, such period running from the date of recording. 

B. Reservation of Mineral Production Area for Phase 2 and Phase 3 Wetland Creation. 
PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the 
permittee shall execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and content 
acceptable to the Executive Director, which shall provide that the allowable uses 
and allowable development on both the entire 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. 

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 
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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/upland areas described in the conceptual 
wetlands restoration plan (dated November 19971 and addendum (dated 
February 1998). 

(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 12th hole and the tee for the 1 3th 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 September 9, 1 998 staff report 
(as amended by the addendum) 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 

(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: 

.. 
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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 ( 1 0) years of independent 
monitoring that demonstrates that the restored and constructed habitats are in 
compliance with the performance standards, independent annual site 
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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 
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the reference site with the lowest average total number of individuals . 
The performance standards for birds are discussed in subsection f below. 

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 
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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. 

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

J. Periodic removal of invasive, non-native plants from 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 
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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: 

( 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 wh1ch inform 
the general public that the golf course is open for play to the public. • 
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( 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 plan 
approved by the Executive Director and the document entitled "An Environmental 
Approach to Golf Course Development & Management" prepared for Hellman 
Properties LLC by Siena College-Audubon International Institute dated December 1996. 

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). 

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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APPENDIX B: Substantive File Documents 

1. COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMITS AND COMMISSION ACTIONS 

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

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

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

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

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

F. 5-97-367 !Hellman Properties LLC); approved September 9, 1998. 

2. WETLAND AND BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 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. 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. 

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

D. Addendum to Concept Wetlands Restoration Plan for the Hellman Ranch dated 
February, 1998 prepared for Hellman Properties 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 IM&N File: 
3693) 

F. Letter from Glenn Lukas Associates of Lake Forest, California to John Laing 
Homes and Hellman Properties dated September 11, 2000, regarding Response 
to June 19, 2000, letter from the California Department of Fish and Game 
Regarding Biological Resources at Hellman Ranch. 

G. Letter from Glenn Lukas Associates of Lake Forest. ralifornia to John Laing 
Homes and Hellman Properties dated June 28, 2000, regarding Biological 
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Benefits of Proposed Wetland Treatment System, COP 5-97-367-A 1, Hellman 
Ranch Property, Orange County, California. 

Letter from Glenn Lukas Associates of Lake Forest, California to John Laing 
Homes dated January 6, 2000, regarding Results of Biological Resources 
Review and Analysis of Wetland Impacts Associated with 18.4-Acre Portion of 
the Hellman Ranch Property, Orange County, California. 

Letter from Glenn Lukas Associates of Lake Forest, California to John Laing 
Homes dated February 23, 2000, and revised July 14, 2000, regarding Results 
of Focused Surveys Conducted for Western Burrowing Owl on 18.4-acre 
Portion of the Hellman Ranch Property, Orange County, California. 

3. WATER QUALITY DOCUMENTS 

A. State Water Resources Control Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ, National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit No. CAS000002, Waste 
Discharge Requirements (WDRS) for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff 
Associated with Construction Activity. 

B. California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region, Order No. 
96-31, NPDES No. CAS618030, Waste Discharge Requirements for the County 
of Orange, Orange County Flood Control District, and the Incorporated Cities of 
Orange County within the Santa Ana Region, Areawide Urban Storm Water 
Run-off, Orange County . 

C. Orange County NPDES Stormwater Program, Drainage Area Management Plan, 
April 1993. 

D. Storm Water Management & Water Quality Control Plan, prepared for Hellman 
Properties LLC and John Laing Homes, prepared by MDS Consulting and Fuscoe 
Engineering of Irvine, California, dated July 27, 2000. 

E. Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP), Tract 15402, Hellman Ranch, 
prepared for John Laing Homes by MDS Consulting of Irvine, California, dated 
January 2000. 

4. 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 knowr as the Hellman Ranch" 
dated October 27, 1997 
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A Research Design for the Evaluation of Archaeological Sites within the Hellman Ranch 
Specific Plan Area dated November 1997 prepared by KEA Environmental, Inc. for the 
City of Seal Beach 

APPENDIX C: local Approvals 

1 l 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 

6) City of Seal Beach, Approval-in-concept of revised Tentative Tract Map No. 15402 
(Residential subdivision) dated April 26, 2000. 

7) City of Seal Beach Ministerial Approval of Administrative Amendments to the Hellman 
Ranch Specific Plan dated May 5, 2000. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURC't::S AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME I. 

South Coast Region 
4949 Viewridge Avenue 
San Diego, California 921 23 
(858) 467-4201 
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FAX (858) 467-4239 

June 19, 2000 CAllE..Q&N,lA 
COASTAVUI~TAt~MISSJON 

5- !J 'l- ;j 6 7-A\ Mr. David Bartlett 
D. Bartlett Associates 
36 Bramford Street 
Ladera Ranc~ CA 92694 

EXHIBIT #-:----=6~-:---
PAGE ~~- OF a_ 

Comments on the HeUman Ranch Biological Assessment (1/6/00), Burrowing Owl Survey 
(2/23/00) and Subsequent Confirmation of the Biological Assessment ( 5/31/00) 

Dear Mr. Bartlett: 

As requested by you in a memo dated May 30, 2000, the Department of Fish and Game 
{Department) has reviewed the above-referenced Biological Assessment, Burrowing Owl Survey 
and Subsequent Confirmation of the Biological Assessment (documents) that are part of a 
California Coastal Commission permit application. These documents provide an assessment of 
an 18.4-acre portion of the 196-acre Hellman Ranch site that is proposed for development in the 
City of Seal Beac~ California. Additional information, specifically a vegetation map, was 
requested from your consultants and provided on June 2, 2000 for our review. We have not 
field-checked the property and our comments only pertain to the documents and other 
information that we have received. • 

According to the documents, the majority of the project site has been disced. Vegetation 
communities on the project site include non-native grassland and ruderal habitats. Burrowing 
owl surveys were conducted on the project site recently but none were observed and no sign was 
evident. The reports conclude that development of the 18.4-acre portion does not constitute a 
significant impact, nor does it recommend any mitigation. The report also concludes that the 
development may benefit adjacent wetlands by increasing the amount of runoff from the 
developed area. 

Based on the documents, the Department believes that the proposed development of the 
18.4-acre portion of Hellman Ranch is acceptable if the following conditions are met: 

1. All impacts will be limited to the 18.4-acre site, including but not limited to buildings, 
paved areas, fire management zones, and access roads. All documents and project plans 
should clearly delineate this 18.4-acre development area. 

2. The loss of documented raptor foraging area should be compensated by committing some 
of the remaining upland forage area within Hellman Ranch as mitigation. Raptor 
foraging areas are a declining resource and impacts to this habitat may be considered 
significant. White-tailed kite and northern harrier (both California Species of Special 
Concern) were observed near the project site and the presence of nesting habitat in Gum • 
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David Bartlett 
June 19,2000 
Page2 

Grove Nature Park as well as within Hellman Ranch further increases the local 
significance of this habitat. The loss of this area could be adequately offset through the 
onsite dedication ofraptor foraging habitat at a 0.5:1 mitigation-to-impact ratio in an area 
with long-term conservation potential. Upland habitat within Hellman Ranch that will 
remain after project implementation may be suitable for mitigation purposes and the 
Department is available to evaluate the location of the mitigation site to ensure an area of 
equal or greater biological resource value is conserved. 

3. The purported benefit of additional runoff into the wetlands from the proposed 
development site is not appropriately justified in the documents. While the increase may 
benefit the wetland by increasing quantity of water, the quality of the water should be 
analyzed and discussed to ensure that additional pollutants (e.g., oiVgas, pesticides) and 
nutrients would not adversely affect adjacent sensitive habitats. 

4. According to the documents, "GLA biologists visited the site on December 28, 1999 and 
January 11 and 13,2000 ... (and) walked the entire 18.4-acre site." It appears that the 
focused surveys are inadequate to determine presence/absence. Department survey 
protocol for burrowing owls includes a minimum of four site visits at either dusk or dawn 
during the nesting season or between December 1 and January 31 for winter surveys. 
Based on the suitability of habitat and previous reports of burrowing owls in the project 
vicinity, we recommend additional focused surveys be conducted over the project site as 
well as a 1 50-meter buffer area around the project site during the nesting season (April 15 
to July 15). Survey results should also include the time of day in which surveys were 
conducted. Further questions concerning burrowing owl survey protocol should be 
directed to Lyann Comrack of the Department at (858) 467-4208. If burrowing owls are 
determined to be present onsite or if found to utilize the site, additional mitigation 
measures may be required to protect the home range and/or burrows. 

5. While the documents focus on the development of the 18.4-acre site, it is our 
understanding that approximately 100 acres of the Hellman Ranch site will be set aside 
for conservation purposes. The project description should provide more information on 
the delineation, restoration and management plans for this conserved area. 

The Department appreciates the opportunity to comment on your project. Please contact 
me at the above address or at (858) 467-4212 if you wish to discuss this response. 

Sincerely, 

W~ (, 7jJ<9i- COASTAL COMMISSION 
S - 9 7 - iJ 6 7-A I 

William E. Tippets EXH''"'!T "!f: 6 
Habitat Conservation SuperviPAG•; · · · ,...::---0.~o~~~-~--
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Tim McSunas 
John Laing Homes 
19600 Fairchild, Suite 150 
Irvine, California 92612 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
5 - 9 7 - i) 6 7 -)\ \ 

EXHIBIT #-:--_7...__ __ 
PAGE f OF li" 

SUBJECT: Results of Biological Resources Review and Analysis of Wetland Impacts 
Associated with 18.4-Acre Portion of the Hellman Ranch Property, Orange 
County. California 

Dear :vir. McSunas: 

Biologists from Glenn Lukos Associates, Inc. (GLA) visited the above-mentioned property on 
December 28, 1999 and January 5, 2000 in order to evaluate biological resources present on site 
and to evaluate whether the proposed development of 18.4 acres of the Hellman Ranch property 
would have potential indirect impacts on wetlands associated with the San Gabriel River Basin . 
It is GLA's understanding that the Coastal Development Permit now being proposed for Hellman 
Ranch would eliminate previously proposed impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and that 
approximately 100 acres are being set aside for conservation purposes, including potential 
restoration. Therefore, the current biological analysis focused primarily on the 18.4-acre portion 
of the property proposed for development and the isolated wetland areas west of the proposed 
development area. 

METHODOLOGY 

Biologists from GLA visited the 18.4-acre site on December 28, 1999 and January 5, 2000 to 
evaluate the potential for sensitive species and/or habitats on the proposed development site and 
to determine whether significant changes to the property have occurred since the most recent 
biological surveys in 1996-97. The entire 18.4-acre portion of the property was walked in such a 
manner as to allow visual inspection of the entire site. The remaining portions of the Hellman 
Ranch property were surveyed on foot and by automobile. 

Engineering data provided by MDS Consulting, as well as on-site inspection of topographic 
features, was analyzed to assess potential impacts to wetlands resulting from the proposed 
development. 

23441 South Pointe Drive • Suitel50 
Telephone: (949) 837..0404 

• Laguna Hills. California 92653 
Facsimile: (949) 837-5834 

• 

• 
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SITE DESCRIPTION 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Hellman Ranch encompasses approximately 196 acres in the City of Seal Beach, California. The 
entire property is roughly bounded by Pacific Coast Highway on the west, the Haynes Cooling 
Channel on the northwest, Adolpha Lopes Drive and Boeing Space and Defense on the north, 
Seal Beach Boulevard and the United States Naval Weapons Station on the east, and residential 
development to the south. The site is composed of primarily of lowland areas which are highly 
degraded and support minimal wetland vegetation (e.g., Sa/icornia virginica, Baccharis 
sa/icifolia, Distich/is spica/a, Atriplex semibaccata, Frankenia salina, Rumex crispus) as well as 
a predominance of ruderal and non-native species (e.g., Brassica nigra. Sa/sola tragus, Conyza 
bonariensis. Pennisetum clandestinum, Bromus sp.). 

The 18.4-acre area proposed for development is located on uplands along the eastern border of 
the Hellman Ranch property adjacent to existing development. The upland area consists 
primarily of relatively flat land which slopes gently downward along the western edge. High 
levels of gopher activity are evidenced throughout the site. Vegetation on site is dominated by 
non-native grassland and ruderal species including black mustard (Brassic:a nigra). prickly 
lettuce (Lactuca serriola), flax-leaved horseweed (Conyza bonariensis), cheeseweed (Malva 
parviflora). bristly ox-tongue (Picris echioides), lamb's quarters (Chenopodium album), tocalote 
(Cenlaurea melitensis). summer mustard (Hirschfeldia incana). field mustard (Brasska rapa), 
castor bean (Ridnus communis). Russian thistle (Sa/sola tragus), wild radish (Ruphinus sativus), 
oat (Avena sp.), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus). red brome (Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens), 
Italian ryegrass (Lolium mullijlorum), horehound (Marrubium vulgare}, curly dock (Rumex 
crispus), spiny clotbur (Xanthium spinosum), morning glory (Calystegia macrostegia). small
flowered iceplant (lvlesemhryanthemum nodiflorum), alkali heliotrope (Heliotropum 
curassavicum), milk thistle (Silybum marianum). Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), dallis grass 
(Paspalum dilatatum). and kikuyu grass (Pennisetum c/andestinum). Scattered Mexican fan 
palms ( Washingtonia robusta) occur throughout the site and one Brazilian pepper tree (Schinus 
terehinthefolius) is present on the western edge of the proposed development area. 

Birds observed on or near the Hellman Ranch property include house finch (Carpodacus 
mexicanus), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris). red
winged blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus), American crow (Corvus brachyrhnchos). great blue 
heron (Ardea herodius). rock dove (Columba Iivia), northern mockingbird (!vlimus polyglottos). 
Anna· s hummingbird ( Calypte anna), black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans). yellow-rumped warbler 
(Dt:ndrvicha corvnaw).lesser goldfinch (Carduelis psaltria). savannah sparrow (Passerc:ulus 
:wndwichensis). Say· s phoebe (Sayornis saya). white-crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys). 
song sparrow (Jfl!fospb1 melodia). pied-billed grebe (Podilymbus poJiceps). common raven 
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(Corvus corax). great egret (Casmerodius a/bus), sno-wy egret (Egretta thula), western 
meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta),loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), and killdeer 
( Charadrius vociforus). 

Raptors observed on or near the site include red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), red-shouldered 
hawk (Buteo lineatus). white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus). northern harrier (Circus cyaneus}, 
American kestrel (Falco sparverius), osprey (Pandion haliaetus), and turkey vulture (Cathartes 
aura). Species observed in flight over the property include Canada goose (Branta canadensis), 
double-crested cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus), brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis), 
western gull (Larus occidentalis), and Caspian tern (Sterna caspia). 

Mammals present on site based on direct observation or physical evidence include Botta's pocket 
gopher (Thomomys bottae), California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beechyi), and coyote 
(Canis latrans). 

RESULTS 

Biolo&ical Resources 

The following sensitive species were observed on or near the 196-acre Hellman Ranch property: 
Belding's savannah sparrow (state-listed endangered), loggerhead shrike (species of special 
concern), white-tailed kite (species of special concern and a California fully protected species). 
northern harrier (species of special concern), osprey (species of special concern), and brown 
pelican (federally-listed endangered and a California fully protected species). Of the sensitive 
species noted above only the white-tailed kite and northern harrier were observed in the vicinity 
of the 1 8.4-acre area proposed for development. The remaining sensitive species listed above 
were noted on the lowland portions of the site or, as in the case of the brown pelican. observed 
west of the Hellman Ranch property near the Haynes Cooling ChanneL 

Suitable foraging habitat for a variety of rap tor species is present throughout the entire 196-acre 
Hellman Ranch property, including the 18.4-acre portion proposed for development. Suitable 
nesting habitat for raptors is associated primarily with eucalyptus trees in Gum Grove Nature 
Park (southwest of the proposed development) as well as a windrow of eucalyptus trees present 
in the approximate middle of the Hellman Ranch property. Suitable nesting habitat for raptors is 
not present within the 18.4 acres proposed for development. 

• 

• 
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Sensitive plant and animal species noted within lowland areas on the Hellman Ranch property 
during focused surveys in 1996 were not observed within the 18.4-acre proposed development 

. I 
s1te . 

Lowland areas, which would not be affected by the proposed development, do not exhibit any 
significant changes from previously reponed site conditions. 

Potential burrowing owl habitat is present throughout the Hellman Ranch property and is 
associated primarily with berms located within the lowland area, although slight potential habitat 
for burrowing owl is present in areas of high ground squirrel activity within the 18.4-acre upland 
area. No burrowing owls were observed on any portion of the Hellman Ranch property during 
the current biological surveys. In addition, no evidence of burrowing owl occupation (e.g., 
white-wash, small mammal bones, owl pellets, etc.) was noted in potential habitat areas present 
within the proposed development area. 

Wetland Resources 

Approximately 27.0 acres of jurisdictional wetlands have been identified on the Hellman Ranch 
property, of which 3.1 acres consist of tidal drainage ditch, 14.9 acres consist of salt marsh 
vegetation, 2.0 acres consist of seasonally ponded water, and 7.0 acres consist of alkaline flat2

• 

The 3.1 acres of tidal drainage ditch receive water primarily from the San Gabriel River and are 
tidally influenced. The remaining 15.3 acres of jurisdictional wetlands on site receive water 
mainly in rhe form of precipitation and are not significantly influenced by run-off from uplands 
located on the eastern portion of the site nor from run-off produced by Gum Grove Nature Park 
and the residential area located to the southeast of the site. 

At the present time, approximately 210.8 cubic feet per second ( cfs) (Q= 1 00) of run-off is 
generated from Gum Grove Nature Park. the residential area located to the south of the Hellman 

1 
One western burrowing owl (Sp~totytu cunlcttlaria) and three Belding's savannah sparrows (Passerculus 

sam.Awchenm beldingi) were identified during surveys in April and December of 1996. In addition. southern 
tarplant (Hemi:unia parryi ssp. australis) and Couller' s goldfields (Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coultari) have been 
identified on the Hellman Ranch r:oroperty. None of the sensitive plant or animal species observed on the Hellman 
R;mch propeny in J9Q6 were Identified within the proposed development area during current surveys and suitabl~ 
habttat for none of these species is present within the 18.4-acre development area with the exception of the 
burrowing owl. 
"Source: Wetlands Surveys on the Hellman Ranch Property, 1996. Prepared by Coasrul Resources :vlanagement 
and Chambers Group, Inc . 
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Ranch property, and the undeveloped upland area proposed for developmene. Approximately 
half off this total (103.1 cfs) and is discharged into the Los Alamitos Retarding Basin. A 
majority of the run-off from the park and residential area flows northwest into the southern 
portion of the Hellman lowlands property and is prevented from flowing northward by a berm 
which runs along the tidal drainage ditch. Run-off from the undeveloped upland area which does 
not drain to the Los Alamitos Retarding Basin flows westward to the northern portion of the 
Hellman Ranch property and is prevented from flowing further southward by the berm which 
runs along the tidaJ drainage ditch. Run-off from the undeveloped upland area is not considered 
to be a significant source of water for the wetlands located on site nor is loss of such runoff 
expected to significantly impact the San Gabriel River Basin, which extends from the base of the 
San Gabriel Moutains to the mouth of the San Gabriel River and covers approximately 1,608 
square miles. 

DISCUSSION 

Of the sensitivispecies observed on the Hellmao Ranch property. only white-tailed kite and 
northern harrier were observed in the vicinity of the 18.4-acre area proposed for development. • 
Although both species are state-designated species of special concern, there is currently no 
protection for such species. The white-tailed kite is a California fully protected species, which 
means that activities which would cause harm to the species are prohibited. In instances where 
loss of foraging habitat would be considered significant under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), removal of such habitat would be prohibited. However, due to the 
relatively minor loss of foraging habitat for the species on site and due to the presence of large 
areas of remaining foraging habitat on site and on adjacent sites (e.g .. Seal Beach Naval 
Weapons Station. Boeing, etc.), loss of 18.4 acres of foraging habitat would be considered 
insignificant under CEQA. 

Although the proposed development area does provide foraging habitat for a variety of raptors, it 

is not anticipated that the loss of 18.4 acres of the total 196 acres present on the Hellman Ranch 
project site would represent a significant impact to foraging habitat on site under CEQA. [n 
addilion, as stated above. more than 5000 acres of suitable foraging habitat are present on 
adjacent sites (Seal Beach Naval Weapons Station, Boeing, etc.). 

:All run-off totals are based on Y\DS Consulting engineering calculations (January 2000) estimated totals for a 
hundred· year-flood event and do not represent the amount of nm-off produced in an average year. 
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Minimal burrowing owl habitat is present on site. At the present time, protocol surveys for this 
species are being conducted by GLA within the 18.4-acre development area and no occurrences 
of burrowing owl have been recorded 

Under the proposed amendment to the Hellman Ranch project, direct impacts to all wetlands 
present on the Hellman Ranch site will be avoided. In addition, run-off from Gwn Grove Nature 
Park and the residential area located to the south of the property will not be diverted to the Los 
Alamitos Retarding Basin (within the San Gabriel River Basin) but will instead continue to flow 
into the tidally·influenced channel on site and ultimately out to the San Gabriel River. 

It is anticipated that an additional 14.9 cfs of run-off will result from the proposed development 
and will be directed into the Los Alamitos Retarding Basin, resulting in a total discharge of 
117.97 cfs into the Los Alamitos Retarding Basin. The loss of any remaining run·off from the 
upland area would not be considered to have a significant impact on the hydrologic function of 
the wetlands present to the west of the proposed development. However, if adequate measures 
were taken to ensure compliance with current water quality standards, it may be beneficial to re
direct the proposed residential run-off into the Hellman lowlands, thereby providing increased 
flows to wetland areas and resulting in increased hydrologic function of jurisdictional wetlands. 

[fyou have any questions or comments regarding this letter report, please contact Tony 
Bomkamp or Denise Fitzpatrick at (949) 837-0404. 

Sincerely, 

GLENN LUKOS ASSOCIATES, INC. 

D~~~ 
Biologist 

cc: Dave Bartlett- D. Bartlett Associates 

s:O 140-6a.rpt 
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Tim McSunas 
John Laing Homes 
19600 Fairchild, Suite 150 
Irvine, California 92612 

Regulatory Services 

~~~~w~ 
AUG 1 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSIOr-..; 

SUBJECT; Results of Focused Surveys Conducted for Westen Burrowing Owl on 18.4-acre 

• 

Portion ofthe Hellman Ranch Property, Orange County, Califomi(OASTAL COMMISSION 

Dear Mr. McSunas: 
5 - 9 7- 3 6 7-A l 
EXHIBIT#=---'~-

Biologists from Glenn Lukos Associates, Inc. (GLA) visited the above-mentione<J>~ t OF I B' 
December 28, 1999, January II and 13, and July 11 2000 to conduct focused surveys for westeru 
burrowing owl (Speotyto cunicularia). 

SITE DESCRIPTION 

Hellman Ranch encom.Jsses approximately 196 acres in the City of Seal Beach, California. The 
entire property is roughly bounded by Pacific Coast Highway on the west, the Haynes Cooling 
Channel on the northwest, Adolpho Lopez Drive and Boeing Space and Defense on the north, 
Seal Beach Boulevard and the United States Naval Weapons Station on the east, and residential 
development to the south. The site is composed of primarily oflowland areas which are highly 
degraded and support minimal wetland vegetation (e.g., Salicornia virginica, Bac,·haris 
sa/ic:ifo/ia, Disllc:hlis spicala, Atriplcx semibaccata, Frankenia salina. Rumex crispus) as well as 
a predominance of rud~ral and non-native species (e.g., Brassit•a nigra, Sa/sola tragus. Conyza 
bonariensis, Pennisctum dandestinum, Bromus sp.). 

The 18.4-acre survey area is located on uplands along the eastern border of the Hellman Ranch 
property adjacent to existing development. The upland area consists primarily of relatively flat 
land which slopes gently downward along the western edge. High levels of gopher activity are 
evidenced throughout the site. Vegetation on site is dominated by non-native grassland and 
ruderal species including black mustard (Bra.ui,·a nigra). prickly lettuce (Lac:tuca serriola), flax
leaved horseweed (('onyza honariensi~). cheese~eed (Malva parviflora). bristly ox-tongue 
(Picri.'f echioides), lamb's quarters (Chenopodium album), tocalote (Cenraurea melitensis), 
summer mustard (Hinchfeldia incana), field mustard (Brassica rapa). castor bean (Ricinus 
communis). Russian thistle (Sal.wia traKw;), wild radish (Raphinus salivus), oat (Al'ena sp.). 

23712 Blrtcher Drive • 
Telephone: (949) 83~0404 

Lake Forest • California 92630-1782 
Facsimile: (949) 837-5834 
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ripgut brome (Bromu.f diandrus), red brome {Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens). Italian ryegrass 
(Lo/ium mu/tiflorum), horehound (Marrubium vulgare). curly dock (Rumex crispus), spiny 
c!otbur {Xanthium spinosum), morning glory (Calystegia mac:rostegia). small-flowered iceplant 
(Mesembryanthemum nodiflorum), alkali heliotrope (Heliotropum curassavicum), milk thistle 
(Silybum marianum). Bennuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), dallis grass (Paspalum dilatatum), and 
kikuyu grass (Penn;selum clandestinum). Scattered Mexican fan palms (Washingtonia robusta) 
occur throughout the site and one Brazilian pepper tree (Schinus lerebinthefolius) is present on 
the western edge of the proposed development area. 

Birds observed on or near the HeHman Ranch property include house finch (Carpodacus 
mexicanus), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris). red
winged blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus), American crow (Corvus brachyrhnchos), great blue 
heron (Ardea herodius), rock dove (Columba Iivia). northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglotto.5), 
Anna's hummingbird (Calypte anna), black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), yellow-rumped warbler 
(Dendroicha corona/a). lesser goldfinch (Carduelis psaltria), savannah sparrow (Passerculu.'f 
sandwichensis), Say's phoebe (Sayornis .saya), white·crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys), 
song sparrow (Melospiza melodia), pied·billed grebe (Podilymbus podiceps), common raven 
(Corvus corax), great egret (Casmerodius a/bus), snowy egret (Egret/a thula), western 
meadowlark (Srurne/la neglecta), loggerhead sluike (Lanius ludovicianu.t), cliff swallow 
(Hirundo pyrrhonota). and killdeer (Charadrlus vociferus). 

Raptors observed on or near the site include red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), red-shouldered 
hawk (Buteo lineatus), white-tailed kite (£/anus /eucurus), northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), 
American kestrel (Falco sporverius), osprey (Pandion haliaetus), and turkey vulture (Catharte.~ 
aura). Species observed in flight over the property include Canada goose (Branta canadensis), 
double-crested connorant (Phalacrocorax auritus), western gull (Larus oc:cidenlalis), and 
Caspian tern (Sterna caspia). 

Mammals present on site based on direct observation or physical evidence include Botta's pock~t 
gopher (Thomomys bottae), California ground squinel (Spermophilus beechyi), and coyote 
(Canis latrans). 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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METHODOLOGY 

GLA biologists visited the site on December 28, 1999, January 11 and 13, and July 11 20001 to 
conduct focused surveys for western burrowing owl. Surveyors walked the entire 18.4-acre site 
in parallel transects approximately 25~ 100 feet apart. The entire site was walked in this manner, 
with special attention given to rodent bWTows to determine whether such burrows exhibited 
current or past occupation by burrowing owl. Evidence of bwrowing owl occupation would 
include the presence of white wash around the burrow entrance, discarded pellets, feathers, 
grasses within the burrow entrance, or the presence of small mammal, reptile, or bird bones. 

RESULTS 

The western burrowing owl as not observed on site nor was evidence of past burrowing owl 
occupation noted on the 18.4-acre site. Please refer to table 1 for survey conditions and general 
comments during the four focused surveys. 

Table 1. Burrowviq Owl Survey aad Weather Iafonaatioa. 
Date Observjjl{s) Time Temperature Wind Speed Comments 

(Hrs) ~F) (Mph) 
12/28/99 Df&• B 0730-1000 55 No wind Light marine layer 

burning off to clear 
01/11/00 DF&OM 0830-1000 60 2-3 Light marine layer 
01/13/00 OF 0745-1015 52 1-2 Marine layer 
07/11/00 JA 0650-0830 66-70 0-1 Marine layer 

•oF refers to Denise Fitzpatrick, OM refers to Dave Moskovitz., JA refers to Jeff Ahrens, and TB 
refers to Tony Bomkamp 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The 18.4-acre surveys area is not currently occupied by western burrowing owl. Therefore, no 
further action regarding this species is required. 

1 A forth focused burrowing owl sur>~ey of the 18.4-aGre s1te and surrounding ISO meter buffer was conducted 
during the nesting season (April 15 to Jul) IS) by GLA biologist Jeff Ahrens on July 11, 2000 as requeS1ed in 
CDFG letter dated June 19, 2000, from CDFG Habitat Conservation Supervisor William E. Tippetz addressed to 
Dave Bartlett, and is in addrtion to the thre~ previous focused surveyes conducted during the winter season 
(Dttember 1 to January J I). 
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lf you have any questions regarding this letter report. please contact Denise Fitzpatrick or Tony 
Bomkamp at (949) 837-0404. 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Ahrens for Denise Fitzpatrick 
Biologist 

s:O 140-6d.rpt 

cc: Dave Bartlett- D. Bartlett Associates 
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May 31,2000 

Tim McSunas 
John Laing Homes 
19600 Fairchild, Suite 150 
Irvine, California 92612 

GLENN LUKOS ASSOCIATES 
Regulatory Services 

SUBJECT: Results of Biological Resources Review Conducted for 18.4-Acre Portion of the 
Hellman Ranch Property, Seal Beach, Orange County, California 

Dear Mr. McSunas: 

• 

Biologists from Glenn Luk:os Associates, Inc. (GLA) visited the above-mentioned property on 
May 18 and 30, 2000 to determine whether any previously unidentified sensitive biological 
resources occur on the property. Reports prepared during early 2000 for the 18.4-acre portion of 
Hellman Ranch proposed for development include a biological resources review dated January 6, 
2000 and a western burrowing owl (Speotyto cunicularia) survey report dated February 23, 2000. • 

At the present time, the majority of the site has been disced. Remaining undisced areas are 
vegetated with non-native ruderal species including black mustard (Brassica nigra), wild radish 
(Raphinus sativus), milk thistle (Silybum marianum), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), and 
annual sow-thistle (Sonchus oleraceus). Additional birds identified on site include Allen's 
hummingbird (Selasphorus sasin) and cliff swallow (Hirundo pyrrhonota) and one additional 
mammal, Audubon's cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), has been identified on site. A more 
complete listing of flora and fauna identified on site can be found in the two above-mentioned 
reports. 

No sensitive biological resources occur on the site and with the exception of changes noted 
above, site conditions remain largely unchanged. 

23712 Birtcher Drive • Lake Forest 
Telephone: (949) 837-0404 
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If you have any questions regarding this letter report or either of the enclosed reports, please 
contact Denise Fitzpatrick or Tony Bomkamp at (949) 837-0404. 

Sincerely, 

GLENN LUKOS ASSOCIATES, fNC. 

enise Fitzpatrick 
Biologist 

s:O 140-6c.rpt 

Enclosure 
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GLENN LUI< OS ASSOCIATES 

June 28. 2000 

J.erryToue 
Hellman PzOpe¥ tiel 
980 Sth AYeDUe. Suite 202 
s.n Rafael. Califomia 94901 

TJ.m McSunaa 
Jolm Laing Homes 
19600 Fairchild, Suiflt I~ 
Irvine. California 92612 

SUBJECT: Bioloii~ Beoetits ofProposcd Wethlad Traancnt Sy~~em, COP 5-97-367-Al, 
Hellman Raacb Property. Orqe County, Califamta 

Da.r Mcssers. Tone IDd McSunu: 

~t to your rcquert, OJcnn Lukoa Aaociat.cs (GLA) hu nwiewed the Co~Vid Water 
Qality Control Pla developed by FtW:Oe Engbwleriog for tile 18.4-acre Hellman Racdl 
raiclentiai development IUld o.a mile of oftiitc Seal a.ath BouleY- fOl' a total dtainsp f.Uft of 
30.6 ca. to det..m. d!.e following: 

• Biological bcneft~ oftbe ~d rrdlmatt ~ syJtem; 

• BiologiQJ! wmpaUbility with fUture wwtland restoration within Hellmln kmch lowland~. 

The proposed trM~rne~tt ~ system would melude a nUI!lber of ceimpoqeuti; 1) WIRer 

quality ~h bain5 It the urbeo inte.rfa=; 2) a bioswalc; ad 3) filtratioa barm 1rwaUaeftt 
wetlaDd. Water would be coDected at the urbiD inicr&ce la tbc pncrs aad cUieblrgccl duaugb a 
f'oail filter before bei.aa fc:d by pvity to the biOIWile wbicb coosim of vega.ared sad and 
sraw:t After movine through the biolwalc. the watcT would discharge into me filtration buill 
t!Utment wetJaDd. 

BIOLOCICAL BENUITS OJ THE TREATMENT WETLANDS SYSTEM 

n. area cummtJy occupied by me proposal~ wetland r.y$tmn COillim of rudaal upland 
habitat lhat supports non-mtive grustand and ruderal species including black mustard (BI'asstca 
nigra). prickJy lcuucc (lact~~ea 3•n-iola), fl.ax·leaved borsewead (COII)'zQ bonuriemis). 

23712 ecrtcner Drtve • Lake Forest • COIIfomla 92630-1 782 
Telephone: (949) 837 -oa:14 Facsimile~ (949) 837-5834 
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cbee$eweed (Malva pwviflora). bristly ox~tonaue (Picris tchioit:Uf).lamb'& quarterS 
(Chtnupodiwn alhwm). tocalote (C~ntmiTta mtliltiUis), summer mustard {Hindtftldia incant~), 
field mustard (Bras:Jit:a rapa), cAStor bean (Ricinus communi.J), Russian t.hi$'tle (&lisola trr:JgUS). 
wild mdish {Raphirna sattvus). oat (..4wna sp.), ripgut bmtne (Brumus diundnl.s). red brQIDe 
(Brom~G madrittnsis ssp.n.tMns).Italian ryc:gms (Lo/lum MUiltjlorum). and ~hound 
(Marrubium vulp1). 

ConStnJ.Ction of the treatmeat wetlands system would ~sult in conversion of areas of upland 
n.ldaa1 habitat to native wetlmd habitat vqetllted with c:magcnt marsh species and riparian 
species. Altbou&h a final plant palette has not been selected for the wetlands. it is expected \hat 
native hydrophytet~ liuch as soutbml <:aaaif (Typha dormng•nsis). California buh'ush (ScirfiiU 
califomicus), Olney's bulrush (Sclrpus anwticQIIUS), Mexicm rush (.htnt:us ntmcQJQi.S), iris
leaved n.JSh (Juncw ztphloltks) would be incorporated into the 'Wdlands. Native riparian species 
would illcludc mulefat (/Ju&c;haris sa/ic;ifo/iu), arroyo willow (Salix l~Uio/•pii).. mvrow-l~f 
wilJow (Sola ez/gu4), and black willow (SQ/~ toOdd/llfil). This would provide a sianifkam 
amount of habitat for a V3riely of ~land as~iated avian species such as marsh wren 
(Cistohlort.d pal~~.ttrll ). common ~lowthtoat(Gotlry/pis t~hus), song sparrow (Melosp;za 
~IQdiQ), ~Uard$(AiqU ~)ted-winged bbdbinf (Aplaius p#foen~). black~ 
(Soyar,;., fligricwrs). and A variety of egma and hc:.::rons. 

Au imponarndesign ft*ure oftbe aated treatmmt wetlaads ~em with rqard to wildlife use is 
the i.n.corporalionof the ~t buin» md fossil filt.ers at the urban imerfacc. These~ 
aud associated~~ wiU provide for removal of a variety of sub~ suc:h a oiL 
pa.se. traSh. and debris bcfo.re tbay racll the: bioswalc or ftltrltion basln, which could potcDtia1ly 
be harmful to some oftbc avian species. 

COMPATIBILITY WITH FUTURE WETLAND RESTORATION 

The created wetlands would be full)' compatible witb future wc:tlas\d restoration projc(;b in a 
numbet of ways: 

Com•!ibiHD Wllh {gtlll! ~ 

The .kx:ation oftbc trcaUneDt ~is to be on a pomon ofthe site that would not be- suitable 
for saltmarsh restoration due to the elevation and muted tidal flow to the Hellman Ranch site. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Future rntcnu:ion or cn:ation of wetlands on this hydrologically temOte portion of the site would 
be difftaut due tv the 1.ack of ~sting hydrok;tsy. Under any future w~ mtocation scenario, 
the iln!3 in que$tion would not ~ restORd as salt marsh but iJLstead wiNid be created aa seasonal 
wedaDds. depmdent upon lllin!JI1 and Joc:al runoff md ~eaee.1ed with ripaiaa.. wet meadow and 
postibly limited llelli of emeqent marsil 'll'qebltion. As such. the .habitat proposed for the 
tre&mleftl wetlands systcn would be similar to and complemem fUture teStOration.lcnation 
projects. 

1'be pt~~sence of established ettlt:l'pDt and ripariaD wetlands (i.e. tt.. ttuUDent wetlands system) 
adj.xnt to ~tO be restored or eteated in the fUture would benefit the a'ealed wetlands in 
their early ita&es by P'QVidina a ~ of Jl;ltive pla.nt propqule$ • well as invertebrates and 
vertcbnm:s wbi~h would coloui22 t.bc futunnwtlauch- The tJcall:DeDl 'M'tlarlds system would 
also serve u a refucia for a variety of .tpeties durin; temporary discumw:e (gradi.pg. plandoe. 
etc .• ) aDOCiated with future wdlaad J'eltoration of the degraded~ on the ~11rnan siR-. 

If you have any questions regarding this analysis, pleue contact me a1 (949) 837 ..()404, 

Siuoerely. 

GLENN LUKOS ASSOCIATES 

row,~ 
Tony BOmkamp 
Senior Bi.ologistlRcgulatory Specialist 

a:: Dave B.arrJen 
Wayne Brccb1el. Wardon, Williams. B~htel & Ciibtm 

J:OI~.Itr 
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GLENN LUKOS ASSOCIATES 

September II, 2000 

Tim McSunas 
John Laing Homes 
19600 Fain::hild, Suite 1 SO 
Irvine. California 92612 

Jerry Tone 
Hellman Properties 
980 5th A venue 
Suite 202 
San Rafael, California 94901 

Regulatory SeiVIces 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
5-97-367-A\ 

EXHIBIT # __ 1.....;.__--..:::::--
PAGE ft OF tf 

Subject: Response to JW1e 19. 2000 Letter from California Department of Fish and Game 
Regarding Biological Resources at Hellman Ranch 

Dear Messers. McSunas and Tone; 

The California Department ofFish and Game (CDFG) reviewed the results of additional 
biological surveys conducted by Glenn Lukos Associates {GLA) in early 2000 which were 
intended to provide up-to-date information regarding biological resources on the site. The 
surveys conducted in early 2000 focused on the 18.4-acre area proposed for development on the 
upland portion of the site inunediately adjacent to Seal Beach Boulevard. Upon Mviewing the 
survey reports. CDFG stated its concum:nce with the project based upon specific conditions. 
Subsequently, Coastal Commission swf requested additional clarification regardina the 
conditions proposed by CDFG. Condition 2 of the CDFG JWle 19 letter is provided below with 
the "Response" addressing the Coastal Conunission staff. 

2. The loss ofdocumented raptor foraging area should be compensated by committing some of 
the remaining upland forage area within Hellman Ranch as mitigation. Raptor foraging areas 
are a declining resourc~:: and impacts to this habitat may he ,.(msidered !iiknificanr. While-tailed 
kite and northern harrier (both Ca/ifqmia Species of Special Concern) were observed near the 
project .vite and the presence of nesting habitat in Gum Grove Nature Park as well as within 
Hellman Ranch .further increases the local significance ojrhts habitat. The los.~ aj thi:.· area 
could be adequately ojfvet through the onsite dedlication of raptor foraging habitat at a 0. 5:1 
mitigatlon-ltJ-impact ratio in an area with long-term conservation potential. Upland habitat 
within Hellman Ranch thai will remain after project implementation may be suitable for 
mitigation purpu:u::~ and the Department is available to evaluaM the location of the mitigation 
site to ensure an area of equal or greater biological re.vourc:t: value is conserved. 

23712 Birtcher Drive • Lake Forest • California 92630~ 1782 
Telephone; (949) 837..Q404 Facsimile: (949) 837-5834 
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Re1poue 

The lowland portion of the Hellman site covers approximately 100 acres. of which approximately 
23.2 acres consist of wetlands subject to the U.S. Anny Corps ofEf1iineers jurisdiction and 27.1 
.u.:res consist of wetland subjeet to CDFG and Coastal Commission jurisidetion. The remaining 
areas are upland (over 70 acres) and consist of non-native arassland and/or ruderal habitat 
dominated by non-native grasses and forbs identical to the 18.4-acre area to be impacted by the 
development. 

CDFG noted in their letter that the loss of 18.4 acres of ruderal habitat could be adequately 
mitigated tbrouah onsite dedication of upland habitat within the undeveloped portions of 
Hellman ranch at a ratio ofO.S:J (9.2 acres). Substantial areas for such dedication occur on the 
site and will be detennined in consultation with CDFG. Once the area for dedication is 
determined, the area will be dedicated by means of a conservation easement or similar 
mechanism. 

Poteotiallmpam to Isolated Wctlaad 

OLA bas also been asked to review potential impacts to an isolated wetland that is located in the 
vicinity of the proposed bioswale. In order to conduct the evaluation, GLA conducted a site visit 
to examine condition of the isolated wetland as well as reviewing the existing plan for the 
bioswale prepared by Fuscoe Engineering. 

The small, isolated wetlands is located well beyond the proposed development area and exhibits 
substantial degradation due to a lw:k of hydrology. At the time ofthe site visit, the wetland 
exhibited a predominance of non-native species including (ive-hook bassia (Boss/a hyssoplfolia, 
FAC). small-flowered ice plant (Mssembryanthemum nodiflorum, UPL). foxrAil 00rley 
(Hordium murinum leporinum, UPL), sicklegrass (Purapholis lncurvas, OBL),alkali weed 
(Cressa truxil/ensis, FACW). and rabbitsfoot grass (Polypogon ln0n.fpt/ie'J$is, FACW'f'), 1 

Hydrological input for this wetland is from direct rainfall only. Sheet flow from adjacent upland 
areas is prevented from reaching the wetland by topography high points to the north and east of 
the wetland. It is expected that in the absence of active restoration., this wetland will cominue to 
degrade and ultimately convert to uplands similar to the ruderal areas that fully surround it and 
are dominated by non-native upland species includign black mustard (Bra.r;.dca nigra), ripgut 
(Bromus diandrus), and wild radish (Raphanu.t sativu.s) . . 

1 Of the wetland species identified. only alkali weed is native to southern California wetlands. All of the other 
species are aon-natlve invasive species and indicate $UbS1Jntial degradation of me seasonal wetland. 

• 

• 
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Tim McSunas 
John Laing Homes 
September 11 , 2000 
Page3 

The plan proposed by Fuscoe Engineering for the bioswale would fu1ly avoid the degraded 
wetland and would be constructed so as to not alter existing hydrology associated with the 
de&rwic:d. wetltmrl Rr.rJmRr: tht\re i'l no hydmlogicat connection between the ant3 propot:ed for 
the bioswale and the degraded isolated wetland. there would be no adverse impacts to the 
wetland asSociated with creation of the bioswale. 

If I Ut'l ~ uffutlh~;, ~i::.lwa~.:~: plt:~ uu nul ht:Mii..lll~ lu contact me at (949) &:37-0404. 

Sincerely, 

GLENN LUKOS ASSOCIATES 

Tewr-~ 
Tony Bomkmnp 
Senior Bioloiist 

cc: Dave Bartlett 

S;O 140-6b.ltr 
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september 15, 2000 CALIFORNIA EARTH CORfS 
4921 Minturn Avenue 
Lakewood, CA 90712 

(562) 630-1491 

Pet•r Douglas, Executive Director 
california Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont. Suite 2000 
San Prancisco, CA 94105 

Re: Hellman Ranch Amended Application 

Dear Commissioners and Director DouglK~: 

California Earth corps requests that certain Condition8 be attached 
to the Permit Amendment to protect and facilitate the right and 
ability of the Plaintiffs CBC, League for Coaatal Protection and 
Wetlands Action N~twork. and the State Coastal Conservancy, Trust 
for Public Land and/or the Loa Cerritos Wetland8 Task Porae, to 
acquire and to restore the for.mer tidal wetlands on the lowland& of 
the Hellman property. 

Over two years ago, on September 9, 1998, in Eureka, the Commission 
approved the Hellman Permit Application, subject to several 
conditions, amongst them, a deed restriction granting the above 
entities the right to purchase 106 acres of lowlying property at 
Fair Market Value, for the purpose of wetland restoration. Despite 
the availability of funds from a variety of sources (l), this 
purchase has not moved forward(2). CEC and the Los Cerritos Wetland 
Task Porco are particularly concerned that this purcha•• go forward 
promptly and worry that furt~er problems may arise •ubaequent to 
approval of upland houaing. We therefor request that the COIIJIRilliOQ 
reaffirm our right to pyrchaae the parcel at Fair Market Value in 
the Permit Amendment. 

On Novemb~r 9, 1998, CEC along w-ith LCP and WAN, filed petitions 
with the court requesting a Writ of Mandate to overturn this 
approval, citing violation of the Coastal Act preventing fill of 
wetl~nd for a golf course. Subsequently, Settlement was reached, 
requiring the deletion of the golf course by permit amendment, to 
be approved by the Commission before March 1, 1.999. 'l'his deadline 
was extended in order to allow certain problems to be worked out. 
CBC indicated our concern that the grading plan directed project 
runoff likely to contain substances detrimental to wetland& into 
the deed restricted area. Hellman responded with the pr•paration of 
the "Storm Water Management and Water Quality Control Plan" which 
w9s ~ubmittvd with their Application for Permit Amandm•nt August 1, 
2000. This Plan fully addres&es our concerns and meets the Standard 
Urban Storm Water Management Plan (SUSMP) including the , 75 numeric 
guid•lin•~ (3). But the Plan is NOT included as a condition of the 
amended permit, and thuaL the adver~e impact of &tormw~t•r and 
~AD rupoff on the future reatored wetland• rempin• ynmitiqat•d. 
Pleaae require the implementation of thi! Plan as a Condition of 
Pormi t .Amendment. 
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9/15/00 
page 2 

CEC 

Now is the appropriate time, as it will be most difficult to 
attach the Stor.m Water Management and Water Quality Control Plan 
after the property has been subdivided, as some future Condition of 
Permit for each individual dwelling per.mit. Please Condition thil 
Permit Amendment with the requirement to implement this SWKaiWO Plan 

A Hellman R.anch Wetland Restoration Fea•ihility Study was completed 
July 20, 1998, for the Port of Long Beach by Moffatt & ~ichol Eng. 
file #3693. we, and the Los Cerritos Task Force, strongly prefer 
the Batiquitos Full Tidal Flushing Model. It was estimated to cost 
$31,276,665 for the 106 acre restoration. At $295, 063/acre, {or 
mitigation credit), deemed by the Port as too expensive for their 
budget. It forms the basis of the Restoration Plan advocated by the 
Los Cerritos Wetland Task Force. They observe nearly $20 million, 
almost 2/3 of the estimated cost, is for ocean disposal of the 4 to 
10 feet of overburden placed on the wetland back i.n 1960. '!'hey note 
that the adjacent orange co. Flood control Los Alamitos Retention 
Basin, source of much of the deposit, when backfilled with the part 
marked for ocean disposal, fills the basin back to sealevel. When 
the portion suitable for beach disposal is subtracted, the volume 
necessary for subtidal and drainage channels is met. Full tidal 
restoration would substantially reduce flood hazard, the District 
agrees, by clampin9 the basin to sealevel and quintupling retention 
volume, eliminating a $$ multimillion flood protection improvement 
mandate and adding the 65 acre Basin to the Los Cerritos Wetland 
Restoration at Hellman. Using M&N 3693, this would reduce the cost 
of a restoration expanded to 189.5 acres to less than $20. million, 
or <$100, 000/ac:r:e. But it would require the addition of "18. 0 acres 
that are restricted by the oil production area due to wetland 
restoration grading limitations" (M&N 3693 p3) to provide unmuted 
tidal flow to a restored Los Alamitos Basin. These 18 acres between 
the deed restricted area & the Los Alamitos Basin, which are key to 
both the financial viability and t~chnical feasibility of an 
expanded restoration, are hydric soils with salt marsh vegetation 
and seasonally ponded water. This is the area identified in the 
Sor.m Wat•r Manag.ment Plan to impound the first 3/4 inch of storm 
water runoff (.75 numeric limit) fro• the propo•ed Hellman Project 
now before you for amendment. This is a classic opportunity for 
conjunctive uae. Plea•e refer to Exhibit 4-l of the Bellman Storm 
Water Managem•nt Plan enclosed. WK ASit THAT TBI BIO·SWALI AND [I&ST 
PLUSH WATER PONDilfG AREA O'O"l'SIDB THE SRTTLEMENT ABBA BB DEPICATED 
BY CQNSERVATION EASEMENT TO THE WETLAND RESTORJIION gRQJ&CT AND 
IHAt THE DIBP USTRICTED AREA BE IHCUASID BY 18 ACUS TO 124 ACJtES 
AS A CONDITION OP PERMIT AMINDMINT· 

These amendments will protect the ability to purchaae and restore 
the Orange County half of the Loa Cerritos Wetlands, designated as 
the "Signature Project" of the Southern California Wetlands 
Recovery Project and tl priority of all State and Federal resource 
agencies, including th• Coastal Commission. PLIASI BILP BY ADOPTIHG 
THESE CONDITIONS AND APPROVING TUIS PIBMIT AMINDM!NT 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT# ____ _ 

PAGE OF ---

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

562 630 4653 

9/15/00 CEC 

1) FUnding sources identified: 

Water Conservation Act funds available to Trust for Public Lands 
This option is preferred by Hellman but they do not want to star:t 
negotiations until after they h~ve received final approval for 
the aubdivision and housing. TPL feels they will get a low~r new 
fair market value appraisal after subdivision than now. 

I.os Cerritos Wetlands Task Force initiated and pushed through the 
appropriation of $14 million for the coastal conservancy for the 
acquisition of Los Cerritos property in the currant budget. 1'hey 
prefer to let TPL acquire this (and the adjacent Bryant Ranch 
property with WCA funds. Any funds not required at Los Cerritos 
would be available for other Conservancy projects elsewhere. 

Both the Port of Long Beach and POLA urgently need additional 
mitigation credits before any additional planned expansion can be 
permitted. Both would like to pay <$180,000/credit, but nothing 
is available at that number. POLB would greatly like to do this 
restoration, but only unilaterally, l;IO they "can control costs to 
keep the project within budget". 

Audubon has applied for, and gained substantial support, for a 
Land & Water Conservation Act grant; now on hold pending purchase 
by TPL with WCA funds. 

P .. U4 

Army Corps of Engineers Sec.206 grant funds, the preferred option 
of Congressman Horn, can be made available. LCWTF has received a 
preliminary project approval letter from ACE opening the door to 
a$10, 000 planning grant, but prefers a levy and tide gate project 
necessary to win Project support from OCFCD and ACE. 

Packard Foundation wetland restoration fund and other private 
sources have expressed interest; additional Prop 12 and 13 funds; 
CEC SONGS funds diverted from San Diegito with SCE approval and 
other options are now available, should TPL acquisition falter, 
so long as the Coastal commission keeps the "willing seller at: 
fair market value" in place. Probably all of these sources of 
funding will be asked to contribute to the restoration eftort. 

2) Just as Hellman fears that they will not get their housing 
approved after the lowlands are sold, we fear that we won't be 
able to buy the lowlands after the housing is approved. This may 
be years after grading and subdivision. Although many funding 
opt.ion.s are available now, and have been for the last two years, 
who knows what will be available by the time the last building 
permit issues. 

3 l While we unqualifiedly approve of t.he SWM/WQ Plan Hellman has 
submitted, we have some local expertise with native plant pallets 
that has proven effective in prior projects. our commentc and 
participation may result in a better project at lower cost. 
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FROM : Eug!!ne Ru~:~le Ft1X NO. : 55243ffi5ffi Sep. 01 2000 12:30PM P1 

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERS£TY. LONG BEACH 

DEI'AitTMENT 0~ ANTH ROPOI.oc;y 

September 1, 2000 

caJifornia Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Karl Sdlwing, Hellman Ranch Project Analylrt 
200 Oceangate flOOO 
Long Beach. Ct\ 90802 

Sent by F'AX: (562) 590-5084 

Dew Mr. Scllwil\s. 

I have read the letter of Auguat 25, 2000 from Moira Hahn on the HeUman IU!.nch 
Development Appllcation and support all of the point1 lbe makes therein. In 
particular, her clO&inS words: •PJeaae require thr City and develop:r to wnauct a 
thorouBh, ethical, technologi(:a.lly up to date investigatJon of these important sites, Jn 
cooperation with all interested Native Americans. and to preserve them if they are 
pro'le.tl valuable.• 

I ha.\l'e already written twice to the Coast Comrniasion on this matter, and eubmitted 
conlid.erable documentation which abould etUl be in your files. I am attaching copies of 
my earUer letters. dated. Apri13, 1998, and Aucust 28, 1998 (without the e:xtmst-.e 
documentation that waa included with the origiAal.sJ. 

The history of a.rchaeology in Seal Beach is a sorry one. I hope the Commission will 
require that tht:~ sacred &ites be adequately atudfod and preserved for future 
generations. 

AE.'!5~ 
Professor of AnthropolOSY 

• 

• 

Encl&oure&; 
1. Letter to Coutal ~88ion, April3, 1998 COASTAL COMMISSION 
2. Letter to~ ~n. August 28, 1998 
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FROM Eugene Ru~le F~X NO. : 5624380505 Sep. 

CALlfORNIA STATE UNiVERSITY. LONG BEACH 

DEPARTMENT OF AN"l'HP..Of'OLOGY 

Mr. John Auyong 
California Coastal Commission 
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Dear Mr. Auyong: 

April3, 1998 

I am writing concerning the proposed development at the Hellman Ranch in Seal 
Beach, which I Understand is on the Coastal Commission agenda for next Tuesday. 
Aprll7. 

Unfortunately, I will ~ unable to attend this meeting due to a. prjor co:Jll1.U!tment. 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 arc indications that they 
could be very argnificant. As you know, there is a lawsuit ae,ainst the City of Seal Beach 
over the faulty ElR for thla project. lt Ia crucial that theae sites be thoroug'b.ly 
investigated before the project is improved. Otherwise. Seal Beach could have a replay 
of what ha~ned in Newport Beach, where development proceed~ in ~ite of fmd:ing 
aeveral hundred human remains fn what hu been described u the oldest and largest 
Native American. cemetery in. western North America. 

I am enclor;ing a packet r>f news arti.cltls Dn the Newport Beach case. I hr>pe the 
Commission will study these articles, as well es briefs in the court case, before making 
any decisions on thi$ important c:a.ae. 

Thank you. 

Eugene E. Ruyle 
Professor of Anthropology 
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Ruyle to coastal COtnmittion, August 28, 1998, Page 2 

Unfortunately, the City of Seal Beach passed the Hellman Ranch Proposal without 
adequately studying the siiQ.itlcance of these sites. This is a violation o£ CEQA, and 
forms the basis for the lawsuit on which I run one of fiVe eo-plaintiffs. My decision to 
join thi• lawsuit grew out of my experiences in the Puvungna case here at cal State 
Long Beach and my gxvwing understanding of the really shameful abuae of arcllaeology 
in Southern California. J am enclosing the following material which I hOpe will help the 
Commiasionerw understand ~ position; 

l. Letter to the City of Seal Bea.ch, by Cindi Alvitre, Ofre<:tor of the Ti'at Society o€ 
the Gabrfelit1o/Ton,va. Tb.e T!'llt Society is a iJ'OUP of Native Americans ~ho 
are reconstructing the ancient plank ~Qe$ uled. by the Ga.brielino to travel 
between tbe mainland a.nd the islands. 

2. •Archaeology Today: DJgging tor Dollars.• A Lo$ Angeles Times (Orange County 
edition) article on the questionable practices of archaeologists in Southern 
California. 

3. •Facts of 0. C. PrehiatOiy May Be Burled Forever.• A aeries of artfc1es from the 
Lo!t A"!Jf!les ~ (Orar.l&e County edition) dieeu..ma how one of the oldest 
and ricbe&t sites in the Uwted States was dest:royed by development in 
Newport Beach le68 than ftve years ago. 

4. "On the Final Solution or the Archaeology Problem in Seal Beach." An enay I 
pve to the City Council of Seal Beach Jivin& my thoughts u a professional 
anthropologist on the treatment of Indians by an:haeologi$ts. 

[ hope that the Commissioners will reneet on this material and remember that the 
coast of California wu inhabited long before the coming of white people. For 
thousands of years Native people lived, worked, p~. and died alon& the coast, and 
the land remembers them. I hope the Conu:nission will remember them too. and 
ensure that these Native American site• are prcsenect so that tUture generation& of 
Californians can properly remember aDd honor thoK that <ame before. 

Eugene E. Ruy 
Profesuor of Anthropology 

Enclosures: 

1. Letter to the City of Seal Beach, by Cirtdi Alvitre, 4 pp. 

2. •Arclw:olOS,Y Today: Digin& for Dollaru: 24 pp. 

• 

• 

3. ftFacts of 0. C. Prehistory Ma.y Be Burled Forever.• 24 pp 

4, "On thf: Final Solution ... • 13 pp. COASTAL COMMISSION 
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FROM Eugene Ru~l~ FAX NO. : 5524386505 5~p. 01 2000 12:32PM P4 

CALIFORNlA STATE UN£VER5lTY. LONG BEACH 

DEPARTMENT OF ANTHROrOLOGY 

Mr. John Auyona; 
caJ.i!omia Coastal Commission 
:200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Re: Hellman Ranch Project 

Dear Mr. Auyong: 

August 28, 1998 

I continue to be concerned about the N(jlivt American fdtes that would be destroyed 
by the Hellman Ranch Project in Seal Beach. Most of the oppoaltion to this project has 
foeuaed on the destruction of the wetlands, and 1 support tbe wncerns raised by the 
Sierra Club and otMrs in thia regard. I am worried, howevtt, that the Commission will 
approve the housing component of the project and that this would result in the 
destruction of the Native American sites. 

1 understand that the Staff Report on the Hellman Project recommends disapproval of 
the Golf Coune wmponent of the proposal, bot that it does recommend approval of 
the housing compOnent pr<X'ided there are •reaaonable mitip.tioo meuures for 
impacts to archaeoJ.osical 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 theae sites is complete 
avoidance or the Qn!Q. and complete preservation of the sites themselves. This wa& the 
rulin& of tbe Native American Heritage Commission for the Puvuns;na. site here at Cal 
State Long Beach, and the oourts have supported the Heritage Commission and the 
Indian wmmunity in this regard. 

1 have been told that the Cal.ifom!a Coa$tal Act does not mandate the preaenration of 
archaeological sites, and that the C08..1!1tAl Commission therefore cannot protect the~ 
site$. However, the Coastal Act certainly does not mandate the archaeological sites be 
destroyed, and it does give the Commission the discretionary power to protect these 
sites, aa is evideneed. by the staff recommendation that •reasonable mitigation 
measures" be adopted. 

Cert.Ai.nly, different people will h11.ve different views about what 1s "r<".aoonRble" in this 
regard. It is important, I think, that there be full information aoout the sites 
themselves, and that all points of view be consid~ed, before any decisions about what 
sorts of mitigatiol'l might he "reasonable." 

(coni:) 

1250 P.FIHlOWtR BOULfVi\R.O · LONG !>T:,\CH CAllt'ORI\lA ~J084(.l·J003 · 562/98S-5l71 fAX 56219115·437? 
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tours ofdle site- are not 6f'i*¥ • Mtinp io 'Whidl to uc 
1nlditiciMI knowledge llld n m.tequ8e mans or coo~s the mbtlety IDd 
acmliti:rity wid\ which 1hmc W.~te acpclut by lrlditiCMI peaplt. A.lllo. 
it is w.:lliCbowledaed by w.d-. and .......... tlike that the ...... 'WOI'tl$ 
of c:mtllll.ltata may convey bnpmmt inmrm.tion dalt is JK1l c:mwyed well in 
wriUa1 rep;lrtl. )'d no mtntian 11M beM made of this .ill the Racarch Desip. 

In rMiditioll w pn:IIICI"riDa tbc cuiUnllftd spiritual vahfo oftbe -. 
~will abo ICIW die inelldmabl6 ..al«tuaaaad ldloflrly 
¥llut of Ibis Jli'GPII1Y. Futn tod~DoJogies will allow for aOJII.dalradiw: 
inW!!tipt:ian ~1b.e ~· ....... and •• value of that m.dcace 
wil1 ~ widl aur .cllollrty't~Ddalllaidmg of tho _.ay movement of 
ptiOple ..-ouod dKt PaeffJc IUID IDd Cbc 1111t1y thooiaod of )'lltl of IIUiilime 
caltl.nJ biatay in Cltliboil. A aellbbaringllite, ORa_.., lit Newpat DICk 
Bay. contaiaed ,_..of onr 600 aneMlOis dating to as •ly u 9000 
)tllnl ago -.d yielded the ewtielt bmm eum~e uf fired IX'I'IIm~ ill tbe 
We~~tem Hlelaillpha'ef (NI!'C'Jitbic Newport, Ex.eculiYo Summlry, Michael E. Mao, 
1991.) Tflllically, that 8 was compldcly dcSII oyed but could Junre been 
prCIII'Wid by lll«ificioa aae ar two bcall•d proviclhla • bedJy naxlcd ope~~ 
..... far the~ l'ellliclaD. Ia. cantnntal u wen liS loc;al 
CIDDtc:li, the fflnaioing ~ reem! of the Soudltm Caliiwoia 
CGIIt is of IJWlb llftique ftiUIII dJIIt the lilly jultiflablo mitipim is 
J1fC1C1 •atim. One hurtdn!d J'llll"S fhliD aow, whm tbe propcllld b<mes would bave 
UCIIdy taltcn no decay, the value uf tbil property tO aU die cttfztnll of 
Calltbmia. Nadw tOd MR-Niti't'O. wiD haw IJ'O'M' imllltMUiahly, llld tbtme 
c:itizml wlllbd 1bme who ..-.ed thiii'CIICUCt fQr diem. 

MaM:8rdl Bdmop11Jliur 
Oftice oftbe v~ 
Amcricla IDd.ila SWdicl Caw« 
tJCl..A 
DwiliiOI:'l@uola.edll 

9341 Vmiae Blvd. 
Culvcir City, CA 90232 

• 
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1732 Harbor Way 
Seal Beach CA 907 40 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Karl Schwing, Hellman Ranch Project Analyst 
200 Oceangate #1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

R~: Bellman Ranch DeyelOJJment AvpUcation. Seal Beach, CA 
lDllJ&cts t.o Arohaeology in Gum Grove Park 

September 1, 2000 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

I would like this letter to be reproduced verbatim in the Staff Report 
regarding the proposed Hellman Ranch development, in Seal Beach, 
California. 

I located Mr. Stephen Reg Clew ley's earlier letter to the Coastal Commission 
regarding the archaeology (among other issues) at Hellman Ranch. In light of 
the Commission's plan to improve extant hiking trails in Gum Grove Nature 
Park for use by the disabled, I wanted to bring his information regarding the 
discovery of human remains 'including an ancient jaw bone and partial skull' 
before the commission again. The developer's earlier (1997) proposal would 
not have directly affected the archaeological sites in the Nature Park. 

Mr. Ralston. Mr. Clewley's former neighbor, resided at 1738 Crestview 
Avenue at the time of his discovery of this burial. The construction ofhis deck 
would have impacted the ridge archaeological sites in Gum Grove Nature 
Park. The extant hiking trail is a loop that runs, in part, along the top of the 
ridge, right through these sites. 

Thank you for your attention to this aspect of the proposed Hellman Ranch 
development project. 

attachment: 

Yours Truly, 
~(1\~Yb.--/ 
Mark Hotchkiis--~ 

Clew ley letter to Ca. Coastal Commission, May 26, 1998, 5 pages 
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·Lillian Valenzuela Robles 
2830 E.561

h Way 
Long Beach, CA 90805 

California Coastal Commission r "· ''I=ORN!A 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schweng, Hellman Ranch Project An~nt,.:J ihJ .. ~...uMMISSION 
200 Ocean gate #1 000 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

August23,2000 
Dear Mr. Schweng, 

Mr. Don May recommended that I contact you by September 1st in order for my 
comments to be included in the Staff Report for the upcoming hearing regarding 
the Hellman Ranch development, in Seal Beach, California. I would like my letter 
to be reproduced verbatim in the Staff Report. 

I object to the proposed destruction of the ten state-registered archaeological 
sites on the Hellman Ranch project site. I was told I would be included in an 
ethnographic study by KEA, indeed that such a Native American contact 
program would be a critical facet of the investigation 1, but the firm hasn't 
contacted me or, to the best of my knowledge, any other Native Americans who 
wished to be included in the study, in several years. 

Our exclusion hurts us, and may explain the consultants inability to answer 
important research questions stressed in the Research Design2

, such as the 

• 

sites' relationship to the Native American settlement Puvungna. I believe that the • 
sites represent a suburb of Puvungna, perhaps a maritime settlement, as the 
Hellman sites are closer to the ocean and to Catalina island, and ancient 
soapstone artifacts found on the Ranch came from Catalina quarries. 

The diagnostic methods selected by KEA appear to be insufficient to determine 
the ten affected sites' eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places, the 
goal of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), although 
determining such eligibility is a contractually required goal stated in the final 
Research Design3

. 

Dr. Gary Stickel, a previous archaeological consultant hired by the City to plan 
this investigation, discovered evidence of architectural structures on the project 
site. Stickel's staff used aerial infrared and multi-spectral photography, in 
conjunction with computer enhancement techniques, to locate what appear to be 
the foundations of prehistoric dome houses and elliptical ceremonial enclosures 
on the proposed housing site. KEA and the developer have refused to acquire 
Stickel's data or to repeat his study (which cost $800.00) to try to substantiate his 

1 A Resr·arch Desigf' fnr the Evaluation of Archaeological Sites Within the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan 

Area, KEA Environmental, September, 1997, p.lS,p.SO. COASTAl COMMISSION 
:::A Research Design ... p.47 
3 A Research Design ... p.8 • 
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.findings. Furthermore, KEA's Research Design discusses the challenge of 
locating LSA's units; Dr. Stickel was able to identify them in his study. 

KEA has not specified which geotechnical or photographic methods, beyond 
Ground Probing Radar (GPR), will definitely be employed in its investigation. 
This is an important omission in light of more recent research conducted at CA 
Ora-116, in Newport Beach4

• Mr. Donn Grenda of Statistical Research, Inc. 
employed a soil resistivity survey, a magnetic field gradient survey, and 
extensive excavation in conducting his investigation. The site is similar to 
Hellman Ranch in that a number of overlapping dome house foundations and 
hearths were discovered through state of the art field methods coupled with 
excavation. 

KEA's proposed excavation strategy would replace standard units (the type 
Statistical Research employed)5 with a sprinkling of 110 30 x 30cm (roughly 12" 
diameter), maximum 50cm deep, shovel test pits (STPs) over the project site 
(231 acres)6

• This strategy is unlikely to produce evidence that would guide an 
adequate investigation of cultural resources. Cultural deposits and features 
discovered on this property by previous consultants were buried deeper than 50 
em, and the characteristics of a floor or wall would be difficult if not impossible to 
see in a 12" hole. The firm plans to excavate only 'between two and eight'7 

standard units per site, on sites that measure up to 42,000 square feet. The 
uselessness of this strategy is further accentuated by the developer recently 
having permitted road crews to use burial sites on Hellman Ranch as a major 
staging and dumping area for the reconstruction of Seal Beach Boulevard. It will 
be difficult to locate cultural resources with a hand trowel, in the mountain of 
imported soil currently deposited on our sites. 

Finally, at least one of the sites on Hellman Ranch, CA-Ora-160, is divided by 
Seal Beach Boulevard and has a component across the boulevard on the Naval 
Weapons Station, CA-Ora-322/1118. The latter site has been declared eligible 
for the National Register of Historic Places by the Navy's archaeologists, due to 
hearth features and an unusual assortment of artifacts discovered there. It is 
quite likely the Hellman sites are equally important, and as such, should be 
responsibly investigated in concert with Native Americans, and preserved if 
proven to be valuable. 

Sin~er~ly, ( )~~ . . , .:_ /J 
v(~ L,' ~'~(_ /CUav__ 
Lillian Valenzuela Robles 
Acjachemen Tribe 

4 Pit Houses and Middens, A Methodological Study of Site Structure and Formation Processes at CA-ORA-
116, Newport Bay, Orange County, California. Statistical Research, Inc. April, 1998 
5 The standard procedure for ground truthing is to dig one meter square units thactY.D'¥1t'irawpti~JA. • 
below the depth of the cultural deposit. H~ IHL I,UIVIIYIJSSfON 
6 KEA Research Design, p. 53 
- KEA Research Design, p. 53 
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Mark Hotchkiss 
1732 Harbor Way 
Seal Beach CA 90740 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Kart Schwing, Hellman Ranch Project Analyst 
200 Oceangate #1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

RE: Hellman Ranch Development Application, Seal Beach, CA 

September 4, 2000 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

As the Coastal Commission considers another incarnation of the Hellman Ranch 
project, I notice that the sections dealing with archaeology on the property 
remains unchanged from the previous project proposal. Since the City of Seal 
Beach used the benefits of the golf course to justify the total destruction of the 
archaeological sites in it's "Statement of Overriding Consideration", and the new 
project no longer contains the golf course, I believe it's time to consider leaving 
the archaeological sites intact. I believe that the sites are so important that the 
city and developer have gone to great lengths to downplay their significance. 

A case in point: The Hellman Final EIR, page 30, Figure 2, contains a map 
labeled "Generic Location of the Hellman Ranch Sites as Designated by 
Previous Investigators." A legend on the map indicates Redwine Site 
Boundaries, AA Site Boundaries, SRS Site Boundaries, and ERA Shell 
Concentrations. Why would ERA's Shell Concentrations be listed instead of It's 
site boundaries? Because the ERA site boundaries, determined only four years 
ago, were found to be larger then the previous studies showed (endosed is the 
site boundary map from the 1996 ERA study). Larger sites would mean an 
expanded archaeological study, and more risk of actually finding something of 
significance. Misrepresenting tne site boundaries from ERA's study was a 
deliberate attempt to downplay the size of the sites. 

The Coastal Commission staff then recommends a fifty foot perimeter around 
each site, when that perimeter will not even encompass the entire site, as 
defined by the most recent field study. 

In addition, the small size and number of the shovel test pits help the developer 
and city to avoid burials and artifacts until after the bulldozers roll. The depth of 
the test pits, in most cases, won't even reach the bottom of the fill dirt, let alone 
the cultural deposits, whereas the grading for the homes certainly will. This 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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allows the developer to point to sterile fill as evidence of no archaeological 
significance, leaving 1he important archaeological discoveries for the bulldozers. 
What was wrong with the industry standard meter square test pits? And should 
they not go down at least as deep as the project? 

The Coastal Commission should look to ORA-64 as a warning. There, as here, 
were signs of ancient burials. There, as here, the developers downplayed the 
importance of the sites. There, as here, the Coastal Commission allowed the 
development to proceed prior to conclusive archaeological studies being 
~erfonned. There an ancient Native American cemetery, containing at least 600 
formal burials and rare artifacts. was destroyed forever. It is the responsibility of 
the Coastal Commission to see that it does not happen again. 

enclosures: 

Sincerely, 

~(A,~ 
Mark Hotchkiss 

Map by SRS from Final EIR 
Or. Stickel's Site Map 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 

/oJ r?; ~~ rG n nn re W ; · , \t.s\9~UWLS 

lf1J AUG 3 0 2000 ' 

200 Oceangate, 10th Fl. CAliFORNIA • 
CC ASiAL COMMISSION 

Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

RE: HELLMAN PERMIT August 27, 2000. 
Sear Beach, CA 

Dear Mr. Schwing: 

I am very concerned about and strongly opposed to any 
development on the former Hellman Estate property in Seal Beach. 

My first concern is the Sacredness of the Land. There are innumerable ancient graves 
and so-called archaeological assets which are important to our culture and history. So 
much has been lost to us. Building houses on the graves of the Ancestors would be 
one more travesty, one more injustice, in the sorry history of the treatment of 
California's lndige~e..~. It is absolutely not acceptable. 

Further developm ~ ar~ "41Qtrba!~.,,~,MP;e.nt problems wi!h 
urban runoff and aou to ... poll t&i'~ ~.s·. .:~of associated 
wetlands and coastal area~ De ment will ~ . , ~ the parcelization 
of an important wildlife cor~dor tching from thb .. _ .. ~verritos 
wetlands, the wildlife refugt\ at tt : Naval Weapot"'S"Statio and Bolsa Chica. 

Protection for this land is higt'ty-!•Lied. as the vast majority of the wetlands and 
associated highlands in the area have already been developed, making preservation 
extremely important for the well being of the majority of the local citizenship. 

Additionaly, it is within the law as required by the Coastal Act to protect this area from 
further development 

These are some of the reasons we voted in the Coastal Act. for the 
preservation of our remaining limited coastal resources for the benefit of 
the vast majority of Californians. 

1 urge you to deny any permit or permission for building on this important 
resource and historical treasure. 

• 

sincerely, COASTAL COMMISSION 
1 

·.:::/ /;tt lA.1L -1"-! L '- \._ l ~-

Rhonda Robles 
Acjachamem Nation 
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Sally Bach 
5140 Atherton # 18 

Long Beach, California 92704 
562-961-9873 

!"' ,_, r\, I) 1 \l n ~ 
: , 1 /1_

1 !i, Jr"l il \lj/ I j .. ,) ~:~ .. y_) ~ u w 
u I AUG 3 1 2000 

August 29, 2000 

Carl Schweng 
Coastal Commission 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

200 Oceangate, Suite l 000 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Dear Mr_ Schweng, 

I am sending this letter to you in response to the Press Telegram article "Holy place vs, new 
homes" written this week by Joe Segura_ 

As the Executive Director of Discovery Museum of Orange County and a long time advocate of 
children, I am writing to register my personal opposition to building homes at Hellman Ranch, 

I've recently been involved in a process to save a small parcel of open space from development 
by the Santa Ana School Board, The land I have worked to save is leased for 99 years by the 
Museum yet we will lose about 1 A acres_ I have learned through this process that all land in 
California seems to be up for grabs, We need open space for the families who live in So_ CA, 
We need space for the wildlife to thrive, I don't believe we need to build on precious land ... there 
are plenty of areas that could come down and be redeveloped_ But once precious land, like that at 
Hellman Ranch, is taken, it is then gone forever. Only a few people, the developers and the new 
home owners, will benefit from building on this location. It is a California treasure. 

I urge the Coastal Commission to help citizens protect what little sanctuary type land is left. 
Please preserve this nature sanctuary. There is so much that can be learned from the Native 
American site, more than we can imagine today, Orange County certainly does not have a 
reputation for taking care ofthe artifacts it recovers during excavation' So please ... .just 
wait .... please protect this little piece of land from concrete and housing. Can't the State of 
California buy it from the developer and put a stop to the developing madness? 

' Yours truly, tz,tt{·v 
~lJJ~V2 

Sally Bach 
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GABRIELENOtrONVGA TRIBAL COUNCIL 
P.O. BOX 83, SAN GABRIEl.., CA. '1778 

(626) 286-1632 Faa ('2') 286-U6l 

September 1, 2000 

TOt California CoutaJ Commission 
Attn: Mr. Karl Shwin.g, Helbww. Raach Project Analyst 
200 Oceangate 11000 
Lollg Bcacb, CA 9(8)2 

U1 Hellman Ranch Developmont Application, Seal Seaeh, California 

Dear Mr. Schwina. 

As the elected Trib.al Chair of the Gabrielenolfonsva Tribal Council, 1 write to restate 

ow Tribe opposition to this development. We have proteetllld befote m..C.iflp at the S-.1 

BMch City Council. We bavt~ submitted witten objeulon and tetltitied at rt'lany heari.-gt:~ 

on the mattltl' before your Commiaion through the years. The initial proposal bas been 

-'ed down by a court deoision, which fmbade the proposed golf courBe because of iLs 

~nt on the wetlands. The proposal now befofl! rhe Commission is to build 

hollling unitA nn the meM area only. 

T'he n:aeea, however, is where our anceaton lived. Maoy artifacts have been found there, 

lita have been registecred and aerial phocogtaph~t indicate the preBCncc of remnant 

, 

• 

• 
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FROM J I M STLFIM LON:i EEAOI CHAPTjQp'ftER~-~:PH::Jt-.Eii:i'ii::.;:-l'JlN{)"f",--::---,562~:-:43lf"!t:9r771n1"i:6:--------------..F'02,..,....---

dwelling site&. What jt~~needai is a thorouah surv•y, such as that proposed by Gary 

Stiobl, recontly submitted to your office by our fritmd Don May. This is tho only peer 

reviewed survey proposal on record. Them oft~ it it. appropriate that the Commission 

conditlon &bis permJt with the requirelllODt that. the eurn)' prQJ>Osed by Stickel be 

completed prior to U) fut'tber disturba.oc.-~ of the sitr:. 

Aa tbe descendants of the indigenous peoples of tbese lltldi, long before the Hell mans. 

ovea oamo to tho oontinou.t, we RSk that you further require that ou.r the Gabriele-no/ 

Toqva Tribal Council be ollowed to choo~ th. art'lheolo$ist and to provide our member 

moaiton. We further request that our statement be included. your report to the 

Colnminion in its entirety. 

Thuk you for your consideration. 

S.iserely, 

ADtbony Moralea, 

Tribal Chair 
OabrielenolfoDJVa Tribal Council 

(Dictated to Sharon A. Cotrell .and signed with my permission). 

2 
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Get your frM Fax/Voice/E-mail at http://www.ureach.com 

To: 

Fax Number: (562) 59()..5084 

cc: 

Subject: Hellman Ranch Development Applica ... 

California COB8tal Commission 

AHn: Mr. Karl Schwing, Hellman Ranch Project Analyst 

200 Ooeangate #1 ooo 
Long Beach. CA 90802 

From: Anthony Rivera 

Data: Fri. 1 Sep 2000 23:13:25 -o400 

Tabll No. Pllgea: 3 

F•x!Vaice-mail: 877-385-4060 x190 

RE: Hellman Ranch Development Application, Seal Beach, CA 

September 1, 2000 (via Fax) 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

The Juaneno Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation, the 
indigenous people of the Seal Beach region and of Orange 

County, wish to express our great concern for the Commission s 
proposed expansion of, and improvements to, Gum Grove Nature 

Park, along the southern boundary of the project site, that 

would potentially impact at least five additional State 

Registered archaeological sites tJlJhe Hellman property. The 

five are: CA-ORA 1473, CA-ORA-256, CA-ORA-257, CA-ORA-258, and 

CA-ORA-259. 

• 

• 

Therefore, we are very concerned for the welfare of our 

cultural resources at these sites. We recommend that we be 

directly consulted and that no action be taken until we have 

been able to receive all EIR and archaeological documentation 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT# ____ _ 

PAGE __ OF--. 



• 

• 

• 

R.l Sep 2888 11 : 14Jlll Fro11: Bn-385-48fi8 x198 

for our review and comment We also require that we make a 

site visit to assess the location of the proposed expansion and 

propose the use of our trained Monitors during any construcbon 

disturbances. We also request that if any inadvertent 

discoveries of burials or cultural resources are made that we 

be notified and that the materials be returned to our 

Archaeology Committee Head, Anthony Rivera 

The Hellman Ranch area was the homeland to our people both 

prehistorically as well as historically. Based on a review of 

the computer enhancements of infra·red and multi-spectral 

photographs from Silva and C1barelli s 1996 study, these are 

the sites that may contain the remains of prehistoric dwellings 

and traditional cultural properties Some of our Tribal Elders 

were born and raised on the Hellman Ranch and can provide 

detailed information on historic and cultural significance of 

this area. We also support and echo the findings and comments 

of Mrs. Moira Hahn and also request an acceptable response. 

We have an established Archaeology Committee that reviews all 

environmental documentation relating to our territory and 

culture. We also have trained and certified Native American 

Monitors who are qualified to monitor construction and 

archaeological activities. We are also available for 

consultation regarding cultural and heritage issues tor 
planning and identification purposes. 

The JuaneeiD Band of Mission Indians is a State Recognized 

Sovereign Nation. The Tribal Council is led by Tribal Chair, 

Jean Frietze, and represents the majority of Juanea:ID membership 

of over 2,000 members. As ancient inhabitants of Orange 

County, we are extremely concerned with the burials of our 

ancestors and the cultural s1tes of our tribe. We look forward 

to receiving this necessary information and working together on 

these significant cultural matters Thank you for your 

assistance and do not hesitate to contact our Tribal Office at 

(949) 488·3484 1f you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Anthony R1vera, B A , M T S 

Py 88Z 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Juaneno Band of Miss1on Indians 

Acjachemen Nation 

Tribal Council Member-at-Large 

Head, Archaeology Committee 

31411 La Matanza 

San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675 

Ph: 949-488-3484 

Fx: 949-488-3294 

www.juaneno.com 

19 OtJ:J 
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1732 Harbor Way 
Seal Beach CA 907 40 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Karl Schwing, Hellman Ranch Project Analyst 
200 Oceangate #1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

COAs~'i_tgoRNtA 
OMMISSION 

RE: Hellman Ranch Development Application, Seal Beach. CA 

August 29, 2000 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

Thank you for providing the document 'NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE 
PERMIT' Permit Application 5-97-367, Hellman Properties LLC, from the 
California Coastal Commission's September 9, 1998 hearing in Eureka, CA. 

I would like this letter to be reproduced verbatim in the Staff Report 
regarding the proposed Hellman Ranch development, in Seal Beach, 
California. In addition to the letter I sent to you on August 25, I have the 
following comments and questions for Commission staff: 

1) The Commission's proposed expansion of, and improvements to, 
Gum Grove Nature Park, along the southern boundary of the project 
site, would potentially impact at least five additional State Registered 
archaeological sitesl on the Hellman property. The five are: CA-Ora 
1473, CA-Ora-256, CA-Ora-257, CA-Ora-258, and CA-Ora-259. The 
City's consultant, KEA Environmental, noted the presence of the sites 
in it's Research Design2, and did not believe they would be affected by 
the previously proposed project (with the possible exception of site CA
Ora-256, which could have been affected by construction of the golf 
course). The Final EIR3 states that four of these sites will not be 
affected by the project. 

Condition 4.(c) of the Coastal Commission's Permit would impact the 
sites, as shell midden is visible on the surface of each site. and the 

1 impacts to ten other sites are addressed in the City's Research Design 
"Responses to Comments to- "A Research Design tor the Evaluation of Archaeological Sites Within the 
Hellman Ranch Specific Plan Area", KEA EnvironmentaL July 24. 1997. Comment G l-2. p.54 
3 Hellman Ranch Specific Plan. Final EIR, August 1997, Cultural Resources, Page 5-159, 'the plan will 
~,reserve in perpetuity four archaeological sites in Gum Grove Nature Park'. 
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extant hiking trails would need widening and grading to permit access 
to individuals with disabilities. These sites are located on hilltops in an 
area that was planted with eucalyptus trees at least eighty years ago4, 

and thus may never have been subjected to the agricultural discing or 
ploughing other Hellman Ranch sites were exposed to. This means 
that fifteen5, not ten, State Registered sites would be damaged or 
destroyed by this project. The KEA Research Design does not 
address how these additional sites will be measured, evaluated, 
tested, or protected. 

Seal Beach resident Reg Clewley [phone# (562) 430-8841] reported the 
discovery of an ancient human skull in this area of Gum Grove Nature 
Park during the installation of supports for a neighbor's back deck in 
the 1990s. 

The proposed modifications (addition of a new parking lot) could also 
disturb southern portions of sites CA-Ora-260 and CA-Ora-261 that 
might not have been disturbed by the proposed housing construction to 
the north. 

2) If Hellman deeds this land (Gum Grove Nature Park) to the City of 
Seal Beach, is the City is responsible for managing coastal resources in 
Gum Grove Nature Park, and does a separate Coastal Commission 
Permit Application need to be filed? I do not believe the City has a 
Local Coastal Program (LCP). 

3) The proposed expansion of Gum Grove Park, as mapped in Exhibit 
B of the proposed project (Proposed Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
15381, Exhibit B, Page 2 of 8) shows a new entrance to the park off of 
Seal Beach Blvd., a new parking lot, and a trail allowing public access 
from the Boulevard into the park (Lot 3). It is stipulated in the second 
paragraph of page 6 of the Permit Application that if the area shown is 
not large enough, or if it is not feasible for the developer to 
accommodate the new parking lot and trail there, they may be built in 
an adjacent area to the north, where the new housing is proposed (Lot 
2). 

Based on a review of the computer enhancements of infra-red and 
multi-spectral photographs from Silva and Cibarelli's 1996 study, 
these are the sites that may contain the remains of dome houses and 
elliptical dance enclosures. Given the City, State. and Coastal 

4 I have revie\<Vcd historic photos on file with the Seal Beach Historical Society 

• 

• 

5 Or more. Orat histories from residents indicate probable burials outside State :tegisljl\rj\d,.a~haeolo~cal 
sites. If any of it is on the project site. CA-Ora-265 could also potentially be impacteltUQT.\Lct;QMMJSSJQN 
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Commissions· stated preferred policy of capping or in-situ preservation 
of important archaeological sites, if further research should confirm 
the presence of such features, why couldn't the new parking lot and 
extension of Gum Grove Park be created to cap the most sensitive 
portion(s) of CA-Ora-260 and/or CA-Ora-261? 

4) I have not contacted the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NARC) to see if it, and the Native American(s) it deems appropriate, 
have received and reviewed the KEA Research Design. As of August 
23, 2000, according to Mr. Steve Grantham, a staff archaeologist, the 
State Office of Historic Preservation had not reviewed it. Ms. Marcia 
Hoaglen, the Assistant Director of Native American Affairs at the 
State Attorney General's Office [(916)445-4533; FAX, (916)322-0206], 
has not reviewed it. Ms. Hoaglen's position did not exist at the time the 
Research Design was published. According to several Native 
Americans I have discussed this with, Ms. Hoaglen's expertise is 
highly respected, her office should be consulted. 

5) While I appreciate the intent of permit requirement 6.A., I wonder 
what good it does to submit the Research Design to these agencies if 
Permit Approval is not predicated on a requirement that their experts 
actively review and respond to it, even if the developer must expend 
funds in order to have this done. In most, if not all instances, there are 
no regulations to require these agencies to review the developer's plan, 
and the Coastal Commission's Permit Application does not require 
them to review it, it simply states that copies should be sent there. 

6) Dr. Len Cutuli of Seal Beach, a direct neighbor of the proposed 
project, provided a map hand-drawn by an acquaintance who knew of 
a Native American cemetery below Dr. Cutuli's house, within the flat 
portion of the Hellman Ranch, where wetlands may be restored G. The 
Research Design does not specifically address this area; the mapped 
cemetery ('burials 2' -4' below surface') falls between State Registered 
Archaeological Sites at higher elevations. As the restoration of historic 
wetlands may be part of the development proposal, the archaeological 
investigation and testing program should include this area. The 
Research Design does not provide a comprehensive testing 
program for this area. 

7) On page 10 of the Permit Application. Section 6.D., it is not clear 
which boundaries of the State Registered archaeological sites will be 
utilized. Each consultant mapped them in different configurations, 
scale, and in some cases, location. Dr. Stickel used a scientific method. 

6 this information is contained in the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR. COASTAL COMMISSION 
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his crew constructed a grid system and measured shell densities at 
each site. SRS, the firm headed by Dr. :--J"ancy Desautelsi, used by the 
City in assessing archaeological information in the Hellman EIR, 
changed the data (see attached maps). SRS reassessed Stickel(ERA)'s 
archaeological boundaries, claiming that areas he defined as site 
boundaries represented shell 'concentrations' or, much larger, shell 
'scatters'. 

KEA did not assess the archaeological sites using any field system, 
walked over them, on one occasion, and based it's conclusions on 
previous assessments by other researchers. KEA changed Stickel's 
dimensions and conclusions in it's Research DesignS. It is fine for 
another professional to disagree with a previous investigator's 
conclusion, if they carry out their own field research to prove why the 
previous expert was wrong, and what the correct conclusion should be, 
but neither SRS nor KEA has done this. They changed ERAs data9. 

KEA stated that there may have been math errors and it's staff wasn't 
certain how Stickel generated his figures, so it created new figures, 
thus misrepresenting ERA's conclusions. KEA did not consult with 
ERA. 

KEA's upcoming test investigation is intended, in part, to determine 
the true site boundaries, but the 110 Shovel Test Pit (STP) method of 
investigation, according to Dr. Chester King, Dr. Clay Singer and other 
independent archaeologistslO who reviewed the KEA Research Design, 
would be unlikely to identify site boundaries. Furthermore, KEA has 
made other misleading and unsubstantiated assessments 11 that would 
lead me to question the veracity of it's determinations. 

8) Was a California Coastal Commission Permit required for 
the current reconstruction of Seal Beach Boulevard? The use of 
the Hellman Ranch archaeological sites on the bluff as a major dump 
for the roadwork detritus and parking lot for heavy machinery is 
damaging fragile coastal resources. 

'In opposition to repeated requests by many concerned Native Americans and residents familiar with this 
firm's controversial practices at Bolsa Chica. Hellman [1980]. and other locations that the firm not be 
employed here. 
' Archaeological Advisory Committee Staff report. September 17. 1997, Comment G l-39 
9 KEA Research Design. Response to Comments. Comment GI-39. p.il 
10 letters from King and Singer attached 
11 such as that site CA-Ora-262 is 'off the project site'. and further. that the several aboriginal burials 
recorded in it in 1973 by Marie Cooley and Ted Cottrell were ·probably off the project site'. ( KEA 
Research Design. p28. 34. Response to Comments. Comment 0 1-1.(8.), p.98; Comment G l-21. p.63; 
Comment G2-l. p.73: Comment G2-2, p.73: Comment 02-12. p.ll7; Comment 02-8. p. 114) 
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9) Would the excavation of standard archaeological test units (one 
meter square by depth of cultural deposit, plus margin of sterile soil) 
constitute damage to fragile coastal resources in and of itself, and thus 
require a separate Coastal Commission Permit Application? 

10) The City and developer assert that sixteen previous studies of this 
property have been conducted, that the property has been surveyed for 
archaeology exhaustively, yet they state in the Hellman Ranch Specific 
Plan Final EIR that they don't know what is there. 

The previous studies were inconclusive. 

The EIR12 states that four of the sites (CA-Ora-260, CA-Ora-261, CA
Ora-263/852), and CA-Ora-264) that will be destroyed by this project 
are important as defined in Appendix K of CEQA. Six others (CA-Ora 
262, CA-Ora-850, CA-Ora-851, CA-Ora-1472, CA-Ora-1473, and Sit~ 
262X), are of unknown significance, because 'insufficient data 
exists at this time to make this determination'. The Gum Grove 
Nature Park sites, CA-Ora 1473, CA-Ora-256, CA-Ora-257, CA-Ora-
258, and CA-Ora-259, which will be impacted, and which yielded the 
highest number of pre-historic artifacts in an investigation by J.P. 
Redwine, are not addressed in KEAs test plan. 

LSA's 1990 archaeological investigation of the Hellman Ranch resulted 
in the loss of over 900 bags of cultural resources, including artifacts 
and charred bone that could have been human13. An ancient human 
metacarpal (examined by Dr. Judy Suchey of the Orange County 
Coroners Office) was identified in site CA-Ora-263(852) as a result of 
that aborted study. 

11) The Hellman's attorney, Susan Hori, statedl4 that all of the 
archaeological sites on the property are considered important under 
CEQA Appendix K. Yet this City and developer, to the detriment of our 
community, concerned Native Americans, and the rest of the world, 
have done a terrible job of managing this unique, fragile, irreplaceable 
coastal resource. 

Under Section 30244 of the California Coastal Act, "Where 
development would adversely impact archaeological resources as 

12 Final EIR, August. 1997. table 5-20. Important Archaeological Sites on the Hellman Ranch 
13 letter from Beth Padon of LSA, discusses discard of data. on file with Seal Beach Dept of Development 
Services 
14 

Seal Beach Archaeological Advisory Committee meeting, August 27. 1997 COASTAL COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT# ____ _ 

PAGE ___ OF __ 



identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer, reasonable 
mitigation measures shall be required." 

The Hellman Ranch sites have neither been sufficiently identified by 
the State Historic Preservation Officer, nor adequately investigated to 
judge their individual or collective importance. It is doubtful that the 
investigative strategy identified in the KEA Research Design, coupled 
with the Commission's conditions, will be sufficient to achieve either 
goal. 

Finally, the sites' relationship to nearby sites such as Puvungna has 
not been ascertained. The City's consultant has not agreed to research 
this connection, alluded to by many15 earlier archaeological 
consultants retained or consulted by Hellman and/or the City, and 
dozens of Native Americans16. 

The Coastal Commission should require the developer and the City to 
conduct a thorough, ethical, state-of-the-art investigation of these important 
sites, in consultation with Native Americans. If possible, they should be 
preserved. If that isn't possible, the most sensitive areas should be capped to 
preserve some evidence of the civilizations that lived here, out of respect for 
our Native American neighbors, and for the edification of future generations . 

Sincerely, 

Moira Hahn 

enclosures: 

1) ERA (Dr. Gary Stickel) map of archaeological sites on Hellman Ranch 
Project Site (July 1996) 

15 Dr. Keith Dixon, Dr. Roger Desautels (SRS). Beth Padon (LSA), Dr. Gary Stickel (ERA) 
16 This violates the spirit of section I of California Coastal Commission Interpretive Guidelines 
PROTECTION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES IN THE COASTAL ZONE. p.92, under 
Research ue~ign, which states that the Research Design sho•1ld addtt)'Qf 'Co•nlll(~~t 
rather than general theones. IYIIYI \l\liUI1 
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2) SRS (Dr. Nancy Desautels) map of approximate locations and dimensions 
of archaeological sites on Hellman Ranch, from Hellman Ranch Specific Plan 
Final EIR (August 1997) 

3) Peer Review letter regarding KEA Research Design, Dr. Clay Singer 

4) Peer Review letter regarding KEA Research Design, Dr. Chester King 



City of Seal Beach 

Topanga Anthropological Consultants 
P.O. Box 826 

Topanga, California 90290 
(310) 455-2931 

Archaeological Advisory Committee August 13, 1997 

Comments concerning methods proposed in A Research Design for the Evaluation 
of Archaeological Sites within the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan Area Prepared for 
the City of Seal Beach by KEA Environmental. July 24. 1997. 

I am a professional archaeologist, and I specialize in the study of the prehistory of Califor
nia. I am concerned about the archaeological resources in the Hellman Ranch develop
ment area. Existing data indicate that the Hellman Ranch sites are the only remaining 
prehistoric archaeological sites under the jurisdiction of the City of Seal Beach. 

The proposed study relies on remote sensing to identify features and different areas within 
the archaeological sites. A small amount of archaeoiogical excavation would then be used 
to document different site areas. Remote sensing techniques have not been used to map 
the distribution of features which can be identified using archaeological excavations in 

• 

prehistoric settlements on the mainland of southern California. Use of the techniques is at 
present experimental. It is worthwhile to pursue use of the techniques to improve our ability • 
to understand archaeological sites. The techniques should be used in conjunction with 
extensive excavations to document correlations and absence of correlations between 
feature types and data obtained from remote sensing techniques. If correlations can be 
determined, the techniques may prove useful for evaluating sites. Ground penetrating 
radar and other techniques have proven effective in identifying previous archaeological 
excavations and other recent earth disturbing activities. The proposed archaeological 
excavation of shovel test pits and test units have not proved effective in documenting the 
distributions or sizes of archaeological features such as houses, sweat lodges, cemeteries 
or other site areas. The proposed program is apt to have inconclusive results. 

Shellfish concentrations are found in the immediate vicinity of houses where meals were 
eaten. The site areas with highest concentrations of shell are apt to contain the highest 
density of houses. Houses can be identified through the use of large scale archaeological 
excavations. Area exposures and study of trench profiles are techniques which have been 
successfully used to define houses and other structures in prehistoric Calffornia sites. 

In addition to houses where people ate, ancient California Indian settlements contained 
structures and areas whose locations can not be identified on the basis of observations of 
shells. Areas of sites which are often outside shell middens ir.:lude cemeteries, sweat 
loges or men's houses, dancing areas, ceremonial enclosures and game courts. Areas 
without shell may contain archaeological remains which can be identified only through 
careful excavations. Study of sexual division of lat:or and use of space by men and women 
is an important topic of research related to Early period settlement. It appears that men and • 
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women conducted more activities separately during the Early period, men may have lived 
in community houses such as sweat lodges. They apparently ate at the houses . 

Since rely, 

Chester King Ph.D . 

2 



California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=562-590-5071 
Fax=562-590-5084 

lo) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ [ [, : 
ISO AUG 3 0 2000 ;___; 

CALIFORNIA 
CQASTA~ <;;QMMI~SIOt·: 

RE: Against 5-97-367, housing tract on former Hellman Estate 
g 3o /2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland, or "Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract. This area is sacred to 
our local First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, and there is evidence 
of ancient structures, as shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because of the over-riding 
benefit of the proposed Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole "restoration" project. 

Subsequent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network et al vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegal. Without thatso called "over-riding" benefit of the 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa. 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be performed, and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, and desecrate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

~ ' ~~V\_ 
Signature Printed Name 

K) Gx t<ts 5&-A--L \3-e_A-eA..J C A q 07'/- o 
Address City 

~ j 

• 

• 

___;S~u:~.....:-e>=....:e""-\"--'('-'-"..__;...;_,~-~..__u~6l=---Ao_L___.:, c £.1'¥11\ Su..t: G:x b 1 ,0 8J los CeA{ "" 1 R:>.s:- , -o ~"' q 
Tele/Email _).. 

For more info. please see www.LosCerritos.org 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, lOth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=562-590-S071 
Fax=562-S90-5084 

RE: HELLMAN PERMIT 

Mr. Schwing: 

I believe that there must not be any development on this precious land 
on the former Hellman Estate in Seal Beach. 

The highland area is important for the health of the wetlands below 
it. No amount of grading or ditches would be enough to protect the 
wetlands from u:ban runoff, domestic animals, and human incursions. 

The integrity of the entire ecosystem is critical to its prospects 
for revival. 

The highland area is sacred to the local First Nations groups. 
There are innumerable ancient graves and so-called archaeological 
assets which are important to our own culture and history. 

Building houses on the graves of the Ancestors would be one more 
travesty, one more injustice, in the sorry history of our treatment 
of our First Nations. 

I strongly urge you to deny any permit or permission for building 
on this important upland resource and historical treasure. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
AUG 2 8 2000 

n r ,.., r::1 
J I i \ : f ] 

J L.J :..:.._, Pu:-~ .. I j r 

l0 
CAUFO::'NIA 

COASTAL COiv'IMISSION 

Aug 23,2000 
Seal Beach, CA 



1732 Harbor Way 
Seal Beach CA 907 40 

California Coastal Commission 
CALIFORNIA • 

COAS'1AL COMMISSION 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schweng, Hellman Ranch Project Analyst 
200 Oceangate #1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

RE: Hellman Ranch Development Application, Seal Beach, CA 

August 25, 2000 

Dear Mr. Schweng, 

Mr. Don May recommended that I contact you by September 1st for my 
comments to be included in the Staff Report for the upcoming Coastal 
Commission hearing regarding the Hellman Ranch development, in Seal 
Beach, California. I would like my letter to be reproduced verbatim in the 
Staff Report. 

I am a Seal Beach resident, co-author of the City's Archaeological Element (a • 
chapter of the City's General Plan), and a former member of the City's 
Archaeological Advisory Committee (1993-1997). I am opposed to the 
destruction of the ten archaeological sites that stand in the path of this 
developer's proposed housing tract, and to the City and developer's 
archaeological investigation plan in it's present form, for the following 
reasons: 

1) More recent research has been conducted on similar sites since KEA 
submitted it's Research Design for this project. The overlapping pit 
houses at CA-Ora-116, in Newport Beach, put the anomalies (probable 
house rings) that the City of Seal Beach's previous archaeological 
consultant, Dr. Gary Stickel (ERA Archaeology) and his associates 
located on the Hellman sites, in a broader cultural context. Up to date 
technological methods Scientific Research used to identify, date, and 
determine function of the structures at CA-Ora-116 have not been 
proposed by KEA for Hellman Ranch. 

2) The diagnostic methods selected by KEA appear to be insufficient to 
determine the ten affected sites' eligibility for the National Register of 
Historic Places, the goal of Section 106 of the National Historic 

• 
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Preservation Act (NHP A), although determining such eligibility is a 
contractually required goal stated in the Research Design . 

The City says it lost Dr. Stickel's data, or did not receive all of it. The 
City and developer refused to honor the Seal Beach Archaeological 
Advisory Committee's request to require the City's current 
archaeological consultant, KEA, to repeat Dr. Stickel's aerial infrared 
and multi-spectral photographic study (supplemented by computer 
enhancement of the data), and to further investigate the rings and 
ellipses Stickel and his staff located on the Hellman Ranch site. 

3) Insufficient peer review of KEAs Research Design. The City lists 
reviewers of the Research Design in it's September 17, 1997 Staff 
Report. No Federal or State agencies reviewed it. The City's own 
Department of Development Services is the only Regional reviewer 
listed, although City Development Staff arbitrarily counted KEA's 
selected peer review individuals as 'Regional Agencies'l. I wanted to 
know if the document was reviewed later by the appropriate State and 
Federal agencies. According to Mr. Steve Grantham, an analyst with 
the State Office of Historic Preservation (SHP0)2, his Office did not 
review KEA's Research Design. The Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) 
did not review KEAs Research Design3. The City selected antagonistic 
peer reviewers for it's original archaeological consultant, Dr. Stickel, 
and paid each $1,000. to write a letter of critique of his Research 
Design. Such reviews are normally provided as a professional courtesy, 
without charge. All three individuals immediately applied for his job 
when the City fired him shortly afterward. The City's next 
archaeological consultant firm, KEA, was permitted to select it's own 
three Research Design reviewers, who were apparently not paid by the 
City. This indicates bias. 

4) KEA's failure to conduct the ethnographic study it promised. It is 
stressed repeatedly in KEA's Research Design that it will maintain a 
contact program with, and interview, interested local Native 
Americans as part of its investigation of these sites. Nothing has been 
done for the past several years. Many of the Indians are elderly, ill, 
and may not live long enough to participate in this undertaking. The 

1 
• It is not clear if these individuals' views represent the official opinions of the Universities or private firms 

they were employed by at the time; one would assume not; additionally, private consultant firms are not 

regional agencies. 
2 telepho11e conversation on August 23, 2000 
.\according to Mr. Mark Durham, ACOE Regulatory Agent, Mr. John Glea~c:>n, ACOE Attnrnev; Mr. Steve 
Dibble, Mr. Rod Maclean, and Mr. Richard Perry. ACOE archaeologists, ::1dividuals I either spoke with by 

phone or received messages from earlier this week. 



study will be much poorer without their oral histories and knowledge 
of both the Ranch and it's relationship to surrounding areas. At least ~ 

one Native American Elder, who sought me out to discuss her • 
memories of Hellman Ranch, Mrs. Gloria Carillo of the Acjachemen 
(Juaneno) Tribe, stated that she grew up there. Her nephew, Mr. 
Anthony Rivera, an anthropologist employed by the Chambers Group, 
has also contacted me to describe his family's history on the Ranch. 

5) KEA's unorthodox proposed excavation strategy. The firm plans to 
replace standard one meter units (as were used in the study at CA
Ora-116) with 'one hundred and ten' 30cm x 30cm (maximum depth 
50cm) Shovel Test Pits (STPs) distributed over the entire project site, 
and to limit standard test units to 'between 2 and 8 per archaeological 
site4'. This is not enough units to test archaeological sites individually 
measuring up to 42,000 square feet in area. Cultural deposits, burials 
and features discovered on this property by previous consultants were 
buried deeper than 50 em (roughly 20"), and the characteristics of a 
floor, hearth, or wall would be difficult if not impossible to see in a 12" 
trowel hole. The firm would be extremely unlikely to encounter burials 
or other Cultural Resources in such tiny, shallow units. Much of the 
property has seen use as farmland for the past century, subject to 
annual ploughing and discing that would disturb the top layer. If this 
phase is intended as a planning tool for further research, KEA would 
be able to write off more in-depth investigation and test excavation, • 
because the STPs would be unlikely to disclose any important cultural 
resources. 

6) The recent permission by the Hellman developers to allow road 
crews to use the bluff archaeological sites (where many of the burials 
and artifacts were found) as a staging area for the reconstruction of 
Seal Beach Blvd. For the past 6-8 weeks, there has been a mountain of 
imported dirt, several bulldozers, rebar, concrete, many trucks, other 
grading equipment, and at least one industrial sized dumpster parked 
on the sites. The pile of earth is approximately twelve feet high. This 
negatively impacts site integrity, and makes it even more illogical to 
expect KEAs proposed handful of STPs to yield pertinent data. The 
consultants would be digging in sterile roadfill, probably imported soil 
used to grade the boulevard in the 1960s. 

7) The question of the sites' relationship to Puvungna is not one of the 
formal research questions KEA addresses as a goal of it's Research 
Design. It's questions are general and ofless interest to the Native 
American community and to local residents. Professor Jon Erlandson, 

~ KEA Research Design, p.53 • 
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a peer review archaeologist selected by KEA, noted the importance of 
examining the sites in relation to Puvungna, and of incorporating 
contemporary geoarchaeological expertise. Dr. Erlandson cites the 
'travesty' of loss of data from these sites, referring to LSA's disposal of 
900 bags of cultural resources, including artifacts and charred bone, 
from it's 1990 archaeological investigation of this project site. He 
compares the proposed study to that of CA-Ora-64 in Newport Beach, 
another major, multi-component burial and village site, stressing the 
need for appropriate contemporary technical analysis to answer key 
questions ('shell vs. bone, etc.') on this project site. Erlandson 
additionally states that he hopes the destruction of these sites is not a 
foregone conclusion. He states: 'The appropriate tribal members should 
be polled on their views about the potential for preserving at least 
some of these sites for future generations, and the developers should be 
made fully aware of potential tax breaks and reduced costs of data 
recovery should they choose to set aside some or all of the most 
sensitive or significant cultural resources within the development 
area'5. 

8) At least one of the sites on Hellman Ranch, CA-Ora-160, is divided 
by Seal Beach Boulevard, and has a component across the boulevard 
on the Naval Weapons Station, CA-Ora-322/1118. The latter site has 
been declared eligible for the National Register of Historic Places by 
the Navy's archaeologists, due to hearth features and an unusual 
assortment of artifacts discovered there. 

9) The proposed investigation would violate the City's General Plan. 
The City's General Plan includes an Archaeological Element that 
states that properties that are to be developed must be examined by an 
archaeologist hired by the City, and a Research Design must be 
written that provides an explicit, detailed scientific strategy for the 
archaeological investigation. KEA has left much of it's plan hanging, 
dependent on the decisions of it's sub-consultants. It's initial test phase 
strategy seems oriented to yield nothing that would warrant further 
investigation. 

10) The City and developer have stated from the outset that they 
believe these sites are significant and important, but they 
circumvented the CEQA review process. Total destruction of the sites 
in the path of the development was legitimized by the Seal Beach City 
Council in rendering its decision on the project EIR, by the issuance of 
a 'Statement of Overriding Consideration' (SOC). The City rationalized 
that the construction of an 18 hole golf course on part of the 231 acre 

5 Seal Beach Archaeological Advisory Committee StaffReport, September 17"". 1997, p. 46 



development site was of such benefit to the community to justify the 
complete loss of the archaeological sites. Several organizations sued 
the Coastal Commission because the proposed golf course would have 
replaced a wetland, in violation of the Coastal Act. The Commission 
settled with Wetlands advocates out of court, allowing the developer to 
return with a modified project (no golf course) for the upcoming 
hearing. Therefore, the original plan that the City approved has been 
scrapped, and the destruction of the archaeological sites is not, at this 
point, outweighed by any obvious, concrete benefit to the community. 
This is a new plan. 

Please require the City and developer to conduct a thorough, ethical, 
technologically up to date investigation of these important sites, in 
cooperation with all interested Native Americans, and to preserve them if they 
are proven valuable. 

cc: 
Dwight Dutchke 
Hans Kreutzberg 
Mark Durham 
John Gomez 
Joe Segura 

Sincerely, 

Moira Hahn 

; 
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1732 Harbor Way 
Seal Beach CA 907 40 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Karl Schwing, Hellman Ranch Project Analyst 
200 Oceangate #1000 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

RE: Hellman Ranch Development Application, Seal Beach, CA 

September S, 2000 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

1 would like my comments to be considered by the Coastal Commission staff for 
the upcoming Coastal Commission hearing regarding the Hellman Ranch 
development, in Seal Beach, Galifomla. Please reproduce my letter to be 
verbatim in the Staff Report. 

As mentioned in my August 25 letter, I am a Seal Beach resident, and a co
author of the City's Archaeological Element (a chapter of the City's General 
Plan), and a former member of the City's Archaeological AdviSOrY Committee. I 
served on the committee from May of 1993 to 1997. 

During the years I served on the Archaeological Advisory Committee, the 
committee reviewed projects under consideration for private and corporately 
owned property within the City, as well as on the Seal Beach Naval Weapons 
Station. Although the Naval property is under Federal jurisdiction, It is within the 
City and decisions regarding the disposition of Cultural Resources located there 
must be made in consultation with Native Americans and other interested 
members of the public. 

The committee was particularly interested in the 'Landing Hill Complex', which 
encompasses the Hellman Ranch archaeological sites and those directly across 
Seat Beach Boulevard within the Naval Weapons Station. Obviously, eons 
before the Boulevard went in, this was one large village site. 

In 1993 and 1994, the Committee met several times with Navy personnel and 
Navy consultants to dis cuss the hjfQry of Cultural Resource investigations that 
had taken place over the past dec8de on the Weapons Station. We met with Mr. 
Ron Bissell of RMW Paleo, an environmental consultant firm, and later, with Mrs. 
Joyce Clevenger, of Ogden Environmental, another environmental consultant 
firm. Mr. Bissell is the archaeologist who located site CA..Ora-1118 on the 
Station, and noted in the 1980s that Hellman Ranch site CA-Ora~260 Is 
Intersected by Seal Beach Boulevard, and exists on both sides of the street. 
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Mrs. Clevenger's firm dug test pits in the southern area of the statior., bounded 
by Anchor Way (Bolsa Avenue), Seal Beach Boulevard, Kitts Highway, and 
(roughly) the main gate to the Station. The entire area studied was determined to 
be an archaeological site. Clevenger's associate Informed the committee that the 
site extended further north, the northern boundary only represented where Navy 
funding for the investigation 'ran out'. Ms. Lisa Barnett (now Boscalet) of the 
Navy confirmed this, referring to the Northern boundary as an 'elastic' boundary. 

Initially this Landing Hill mega-site was to have been named CA.Ora-260/ 
322/1118, as it enveloped those three ear1ier identified sites ln a much larger site 
(see map1

). For some unarticulated reason, the Navy preferred to name H CA
Ora-322/1118. It was determined to be eligible for inclusion In the National 
Register of Historic Places, In part due to hearths and rare artifacts discovered · 
there. A nearby maritime site, CA-Ora-298, added Interest 

The expansion of site CA-Ora-322/1118 provides further evidence that supports 
Dr. Stickel's assertion that the Hellman Ranch bluff is basically one huge 
continuous site, or a series of very large contiguous sites, not a few small sltes 
and shell scatters, as the City's current archaeological consultant contends. 1t's 
inclusion in the Register should suggest that the Hellman Ranch sites are just as 
if not more important to this area's cultural history, and should be examined 
closely. 

Sincerely, 

tAiutcv/1t4,tt, 
Moira Hahn 

enclosure: 3 Navy Maps, 'Location of Sites CA-Ora-298 and CA-Ora-322/1118 
within ~WS, Seal Beach' (2 map~); 1987 map of CA-Ora-260 {NWSSB portion), 
Ron B1ssell, RMW Paleo Asscoctates 

1 
Pentagonal site (typed label to it's left) is CA-Ora-32211118; hand written notes were added by me 
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C.A. SINGER & ASSOCIATES, Inc. 
Archaeology· Cultural R.esources & Lithic Studies 

Mr.!Ae Whittenberg 
Director of Development Services 
CiEy of Seal Beach 
211 8th Street 
Seal Beach, CA 90740 

August 1~ 1997 

Subject: COIIl11lents on the KE.A research design for evaluation of archaeological resources 
· within the Hellman Ranch Specific PLan Area 

Dear Mr. Whittcnbc.rg: 

Thank you for·the opponunity to comment on the archaeological research design prepared 
by KEA Enviromncnm.l Inc. of San Diego. Af.ttr a quick reacting the document I find that it 
has both strong points and weak points. A strong theoretical perspective and a willineness 
to deal with ethnological issues may its greatest assets. but the proposed sampling strategy 
and both field techniques and analytical methods are deeply flawed. &wever, these areas 
of weakness can be improved with reladve esse. The subjectS that need improvement are 
discussed below. 

1. The plan has too tnuch coo.fidence that remote sensing techniques will produce useful 
data at a reasonable cost Such techniques have not yet proven their effectiveness in 
prehisulric deposit~t particularly in coastal California sites whe.re gophers, fanners, and the 
military have been active. Also, data generated by remote sensing must be validated by 
more traditional sampling and analytical methods. 

2. The sampling strategy and analytical mcthodologi.es proposed will not produce data that 
is typelop:ally or statistically valid. For example, to much emphasis is placed on the use 
of (small ) shoveltest pits and not enough on (larger) excavation units and m:a exposures. 
The meager data provided by shovel ~st pits is generally used to define site boundaries and 

· determine presence/absence within a deposit; these data are seldom compatible with 
information from remote sensing. Furthermore. the proposal to process excavated samples 
with 1/8 inch mesh sceen is very disappointing; Uris technique will result in the loss of 
about 90% of the bone materials, and as much as SO% of the lithic marerials. These 
archaeological deposits are composed largely of sand and silt - there is no valid reason for 
not using 1/16 inch mesh screen. 

3. The methods proposed for analyzing shellfish remains and faunal remains are 
reasonable; if the sampling strategy is modified as indicated these analyses should produce 
valuable new data. On the other hand. the methodologies proposed for the analysis of lithic 
materials (artifacts and non·artifacts). and soil deposits (stratigraphy and pedology).leave 
much to be desired. For example. the classification systems for groundstone implements, 
for flaked stone tools and debitage (unmodified flakes), and other artifacts are simplistic 
and lack particular focus. The:e is no mention anywhere of lichic material idenciflC:uion or . 
sourcing. and no discussion about reconstruction of material acquisition activities or 

1071 Main Street, Suite #99 ·Cambria· California 93428· 
phone: 8051927·0455 ·fax: 805/927-0414 
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regional exchange networks. Str:.uegies and methods. for dealing with soil stratigraphy. 
local lithologies. aeomorphology. and site specific geochemistry are likewise absent. 

4. Radiometric dating of organic carbon is propos~ but there is no strategy to deal with 
carbonized items such as seeds. husks, or pieces of wood. If one uses 1/8 inch mesh 
screen then one can expect to recover little or no carbonized material. But if one uses 1/16 
inch mesh and hydroflotadon then it is probable that carbonized materials will be recovered. 
Again, if subsurface testing penetrateS the upper layers of sediment then older deposits. 
possibly marsh or esD.larin.e deposits, will be encountered. Deeper deposits could predate 
the human occupation, but they are often excellent sources of organic materials, including 
pollen. and primary sources of palaeoclimatic data. 

S. Finally, two issues ;ue not clearly addressed in the proposal: (1) the level of participation 
of the Native American community and the product expecred from their participation, and 
(2) the relationship of the project area sites to the eth.nohistoric community of Puvunga. 
More than one scholar has stated that Puvunga was at or near the project area; srated 
another way. the ancient community called Puvunga probably had suburbs and one of them· 
was probably the project area. The chronological assessment of the 15 involved sites, and 
the evaluation of the shortcomings of previous investigations, are equally poor. while the 
repeated use of the term "shell scatter" signals an illogical bias. Instead. try analyzing the 
HeUman Ranch "shell concentration••- explaining how they got the:re. when they were 
created, what happened to them after they was create~ and whar relationships they have 
with each other and. other nearby sites. 

The authors of 'the KEA proposal (Messrs. York. Cleland, and Ba.k:sh) are all professional 
amhropolo&isu and I am ccnain they will strive to improve their proposal aod conduct a 
reasonable investigation at the Hellman Ranch sites. Their test report will be of intereSt to a 
few california archaeologists and a great many more Native Tongva/Gabrieleiios, 
Juaneftos, Luiscfios, and Chumash people. 

Should you have any questions regarding my comment I can be reached at·the above 
address. 

Sincerely. 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 
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August 27, 2000 

California Coastal Commission 
Att: Mr. Carl Schwing, Hellman Ranch Project Analyst 
200 Oceangate #1 000 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Dear Mr. Schwing: 

\o)~~~~~~~ 
lf\l AUG 3 0 ZOOO 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

This letter is written in regard to the Hellman Ranch Development Application. I would 
like to add my voice to the comments to be included in the Staff Report for the 
upcoming Coastal Commission hearing regarding the Hellman Ranch development in 
Seal Beach, California. 

I don't know how many more times individuals concerned about the preservation of a 
livable earth have to point out the extreme importance of wetlands, not only to other 
species, but also to humans. California developers just don't seem to get it; if they 
could, some of them would try to dredge and fill the ocean all the way to Hawaii. It is 
the responsibility of the Coastal Commission to protect what we have left. I strongly 
encourage you to do just that. 

Additionally, this area should be protected for another reason, the presence of 
probably unique archaeological sites. My husband is half Mexican and California 
Indian and we both strongly support an end to the disregard for indigenous rights and 
concerns which has dominated development in California since 1769! So we 
certainly, also, are opposed to the destruction of these important archaeological sites 
located on the Hellman Ranch. 

Thank you, 

-S~ ~ ~ ~[~~'-- lit c ~/~{ lcL--
Saundra McMillan 
5160 El Roble 
Long Beach, Ca. 90815 



Fa1ak:f W. Wcllhether 

4&10 LI!Win Averue Cypress. CA 90630 (714) 484-9278 '!l!l!~~t]!j,!~t~ 

August 25, 2000 

california Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. cart SCI"tMng 
200 Oceangate, 1oth A. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

RE: HELLMAN PERMIT 
Seal Beach, CA 

Dear Mr. Sct»mg: 

My fami~ an:! I are very concerned abol.i and are strongly opposed to any development on the former Hellman 
Estate property in Seal Beach. This area is an important remnant of the area's ecosystern, v..trich has already been 
seriously degraded by CMlf development, and is critical to the suf\lival of vl1at little \M:!tland area remains aoo to its 
JXOSPeCls for llMval. 

Further de\lelopment in this area ..WI exacerbate current problems with urban rurdf and add to the pollution and 
further destruction of associated wetlands and ccesta1 area. Development ..WI also further the parcelization a an 
importart ..WCUife corridor stretching from the Los Cerritos wetlands, the wildlife refuge at the Naval Weapons 
Station and Balsa Olica. 

We teet that requesting protection for this land is highly justified, as the vast majority a the v.eta00s and associated 
highlands in the allla have already been delleloped, making preservation extremety important for well being of the 
majority a the 1oca1 citizenship. 

We feel it is also within the law as required by the Coastal Ad to protect this area from further development. 

One additional area of concern is the saaedl'lEl&S of this land to our local Natille Amencan groups. There are 
innumerable ancient QICM'JS and archeological sites vl1ich are important to their culture and hiStory, wtlich IS also 
important to all of our hiStory. [)evetoping this larK:! on the gliM'JS ci Native American ancestors 'MJUk:l be ardher 
travesty and injusti<:e in our sony treatment a these Rrst Natials peoples. 

I personally place a great stake in the preservation and revitalization of these local highland and wetland qJen 
space areas. I have been able to educate my children first hand by experiencing with them the feeding habits cJ 
herons aoo egrets looally By sharing with them the experience a a relaxing stroll, kx:ally, wtlile pointing out to them 
an abundarl:e of wildlife and plant life that 'MJUid otheiWise require a letVhY road tnp. 

These are some of the reasors we voted in the Coastal Act, for the preservation of our remaining limited coastal 
resources for the benefit a the vast majority of catifomians. 

I urge you to deny any permit or permission for building on this mportant resource and historical treasure 

Sincerely, 

Ronald W Woolhether & family (Anjuli, Alyssa, Adam & Gasey) 

• 

• 

• 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn.: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
(562) 590-5071 

io)~~~~~~~ 
lJl) AUG ~ o 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Stephen Reg Clewley 
945 Catalina Ave . 
Sea1Beach,Ca.90740 
(562} 430-8841 
regclewley@aol.com 

RE: Coastal-Development Permit Application Number 5-97-367A1 
Hellman Properties 

Dear Mr. Schwing; 

This will call your attention to several objections I have to the proposed amendments to the 
wrongfully approved Coastal Development Permit Application Number 5-97-367. 
1. The footprint proposed for development of 70 homes atop an ancient Native American 
burial ground, elliptical sweat lodge, and assorted other priceless and unmitigatable 
significant cultural resources is proposed to be expanded at the expense of lands set aside 
for conservation purposes by virtue of court order striking the golf course from the 
development proposal. 

A. The City of Seal Beach Director of Development Services had nor has now any 
authority to grant administrative approval for the expansion of this footprint where 
a conservation area is affected. 

2. The proposed archeological investigation of the mesa where 70 homes are to be built 
is a Fraud. Even as I write earth moving equipment is excavating up to 50 centimeters off 
the surface of the land and replacing it with clean fill. 
3. The footprint of Gum Grove Nature park no longer qualifies to be considered as a nature 
park or conservation area. The City of Seal Beach City Council over venomous objections, 
earlier this year passed Ordinance Number 1458 allowing domesticated canines access to 
this now public park which reduced potential of these acres as a wildlife habitat to below a 
level of significance 

A. The City of Seal Beach Director of Development Services had nor has now any 
authority to grant administrative approval for the expansion of this footprint where a 
conservation area is affected. 
1. Where the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan set forth that Gum Grove Nature Park 

be dedicated to the City as a Nature Park in perpetuity that set the land aside 



as a conservation area. Ordinance Number 1458 voided that commitment and the 
footprint of what is now G urn Grove Dog Park cannot be expanded at the 
expense of conservation acreage. All lands previously wrongfully set aside for 
a golf course are now a conservation area by virtue of court order striking the golf 
course from the development proposal. 

4 .I object to the collection of urban runoff proposed by the project applicant within the 
conservation area and find that the proposed settling pond is in violation of the settlement 
agreement. 
5. I object to the hearing on this matter being held in Oceanside during the month of 
October. 

A The hearing on the Bolsa Chica Local Coastal Plan was postponed until November 
for two reasons both are applicable to the Hellman Property Development 
Application. 
1. To afford local residents a reasonable opportunity to attend the hearing should 
be delayed until at least November and held in Los Angeles. 
2. Commission Staff admitted they would benefit from developing science to 
produce a better recommendation regarding building on the mesa at Bolsa Chica. 
Much of this same science is also applicable to building on the mesa under 
consideration in this matter. No Commission consideration of building houses on the 
mesa at Seal Beach should be undertaken without the benefit of all the additional 
science accumulated for consideration of building homes on the mesa at Bolsa 
Chica. 

B. Many of the same people interested in protecting the Mesa at Bolsa Chica are also 
equally interested in protecting the Mesa on the Hellman Property. Many of the issues 
are the same and the two issues should be heard during the same week of meetings. 

6. Since the time the Commission had occasion to wrongfully approve Coastal 
Development Application 5-97-367 the City of Seal Beach has passed Ordinance 1419 
which had the effect of eliminating a 1 0' required rear yard setback for construction on 
adjoining properties. Increased noise, light, glare, and other considerations significantly 
impair the ability of wildlife to inhabit lands supposedly set aside as a Nature Area. This 
Development Application should be conditioned to require the City of Seal Beach to 
reverse it's decision regarding Ordinance 1419 and maintain the 1 0' rear yard setback as 
was required by statutes in place upon the Commission's original wrongful approval of 
Coastal Development Permit Application 5·97 -367. 
7. In passing Ordinance 1458 the City of Seal Beach made Gum Grove Nature Park 
significantly less accessible to handicapped persons who are now imperiled by the 
presence of dogs in this Conservation Area turned Dog Park. The commission should 
condition approval of this application to require that no dogs be allowed in the Nature Park. 
8. I object to the proposed placement of 70 homes on the Mesa, or upland, this area is 
sacred to our local first Nation groups. There are innumerable ancient graves and so called 

• 

• 

• 
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"archaeological assets" which are important to culture and history deserving of protection 
present on the site . 
9. The permit was originally granted to desecrate the archaeological site because the project 
as a whole could not be broken up. It was argued by proponents that the "over-riding 
benefit" of the Golf Course would justify desecrating the graves. Now that the Golf Course 
has been ruled illegal, the justification for destroying the graves no longer is valid. An entirely 
new Environmental Impact Report process must be completed before any project is 
proposed. 
1 0. The proposed housing project would make the construction of a wildlife corridor 

connecting the Los Cerritos Wetlands with the National Wildlife Sanctuary extremely difficult 
these acres proposed for housing are vital to the restoration of what is left of our 
ecosystem. 
11. Since the Commission had occasion to wrongfully approve Coastal Development 
Permit 5-97-367 the applicant and or those in its employ have conspired with others to 
place fill illegally on the degraded wetlands as attested to by the attached photographs. 
This illegal dumping should be remedied by the project applicant prior to granting of any 
Development Permit Application. (see Attachment A) 
12. At least one adjoining property owner, specifically Mr. Gordon Shanks of 215 Surf 
Place has hostilely and notoriously occupied some of the subject property for many years 
now. The project applicant was found by the Seal Beach City Council to be responsible 
for effecting the removal of the offending structures. Prior to the issuance of any 
Development Permit for housing on the mesa the applicant rightly should be held 
responsible for and compelled to effect the removal of the structures encroaching into the 
subject property lest adjoining property owners be granted prescriptive easement at the 
expense of wetlands. (see attachment B) 
13. As demonstrated by the City of Seal Beach by passage of Ordinance 1419 and 
Ordinance 1458, phrases such as "Shall be preserved as a Nature Park inperpetuity'' have 
little or no meaning when left to discretion of any given City Council. In perpetuity means 
until City Staff or a special interest group decides they would like to do something else with 
the land, such as building a new fire hall, civic center, or dog park. This permit application 
needs be conditioned in such a way as shall define what exactly is a nature park, how long 
in perpetuity actually is, provide for enforcement, and prevent a future City Council from 
changing the use of this land by a simple majority vote by elected representatives. City 
Councils are notorious for balancing environmental concerns against revenues and a few 
votes or campaign contributions then placing the Council's collective foot on the scale in 
favor of development. 

Respectfully submitted, 
/' // /' , /" I' 

. -- / ;~ 'c:? ~ _ '/ ,~·, /..r· .. / -:.:.Ccc. ..... · 
,-J. • .?~- • - -· • 

' / Stephen Reg Clewley 
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ROBERT J. 
BRUSS 
Real estate 

Q• I recently bought my 
• home, but before I 

bought, the Realtor told me 
that an open area behind the 
house belongs to a developer. 
Two days after I moved in, my 
new neighbor told me the 
back half of my fenced yard is 
owned by a developer. This 
area has obviously been 
fenced as part of my yard for 
many years. 

I didn't have my lot sur· 
veyed, as I didn't think it was 
necessary. I measured the 

, backyard length, and it is 21 
feet longer than what the MLS 
(multiple listing service) list· 

MONDAY, AUGUST 

ing says. My Realtor says the 
seller and the seller's agent 
had no idea this was the 
situation. One reason I bought 
the house with its big back· 
yard is for my dog. What 
should I do? 

A • The good news is you may 
• be entitled to a prescrip

tive easement over the fenced area 
that your neighbor says belongs to 
a developer. If th · r owners 
used that space o , notorious-
ly, continuously and hostilely 
without the true owner's permis
sion, you may be able to "tack on" 
to their use. Although you won't 
get legal title, you could get a 
prescriptive easement to use that 
area forever. 

• 

• 
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8/25/2000 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, lOth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

RE: HELLMAN PERMIT 
Seal Beach, CA 

Dear Mr. Schwing: 

AUG 3 0 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

My family and I are very concerned about and are strongly opposed 
to any development on the former Hellman Estate property in Seal 
Beach. This area is an important remnant of the area's ecosystem, 

which has already been seriously degraded by over development, 
and is critical to the survival of what little wetland area 
remains and to its prospects for revival. 

Further development in this area will exacerbate current problems 
with urban runoff and add to the pollution and further destructio 

of associated wetlands and coastal area. Development will also 
further the parcelization of an important wildlife corridor 
stretching from the Los Cerritos wetlands, the wildlife refuge at 
the Naval Weapons Station and Bolsa Chica. 

We feel that requesting protection for this land is highly 
justified, as the vast majority of the wetlands and associated 
highlands in the area have already been developed, making 
preservation extremely important for well being of the majority 
of the local citizenship. 

We feel it is also within the law as required by the Coastal Act 
to protect this area from further development. 

One additional area of concern is the sacredness of this land to 
our local Native American groups. There are innumerable ancient 
graves and archeological sites which are important to their 
culture and history, which is also important to all of our histor 

y. 
Developing this land on the graves of Native American ancestors 
would be another travesty and injustice in our sorry treatment of 
these First Nations peoples 

I personally place a great stake in the preservation and 
revitalization of these local highland and wetland open space 

?age 1 
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areas. I have been able to educate my children first hand by 
experiencing with them the feeding habits of herons and egrets 
locally; by sharing with them the experience of arelaxing stroll, 
locally, while pointing out to them an abundance of wildlife and 
plant li that would otherwise require a lengthy road trip. 

These are some of the reasons we voted the Coastal Act, for th 

preservation of our remaining limited coas 1 resources for the 
benefit of the vast majority of Californians. 

I urge you to deny any permit or rmission 
important resource and historical treasure. 

Sincerely, 

oae 

r building on this 

• 

• 

• 



.. 

• 

• ;··' .) ) l ' .J.. 

m: © ~ ~ w ~ ro: 
• AUG 3 0 ZOOO U!j 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Lisa David 
1821 La Colina Drive 
Santa Ana, CA 92705 
. 714-730--6930 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

RE: HELLMAN PERMIT 
Seal Beach, California 

Dear Mr. Schwing: 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL COMM,SSlON 

August29,2000 

We are strongly opposed to any development on the former Hellman Estate property 
in Seal Beach. This area is an important remnant of the area's ecosystem, which has 
already been seriously degraded by over-development, and is critical to the survival of what 
little wetland area remains. 

• •• 

Further development in this area will exacerbate current problems associated with • 
urban runoff. Wildlife corridors stretching from the Los Cerritos wetlands, the wildlife refuge 
at the Naval Weapons Station and Bolsa Chica will also be threatened. 

One additional area of concem is the sacredness of this land to our local Native 
American groups. There are innumerable ancient graves and archeological sites which are 
important to their culture and history, which is also important to all of our history. Developing 
this land on the graves of Native American ancestors would be another travesty and 
injustice in our sorry treatment of these First Nations peoples. 

We feel that requesting protection for this land is highly justified, as the vast majority 
ofthe wetlands and associated highlands in the area have already been developed, making 
preservation extremely important for well being of the majority of the local citizenship. We 
fee it is also within the law as required by the Coastal Protection Act to protect this area 
from further development. 

I personally place a great stake in the preservation and revitalization of these local 
highland and wetland open space areas. I have been able to educate my children first hand 
by experiencing with them the feeding habits of herons and egrets locally; by sharing with 
them the experience of a relaxing stroll, locally, while pointing out to them an abundance 
of wildlife and plant life that would otherwise require a lengt1y road trip. 

• 
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These are some of the reasons we voted in the Coastal Protection Act, for the 
preservation of our remaining limited coastal resources for the benefit of the vast majority 
of Californians. 

We urge you to deny any permit or permission for building on this important resource 
and historical treasure. 

I -n • 
i~CI-
d & family (Greg Hanson, Kenny & Rachel Holowatch) 



CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSil_:t~~~iiJ/cttm~='u\ 
I. '.I I ' { I I . 

SIS I STATE UNIVERSITY DRIVE, LOS ANGELES, ~kt.JomAUG 3 0 2000 

Patricia Martz, Ph.D. 
Anthropology Department 

California Coastal Commission 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

August 27, 2000 

Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing, Hellman Ranch project Analyst 
200 Oceangate # l 000 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Dear Mr. Schwing: 

This letter pertains to the ten archaeological sites that are slated for destruction through 
the development proposed for the Hellman Ranch property. Please include this letter in 
the Staff Report. I am concerned that the proposed test excavations are not adequate to 
locate significant features and cemeteries, and that the mitigation plans do not include 
any provisions for preservation. 

• 

• 

The aerial infrared and multi-spectral photos commissioned by Dr. Stickel strongly 
suggest that the sites contain house floors and ceremonial enclosures. My concern that 
the shovel test pits will miss these features is based on past experience. For example, 
auger holes were placed at 20 meter intervals in a plowed field within the boundaries of 
ORA-83 on the Bolsa Chica Mesa. Based on the lack of significant materials found in •. 
the auger holes, this portion of the site was written off as disturbed. Grading was 
approved and the Coroner's forensic anthropologist was called out on four separate 
occasions because prehistoric human remains were "discovered". Then there is the 
unfortunate "mitigation" of ORA-64, the Newport Beach Back Bay site, where the 
excavation of 100 l X 1 meter units failed to locate a prehistoric cemetery containing at 
least 600 burials. Again these were exposed and damaged by the bulldozers. According 
to the newspapers, the developer paid millions of dollars for that work and all he got for it 
was bad press. If the testing strategy proposed for the Hellman Ranch is not 
reconsidered, there will be a similar expensive mitigation program and a similar loss of 
significant archaeological data, as well as cultural values. 

In Egypt, a German archaeological team mapped an underground city that extended for 
12 square miles using magnetic imaging. They were then able to select the most 
important features to excavate, saving time and money. Closer to horne, at ORA-116 in 
Newport Beach, a soil resistivity survey and a magnetic field gradient survey were used 
to locate house pits and hearths. These were then excavated providing a wealth of data. 
These methods are eminently appropriate for the site complex at the Hellman Ranch, 
where much of the site is deeply buried. It would probably prove to be cost effective in 
the long run. I understand that it costs a great deal of money when the bulldozers i:av~ to 
stop when human remains or significant features are discove;ed during construction 
monitoring. 

• 
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Another compelling reason to use these techniques instead of the proposed shovel test 
pits is because it will provide the opportunity to locate and preserve cemeteries and other 
significant features through burial and incorporation into open spaces, streets and parking 
lots within the development. According to CEQA, preservation is always preferred over 
data recovery mitigation. However, preservation alternatives are rarely considered. 

Please require the developer to consider the feasibility of the preservation of prehistoric 
cemeteries, important features, and at least a small "witness area" of significant sites. 
The preservation of the cemeteries through site burial will avoid sensitive issues 
involving a number ofNative American groups. Cemeteries and ceremonial features 
represent significant cultural values that cannot be mitigated through archaeological 
excavations and reburial. Surely, the remains ofNative American ancestors are as 
important as the endangered plants and animals whose habitats are always preserved. 

The preservation of a witness area of significant sites is important because archaeology as 
it is conducted today is destructive and something needs to be saved for the future state of 
the art when techniques are improved. Finally, archaeological excavations are labor 
intensive, time consuming, and expensive. A mitigation program that combines remote 
sensing techniques, excavation, and preservation through site burial seems the most 
appropriate and cost effective treatment of a site complex of this size. 

Sincerely, 

/~~4 
Patricia Martz, Ph.D . 



August 26, 2000 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, I Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=562-590-507l 
Fax-=562-590-5084 

RE: HELLMAN PERMIT 
Aug23, 2000 
Seal Beach, CA 

Mr. Schwing: 

~~~~~w~~ 
AUG 3 0 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

I firmly believe that there must not be any development on the former Hellman Estate in Seal 
Beach. 

The area is important for the health of the wetlands below it. No amount of grading or ditches 
would be enough to protect the wetlands from urban runoff, domestic animals, and human 
incursions. The integrity of the entire ecosystem is critical to its prospects for revival. 

The highland area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. There are innumerable ancient 

• 

• 

graves and so-called archaeological assets which are important to their culture and history. The • 
Sal Beach City Council hired an archeologist to do a report on the Hellman property. 
When his report did not agree with what they wanted to hear, they fired him and 
appointed another archeologist which did a report which suited their aim to develop the 
wetland area for homes aud a golf course. All you need to do is read this original report to 
discover the importance of presenring this area. 

Building houses on the graves of the Ancestors would be one more travesty, one more injustice, 
in the sorry history of our treatment of our First Nations. 

I strongly urge you to deny any permit or permission for building 
on this important upland resource and historical treasure. 

Sincerely, 

~~'~ 
Gloria M. Burton 
214 r Street 
Seal Beach, CA 90740 
(562) 799-1779 

• 
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California Coa.'\tal C .. ommission 
Attn: .M.r. Karl Schwing 
200 Ocean gate, I Oth H., 
I .ong Beach, CA 90802-4416 

RE: Helbnan pennit (S-97-367) 

Dear Mr. Schwing: 

VIA FAX: 562-590-5084 

08128/2000 

I respectfully request that the California Coaul Commission not permit any 
development on the former Hellman Estate in Seal Beach - despite your tum-around 
decision for the proposed WcstbluiT Development recently ... 

Again, ftc upland, or "mesa", area isvital to the health ofthc Wetlands belowt. No 
grading plan would suffice to protect the Wetlands from urban runoff, domestic animals, 
and human incursions. 

It does not make sense to inject a few houses into the nexus of the future wildlife 
connection of the Los Cerritos Wetlands with the National Wildlife Refuge, just across Seal 
Beach Blvd. Building houses on the graves of the Ancestors would be one more injustice in 
our treatment of our I ;irst Nations. These burials were performed with unique ceremonial 
blessings which do not allow for desecration --just a.'l we would wish respect for all 
cemetaries and holy places revered by our religions. 

And: The permit was originally granted to desecrate the "archaeological" site.~ 
because the project as a whole could not be broken up It was argued that the "over-riding 
benefit" of the Golf Course would justify desecrating the graves. Now that the Golf Course 
has been ruled illegal the justification for destroying the graves no longer is valid and an 
entirely new Environmental Impact Report process must be completed before any projeet is 
proposed. 

Please imagine: ancient canoes landed at this very site, and evidence exists that 
certain ceremonies crucial to the Chinigchinich rituals were performed here. This important 
religious and cultural belief system had influence throughout the region, not just in the 
Puvungna area, andreguires respect and further study. 

The last remains of our formerly rich habitat depend onleaving areas such as this 
a 1 on e. The entire 206 acres must be left to recover as a complete ecosystem 

Again: I stongly urge you to deny any pem1ission to build houses on the upland 
portion of the ecosystem on the former HeUman Estate. 

Sincerely, 
tsignedj 

Ingrid Mei-~lueller 
1027 Elkgrovc Avenue 
Venice, CA 90291 

#Ph: Fa'<.# 310.392-3791 
mcicarth(d:carthlink.nct 
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CS!IfOmia Cas!;:te! ccmm!SS!On 
:.nn: Mr. canacnWing 
200 O"...ear.yate, 10th Fl. 
Lvng EJeaCI'I, CA 00502-44i6 
Telephone-562~590-5071 
Fax-562·590-$084 

RE: .l\GAINST HEUMAN PERMIT (5-97-387) 
Auq.2S,2000 
Long Beach, CA 

Mr. Schwing; 

~~ase de not allow any building on tne Henman property. 

The hiQhland area is imoortarrt for the healtn of tne wetlaru:Js be!Qw 
11. No amoo11t o! ~rs-Jmg or aitctles would be enougn to protect the 
wetlarKJs from u11>an fui'IOfi. domestiC animals. and human incursions. 
The Integrity of the entire ectJer.;tem li critk:al to its prospeciS 
fj'\f "'1\liVOI 

rne tngruand e~ :s st:CreCS to our iocal Fitst Nations grvups. 
Tnere are innumerable ancient araves and $0-C8lled arcnaeoiOaical 
assem wnfch are imwrtant to their euHum and history. 
1 stronalv uroe voo to denv an¥ oennlt or cermi~~Sion for bulldina 
c>tt this smpottani upi<~rld resource and histo!'ical treasure. 

SiiiCGi"Gtv. Robert SundStrom ~ 

........... =f-··• Av"" A I I 
.,, .. ., wii-IIUt ... / ~ 
i..vna Beach CA 90607 
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FROM : DOlL 
FRX NO. 56243020'37 

California Coastal Commi$sion 
Ann: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, lOth FL 
Long Beach. CA 90802-4416 
Telephone-562-590-5071 Fax,;562-S90-5084 

RE: Against Coastal Pennit 5-97-367, housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 
_!£_j ..J:lj2000 

Mr. Scllwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland, or "Mesan, is threatened with a housing tract 

This area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, 
and there is evidence of ancient struCtures, as shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was graoted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because of the over-riding 
benefit ofthe proposed Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
nece~&ary to pay for the whole "restoration" project. 

Subsequent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network et a1 vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegal. Without thatso called "over-riding .. benefit of the 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Report fur destroying 
the graves of the Ancem.ors by building houses on the Mea. 

There is evidence of innumerable ancjent graves on the Mesa. These sites, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be perfonned, and for that, more time 
is required. Thi:J mattflr should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure Please do not allow this truncated, haJf~ba.ked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, and desecrate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

Tele!EmaiJ 
For more Wfo. please see www.LMCenitos..o~ 



I-ROM : DOlfi FAX NO. 5624302097 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
TeJephone-562-590-5071 
Fax-562-590~5084 

Rug.-27 2000 10:47PM P13 

RE: Against 5-97-367. housing tract on tbrmer HeUman Estate 
_f'_j -Z:l--12000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate bas been slated for re$toration. 
However, the upland, or "Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract. This area is sacred to 
our looal First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, and there is evidence 
of ancient structures. as shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because of the over-riding 
benefit of the proposed Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole .. restoration" project. 

Subsequent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network er al vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegal. Without thatso ca.lled "over-riding .. benefrt of the 
Golf Course. there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa. 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Me1a. These sites, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be performed, and for that. more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion_ 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for buiJding on this imponanr 
upland resource and historical treasure. Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to desrroy a potential wildlife conidor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, and desecrate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

Tele/Em.eil 
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Stephen Reg Clewley 
945 Catalina Ave . 
Seal Beach, CA 90740 
(562) 430-8841 

California Coastal Commission '·-; ,~ ·~ ~ ~ W ~ ~ ~ fC! (rU ~ ~ w ~ ill 
South Coast Area Office iS l0 o 

L _j APR 3 X 2000 200 Oceangate, lOth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302 CALIFORNIA 
(562) 590-5071 c :,-~,:;JAL COMMISSION 

Dear Mr. Schwing, 

This is to advise you that the City of Seal Beach Parks and Recreation 
Commission voted at it's March 29, 2000 meeting to reccomend to 
the Seal Beach City Council that the council adopt an Ordinance 
permitting dogs access to Gum Grove Nature Park. 

This proposed Ordinance appears to conflict with the presumed 
meaning of City Council Resolution No. 4562 certifying the Hellman 
Ranch Specific Plan which touts the park upon dedication to the city . 
as supporting an abundance of wildlife, a potential migration stop 
for the Monarch Butterfly, which will be preserved as a "Nature 
Park" in perpetuity. The Ordinance as proposed appears to mitigate 
below a level of significance the value of habitat afforded this 
celebrated abundance of wildlife including but not limited to the 
Western Burrowing Owl and Monarch Butterfly. 

Please re-evaluate the conditions of approval that Staff will 
reccomend that the California Coastal Commission impose on this 
Coastal Development Permit Application in light of the City of Seal 
Beach's skewed concept of appropriate use of a Nature Park. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~~ 
Stephen Reg Clewley if 



February 28, 2000 

Stephen Reg Clewley 
945 Catalina Ave. 
Seal Beach, CA 90740 
(562) 430-8841 

City of Seal Beach 
Parks and Recreation Commission 
211 Eighth St 
Seal Beach, CA 90740 

Re: Dogs in Gum Grove ~ature Park 

Parks and Recreation Commissioners, 

The policy of the City of Seal Beach for some time has been to allow illegal admittance of 
domesticated canines into the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area fondly referred to as "Gum 
Grove Nature Park". This policy constitutes irresponsible stewardship of the land, must be 
terminated at once, and no recommendation to legalize this dangerous and abhorrent activity can 
be reasonably made by reasonable people to any higher governing body. 

I. Supervision is non-existent at Gum Grove Nature Park. 
2. Dogs are imperiled at Gwn Grove Nature Park 
3. Human beings are endangered by the presence of dogs within Gum Grove Nature Park 
4. No mechanism is in place for the immediate reporting of aggressive dogs. 
5. Physically challenged, frail, and elderly are deterred from recreational opportunities contrary 
to the open space/recreation/conservation element of the Seal Beach General Plan by the presence 
of dogs in Gum Grove Nature Park. 
6. The "turning a blind eye to" or permitting of dogs within Gum Grove Nature Park places the 
City of Seal Beach at significant exposure to litigation with respect to Seal Beach City Council 
Resolution Ko. 4562, more specifically Exhibit 11 of California Coastal Commission 
Development Permit Application Number 5-97-367, currently before the courts and which on 
page 66 under B-Dedication of Gum Grove Nature Park, touts the park as a "potential migration 
stop for the Monarch Butterfly", an area which "supports an abundance of wildlife", contains 
several potentially important archeological sites, including the site with the highest diversity of 
ethnographic material culture traits of all the sites located on the specific plan property, and 
which by dedication of the park to the City will preserve the land a nature park in perpetuity. 
7. Hellman Properties (LLC) Coastal Development Application '~\:umber 5-97-367Al currently 
before the California Coastal Commission may have to undergo significant changes as a result of 
any move by the City of Seal Beach to allow dogs access to Gum Grove "Nature Park" according 
to California Coastal Commission staff. 
8. The value ofhabitat afforded the endangered Western Burrowing Owl within the metes and 
bounds of Gum Grove (sic) "Nature Park" is mitigated below a level of significance by 
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continuation of the City of Seal Beach's policy of ignoring the illegal presence of dogs in the 
park and eliminated entirely by official sanctioning use by dogs of the park in any way. 
9. The value of the park as a buffer between the existing residential development and existing 
oil extractions is mitigated below a level of significance by the City of Seal Beach policy of 
ignoring the illegal presence of dogs in the park and eliminated entirely by official sanctioning 
use by dogs of the park in any way. 
10. The potential value of the park as a migration stop for the Monarch Butterfly is mitigated 
below a level of significance by the City of Seal Beach policy ignoring the illegal presence of 
dogs in the park and eliminated entirely by official sanctioning use by dogs of the park in any 
way. 

Respeotfullysubmitted, /?-.Lfo ~ 
Stephen Reg Clewley J ~~ o' G/ 
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PRESS-TELEGRAM I News! • 
Dogs imperiled at parks 
Attacks: Supervision u ~ ~arge~, up to th• dog [ 
· t d ks owners themselves to make sure · IS SCarce a og par , Dog park tipS their canines and others are safe. 
fights are common. 
By Lisa Van Proyen 
Stall writer 

LOS ANGELES- Alan Gold· 
man had always looked forward to 
taking his corgi-Lab mix, Joy, to 
frolic in the dog park with other 
pooches. 

But their fun turned into horror 
last week when a pit bull mix 
twice Jov's size tried to steal her 
Frisbee:burying his fangs in her 
neck. Goldman was badly bitten, 
too, as he intervened. 

''The dog parks are not as safe 
as people think," Goldman said 
last week. ''People don't know 
about the dangers of doggy 
parks." 

It certainly isn't the Westmin· 
ster Dog Show. 

In the past l2 months at the 
Sepulveda Basin Off-Leash Dog 
Park, the city Recreation and 
Parks District has logged one call 
of' a child bitten by a dog, five 
dog-on-dog attacks and two calls 
for owners not taking reasonable 
control of their pets. 

But Los Angeles police said they 
respond to an average of about 
four dogfights per month at the 
Sepulveda Basin park. And at the 
fipverly Oaks Animal Hospital in 
Sherman Oaks. 20 to 50 dogs are 
brought in each year that have 
heen injured by other dogs at 
some of the city's live off-leash 
parks, said the manager of the pet 
hospital. 

In some cases, customers 
bragged they bring their ferocious 
dogs to the parks to train them for 
fig-hting. said the manager, who 
a~ked not to be identified. 

Here are some tips and rules to make sure your visit to an 
off-leash dog parks ts safe for you and your dog: 

• It your dog is aggressive. don't bring it to the park. 

• Report aggressive dogs immediately to authonties. 

• Do not bring tn female dogs tn any stage of heat. 

• If dogs get into a fight. avoid sticking your hands 
between them. Rather. try to have a person grab each 
dog by the hind legs to pull them apart. 

• Carry an air horn to distract fighting dogs. When using it. 
hold tt up in the air. rather than further agitating the dog 
by blowtng it tn the dog's face. 

.-· Place a harness on your dog to more easily lift your 
animal away from a tight. Spiked collars can also be 
placed on the dog to discourage other dogs from biting in 
the neck area. 

• Keep small and timtd dogs· in the smaller play area of the 
park. 

• Source: Loa Angeles City Oepar1ment of Recreation and Parks 

Rules are posted on signs at the 
front gate, but not everyone 
abides by them, officials said .. -\.nd 1 
no city workers are permanently . 
stationed at the park, leaving it up 
to dog owners to police themselve;j 
on the five-acre field that has .i 1 

fenced-off area for smaller and 
more timid dogs. 

Up to a dozen volunteers -
including Stone herself- are there 
to supervise the dogs. But they 
have no set schedule, Stone said. 

Charles Shorts. acting chief 
park ranger for the city· s • 
reation and Parks Departm 
said his rangers act immediate • 
when hearing about a dogfight. 

"It's community involvement. 
They need to report to us ongoing 
problems and we will respond to it 
immediately. We try to monitor all 
the facilities the best we can,·· 
Shorts said. 

"You get those punk.~ who seek 
out dog parks. They go to these 
parks to field-test the fighting 
dogs," he said. 

ly. you see a person with an But the reality is whatever 
aggressive dog, and we don't let action is taken is usually left up to 
them stay in.'' theowner'sdiscretion,Stonesaid. 

Lynn Stone, president of the 
advisory committee of the Se· 
pulveda Basin Off-Leash Dog 
Park, said the problem of ruffians 
with vicious dogs has been solved. 

"I think at one time, that may 
have been true. Groups of guys 
would come and bring pit· bulls 
and fight them. We got that 
cleaned up pretty quickly," she 
said. 

"These parks have assumed 
risks. You can get knocked down. 
You can get bit. And you can get 
peed on. Those kind of things 
happen.'' Stone said. "Occasional-

And some owners police them· 
selves. 

Frank Bonnell has lived aero:'>~ 
the street from the Sepulveda 
R1sin dog park for a decade and 
hilS witnessed the fights. Because 
of the potential for problems, he 
keeps Josie Wales, his 2-year-old 
mastiff-Lab mix with a mean 
bark, away from the park - except 
on a rainy day when few dogs are 
around. 

"He gets dominant if other dogs 

Some owners choose to share 
the vet bill, others go to small 
claims court. 

Stone recalled one case vears 
back in which Judge Wapner of 
TV court fame ruled in favor of 
three Irish wolfhounds who at
tacked a small dog at the Sepulve
da Basin park. He determined 
that the smaller dog should have 
been placed in the smaller dog 
park area. ' 

get around him. Ee gets mad." he r-:---::::::=:=:;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;=~ 
said. "I love animals and [don't 
like to see dogs fight. But it 
happens. It's in their nature.'' • 
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oonnec:tion aod oon.solidarin& the wetlands iDto a saltwatu :Dianb ea:t~. Seasidve 
- species on the she would be transJocaled to the saltwater m2l'Sb al11fhbUffer..uea. ·.:J'be 

marsh will provide important Destin& habitat for the Beldina•rsa~·~spatrow. It will 
also provide habitat for shorebirds. herons. eareu ud ducks and.·wm: llavc :JiJD.ific::aDt. 
foragiD& value for the Calif'omla least tem. 1be saltwaler marsh:i:wDJ setYe u ID 
imponant biolOifcallink iD the coastal marsh enviromneuts iD the Je&joa. 

In addition to the saltwater mmh, the Projetl w~M'.~~··a DetrJalt ~ 
six interconned:d open water/freshwater marsh IJ"eU oa :.lbe_-.~.-.~se,:,~ will 
provide hi&h-quality habitat for water fowl, beJODs and cents u.. ~eD as passeriDes. AD 
plant species associated with the marsh areas will be Dl!ive to ·Coastal Oranp Coumy 
frcshv.-ater or brackish wa!er marsha. ..... : .... :J·...,:!:'! ~-~ ·. 

~ ; .... 
. r- .. _~· ._ .. ~,. ··t ~· ~ • 

1be restored and m.a1cd wetlaDds wm ~ · .ftJ~ ,·buft:~. ~ 
surroundin& urban environmeut by a public aolf' course. ~e &9U:'.~~ will provide 
over 100 additional acres or open space adjacet1t to and arouDcrdif~·e:tta.n& areas. It trill· 
.be constructed and managed iD 1D environmentally seositivi .. maDber m accorda.Dce with 
lhe proposed Environmental Manaaemem Plan. Out-of-play ~ Y.~.be pla.nted with 
Dative vegetarlon which wm function IS babiw zones and wilJ ~ceJh_e habiw Yl1ucs 
of the manb wdlands system. ;. · · --;_~ ._ · ·; ~. . _ . ~ 

1be costs or the wetlands restoration proPzu.~~~!'~ b'i.tb&f 
projed applicant IS I condition or approval, thus providin& as·su_finc.e·~~J~ re.storlticm 
prognm will be funded and that no public funds •·ill be requ~ ~ ~t:n~~·ns. ):ompJ~. 
The saltwater marsh wDJ be deaicated to I public or DOnprOftt l&'ijiq O(~fiinizasioa for 
monilorin&, maintenance and mana&ement if there is an IPPJ"OP.,O~'C .a;eucy willina to ~ · 
accept the conveyan=. 1be freshwater a.reas wm be manqed w·miintaiised 6y'the 

· Hellman Ranch Reserve Golf Course. Both the saltwaler ud freshv.·ater mushes will be 
dedicaled as rmanent wetlands and • · : -~··:<.::.:::·:~:· ;-.· · . : 

-. pe opeD space ·'·, ~ ·: ·."'~":- ..,. v.-· ... ~- ··-. :. . - ... tL:; • .,... -

B. 
:·:~-.~ ..... ,c.~ s ..... : -~t>: .1..~: ~ -· 

DedicationofGumGroveNaturePat '~ t·:~.;=-·::::tl~-~ :::- ·~ . ..- : 1 
1be project applicant will dedicate Gum Grove .N .. ~ ~· iD·.the caY. far .. 

open space and park purposes LS pa.n of the Project.. ne'M·li-~'::JO~ ~ere~-
eucalyptus lfOVe whicb supports an abundance of wildlife ~:~-~ ~Ji!l ~J1'1flc1f_.,p 
for the Monan:h butterfly. 1be P.ut also contains ·-.evelil··~entian)' imponmt 
an:heololical sites, includin& tbe site with tbe highest diversity of e:thnoaraph.ic: mate:rial 
c:uJture trl.its or an the sites located OD the specific plan propen.y (ORA-258). ID lddilioD., 
lbe Park provide.s a buffer betwea» existing ~sideutial .. 4cvelopw~tJPd. ~. oil 

• • "' &:. .tf,:~ .,.-wl:"l: •-... - .'\ ""' -

extraction opcntiou. r· .-. •. ~ ·~ ~ ·=... ... . 

Currently, the Park is privately owoed by~jhe _pro.J~· awUcml.IDd u· 
leased to the Cit)' on an annual basis. ibe dedication of the Park''? .. ~~ &Span oftbc 
Project will preserve the la.nd as a nature park in perpetuity. · .. This dedicaqon·<wm achieVe 

.....~ .. . ~.r::.-:..; .1'.:, ., .,.., ..•. ~ ..... _ -.,_~~ I 
..../"1 
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ODe or the specific goals or the open spa.celrecreation/conservation element or the kat J 
Beach General Plan and will also a1sure that the unique arcbeolo~cal resources iD the 
Pm are Je!t undistlUbed. 

c. Opeo Space, bcreation and Public Access 

The land use element or the Seal Beach General Plan idcDtifies u a 
imJX>rtaDt &oal or the City •to acquire and develop recreational facilities at str11eJic 
locations throughout the ComrriUDity. Beause open land is rapic!ly being developed, 
acquisition of part sites should be w::omplished 11 lhe earliest date. • (Community Goal 
13). Tbe open spacelrecreation!conservation element similarly encoura&es the acquismoa 
and preservation of parkland. open space and recreation ll"e4U. 1be California Coasul AI:J. 
contains policies which promote the protection and provision or public access aDd 
mreational opportunitiei by private developers (sections 30213 and 302.22). 

1be Project includes 178.5 acres or ope:o space/recreational uses, over· 
. 1SS of the total projea area. In addition to the 32.8 acre wetland restoration proJriDl 
and dedkation of the 10.2 acre Gum Grove Nature Parle discussed above. the project will 
develop a 100.8 acre public aolf course. "lbe regulation-length 18-hole golf course will be 
a public a~ss course open for play to the general public on a yeu round basis. providing 
~reational opportunities in the coastal zone for residents and visitors. 1be Los Alamitos 

• 

~~ Basin will provide Ill additional 34.7 acres or ope:o space, although the space is • 
used for a specific pu1p0se. · 

1be Project will also peatly enhance public access to the coastal mDe. 
Wtth the exception of Gum Grove Park, the Project site is currently closed to the public. 
As part or the Project, the developer will provide public access to the restored saltwaser 
marsh by constructing a pedestrian traD system along a portion of the marsh perime=, 
which v.·ill include two observation areas for bird and wDdlife watchinJ. 'Ibis mil will be 
further linked to the San Gabriel River tftll, allowin& re,;onal access to the reSlOred 
..,etlands. An inte~pretive center will be constnJc:ted by the developer adjacent to lbe 
wetlands and will provide infonnatioa on the t.rea 's reiional wetlands, wildlife, bjoJo,y 
and Native AmericaD hiltor)'. 

D. Su~le Developmeat 

"'be development plannin& areas or the Projec:1 have been desip:d 1D 
permit the landowner to make reasonable ecooomic use or the property wbDe maximiz:.inl 
the property's open space and other environmental values. 'Ibe residential componeat will 
aute 70 new units or bousin& m the City. Unlike pmious development proposals for 1be 
propeny, the residential uniu will DOt be spread out across the propeny but wiD be 
clustered on 14.7 acres or the mesa an:a. The 6.7 acre golf course clubhouse and facilit:ia 
...m be loca~ immediately adjacent to the residential component. These developm=t 
areas are siruated alon& Seal Beach Boulevaro, an existin& thorou&hfare, and are adjacezrt • 
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CalifOI'l\ia Coastal Commission 
Al1n: Mr. C.arl Schwing 
200 Oceangatc, lOth Fl. 
Loog Beach, CA 908024416 
Te1ephomr-S62-~90·5071 
Fa.,=561-S90·5084 

- . FAX NO. 56243et&l9? 

RE: HELLMAN PERMIT (.S-97-367) 

Mr. Schwing: 

Aug 'M, 2000 
5eal Beach. CA 

We believe that there must not be any development on tws precious land 
on the fanner Hellman Estate in Seal Beach. 

The highland area is important for the health of the wetlands below 
it. No amount of grading or ditche$ would be enough to protect the 
wetlands from urban runoff, domestic ani mats, and human incursions. 

The integrity of the entire ecosystem is critical to its prospects 
for revival 

The highland area. is sacred to our local First Nations groups. 
Ther-e are innumerable ancient graves and so-called archaeological 
&S9ets which arc important ro their cultme and history. 

Building houses on the graves of the Ance~ors would be one more 
travesty, one more injustice, in the sorry history of our treatment 
or our First Nations. 

We strongly urge you to deny any permit or permission for building 
on this important upland resource and historical treasure. 

Sincerely, 

1020 Mar Vist~ 
Seal Beach. CA 90740-5842 
562-430-2495 
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EDDIE ALBERT ARIAS 
!Saa D£WEY'STR££T 

S.A.NTA MONICA. CAUf"OIUIIA 

90405-6038 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, lOth Fl., 
Lons Beach, CA 90802-4416 
FAX: 562-590-5084 Phone: 562-590-5071 

RE: Hellman permit (5-97-367) Date: 08/28/2000 

Dear Mr. Schwing: 

310 396•7557 
ltDDIEJUUAS.ID'SEU' .COli 

I respectfully request that the California Coastal Commias1on not permit any development on the 
fonner Hellman Estate in Seal Beach. The upland. or "mesa", area is vital to the health of the 
Wetlands below it. No grading plan would suffice to protea the Wetlands from urban runoff, 
domestic animals, and human incursions. The mesa, or upland, area is lla.Cred to our local First 
Nation groups. There are innumerable ancient graves and so-ca.lled "archaeological assets" which 
are important to culture aod history . 

Building houses on the graves of the Ancestors would be one more injustice in the sony history of 
our treatment of our First Nations. These burials were performed with unique ceremonial 
blessings which do not allow for desecration -just as we would wish respeet for all cemetaries 
and holy places revered by our religions. 

The pennit was originally granted to desecrate the "archaeological• sites because the project as a 
whole could not be broken up. It was argued that the "over-riding benefit" of the Golf Course 
would justify desecrating the graves. Now that the Golf Course bas been ruled illegal, the 
justification for destroying the graves no longer is valid, and an entirely new Environmental 
Impact Report process must be completed before any project is proposed. 

"Archaeological" examination of the site so far bas not been sufficient to determine whether the 
ten known relic areas qualify for the National Register of Historic Places. Further investigation is 
required. The 1&1 remains of our formerly rich habitat depend on leaving areas such as this 
alone. The entire 206 acres must be left to recover as a complete ecosystem. 

I stongly urge you to deny any permission to build houses on the upland portion of the eeosystem 
on the former HeUman Estate . 



California Coastal Commission 
Attn Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth FL 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=562-590-5071 Fax=562-.590-5084 

RE: Against Coastal Permit 5-97·367, housins tract on the former HeUman Estate 
_Lj _1;1____/2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetland:; portion of the former Hellman estate hi'!$ been slated for restoration 
However, the upland, or "Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract. 

This area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. Ancient canoes landed at this site, 
and there is evidence of ancient structures, as shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because of the over-riding 
benefit of the proposed Golf Course which was to be constiUcted in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole "restoration" project. 

Sub&equenr Court Case (Wetlands Action Network et al V5. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegal. Without thatso called "over-riding" benefit of the 
Golf Course. there is no justification in the Envirorunental Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building house$ on the Mesa. 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be performed. and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion. 

1 5trongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unphmncd trav($y to destroy a potential wildlife conidor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, and desecrate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

For more info, please SC(l www.LoiCerritott.org 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, lOth Fl. 
Long Beach., CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=562-590-5071 
Fax=562-590-5084 

HUg. Z I ZEIOO 10• 401 I i I l 

RE: Against Coastal Permit 5-97-367, housing tTaet on the fanner Hellman Estate 

_:t_j _];}_j2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The "Mesa" area of the former Hellman Estate is important for the health ofthe wetlands 
below it. No amount of grading or ditches would be enough to protect the wetlands from 
urban runoff, domestic animals, and human incursions. 

The integrity of the entire ecosystem is critical to its prospects for revival. Since the 
wetlands will be restored. it does not make sense to put houses on the upland portion. 
We have agreed to preserve this open space, it does not make sense to insert a few houses 
into the potential future wildlife connection to the National Wildlife Refuge across Seal 
Beach Blvd. 

The highland area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. There are innum~rable 
ancient graves and so-called archaeological assets which are importallt to their cultu:re 
and bjstory. Their burials were done with certain ceremonies which are important to their 
Culture and Laws. and must not be desecrated -just as we would wish respect for all 
cernetaries and memorials. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permisston for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure . 



California Coastal Commi$Sion 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
T elephone-562-590-5071 Fax=S62-590-S084 

' ........ ,. ·c...,;\,;.;1 ·c.;;.~ -·~- ....... -

RE: Against Coastal Permit 5-97-367, housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 
_5Lj _1;l}2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate has been slated for J"e$toration. 
However, the upland. or ••Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract. 

This area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, 
and there is evidence of ancient structures, as $hown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because of the over-riding 
benefit of the proposed Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer statf:d at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
ncceS$fll'Y to pay for the whole ••restoration" projoot. 

Subsequent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network et aJ vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Cow-se in the Wetlands was illegal. Without thatso called "over-riding" benefit ofthe 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Environmental Impact RepOrt for destroying 
the graves of the Ancettors by building houses on the M$. 

There i& evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be performed, and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. Please do not allow thi:; truncated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, and desecrate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

For more info, please see >'WW.l.A:t&CerritoLOI'1J 
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California CoastaJ Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
TclephottP562~590-5071 Far-562-590-5084 

R.E: Against Coastal Permit S-97-367, housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 
_fJ__j J:Lj2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate has been ~lated for restoration. 
However, the upland. or ''Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract. 

This area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, 
and there is evidence of ancient structures, as shown by infrared aerial photos 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeologjcal" 5ites because of the over-riding 
benefit ofthe proposed Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necessary to p.ay for the whole "restoration" project. 

Subseq1.1ent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network et aJ vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegaL Without thatso called "over-riding" benefit of the 
Golf Course, there is no justification jn the Environmental Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa. 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient srave$ on the Mesa. These sites, if verified. 
must not be descct'ated. Further inve$tigation must be performed, and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can expresz; their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permissLon for building on this important 
uplaDd resource and historical treasure. Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, and desecrate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

--" 
c\ f1 YJL.:S 

Printed Name 

l~ ~A)t~ 
City 

Tele!Email 
For more info. p1Cil5e sec: WWVI'.t.osecrritos.org 



California Coastal Commission • 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing • 
200 Oceangate, lOth Fl. 
Long Beach. CA 90802-4416 
Telephone-=562-590-5071 
Fax=562-590-5084 

RE: Against Coastal Permit 5-97-367, housing tract on the former HeUman Estate 

.Mr. Schwing: 

The "Mesa" area of the former Hellman Estate is important for the health of the wetlands 
below it. No amount of grading or ditches would be enough to protect the wetlands from 
urban runoff. domestic animals, and human incursions. 

The integrity of the entire ecosystem is critical to its prospects for revival. Since the 
wetlands will be restored, it does not make sense to put houses on the upland portion. 
We have agreed to preserve this open space. it does not make sense to insen a few houses 
into the potential future wildlife connection to the National Wildlife .Refuge across Seal 
BeacllBlvd. . 

The highland area is sacred to our lot.al First Nations groups. There are innumerable 
aooient graves and so-called archaeological assets which are important to their culture 
and history. Their burials were done with certain ceremonies which are imponant to their 
Culture and Laws. and must not be desecrated -just as we would wish respect for all 
cemetaries and memorials. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. 

For mare m.fo, please see www.Lo5Cerritos.org 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, lOth Fl 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=562-590-5071 
Fax=562-590-5084 

r1u~· ~ • _._..__ --

RE ~inst Coastal Permit 5-97-367, housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 

~ 7....1' /2000 

Mr. Schwing; 

The "Mesa" area ofthe former Hellman Estate is important for the health of the wetlands 
below it No amount of grading or ditches would be enough to protect the wetlands from 
urban n.moff, domestic animals, and human incursions. 

The integrity of the entire ecosystem is critical to its prospects for revival. Since the 
wetlands will be restored. it does not make sense to put houses on the upland portion. 
We have agreed to preserve this open space. it does not make sense to insert a few houses 
into the potential future wildlife connection to the National Wildlife Refuge across Seal 
Beach Blvd. 

The highland area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. There are innumerable 
ancient graves and so-called archaeological assets which are important to thei.- culture 
and history. Their burials were done with certain ceremonies which are imponant to their 
Culture and Laws, and must not be desecrated -just all we would wish respect for all 
cemetaries and memorials. 

r strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this imponant 
upland resource and historical treasure. 

~· 
~~y .fZoiM&/20 

Name 

:Sttf.hlt .4w fe 922o,Y 
C11y Address 

( 7/:!Jr. 21o~ Yeo~ 
Tel mail 

For moTe mfo, ple8$e see www.LoiCcrritos.org 



California. Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, lOth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 9<>802-4416 
T eJepbone==562-59()..5071 
Fax-562·590-5084 

RE: Against 5-97-367, housing tract on former Hellman Estate 
_x_j .2:1.J2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman e$tate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland. or ••Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract. This area is sacred to 
our local Fir$1 Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site. and there is evidlltlce 
of ancient structur«'JS, as shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because of the over-riding 
benefit of' the proposed Golf Course V\rhich was to be construded in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer slated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole "'restoration" project. 

Subsequent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network et al vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegal. Without thatso called "over-riding" benefit of the 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Envirorunentallmpact Repon for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa. 

Th«e is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites. if 'Jerified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be p$ffonned. and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where Joca.l CitizeJl$ can express their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and histori~ treasure. Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildJife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands., and desecrate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

• 

• 

• 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
T elephon€:""562-590-5071 
Fax•562-590-5084 

FAX NO. 5624302097 Flu g. 27 2000 10: 45PM P9 

RE: Against 5-97-367, housing tract on former Hellman Estate 
_J_j _D_ /2000 

Mr. Schwing; 

The wetlands portion of the fonner Hellman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland, or "Mesan, is threatened with a housing tract This area is sacred to 
our local First Nations groups Ancient Canoes landed at this site, and there is evidence 
of ancient structure$, as shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because of the over-riding 
benefit of the proposed Golf Course which was to be constrUcted in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands W83 

necessary to pay for the whole "restoration" project. 

Subsequent Coun Case (Wetlands Action Network et at vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegal. Without thatso called "over-riding" benefit of the 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Repon for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa. 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa.. These sites, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be perfonned, and for that. more time 
is required This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this imponant 
upland resource and historical treasure Please do not allow this truncated, half·baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, and desecrate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

Printed Name 

~~~~fr 
CjtY 

For roore info, please see 'IVWW.LosCerritot.org 



California. Coastal Commission 
Ann Mr. Carl Schwine 
200 Oceangate, I Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90iO:Z-4416 
Telephone=562-590-5071 
F a,po562-S90-S084 

r H;<, 1"10. • 56243fl2eJ5 ( 
AUg. 21 2bbfi Id.4JFii ro 

RE: Against S-97-167, housing tract on former Hellman Estate 
. J_J...ilJ2ooo 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland. or "Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract. This area is sacred to 
our local First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes Jsnded at this site, and there is evidence 
of ancient structures, as shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the '•archaeological'' sites because of the over -riding 
bene.fit ofthe proposed Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Cour$e in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole '"restoration" project. 

Subsequent Court Case (Wetlands Acrion Network et a1 vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegal. Without thatso called "over-riding .. benefit of the 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancat:ors by building houses on the Mesa. 

ThCTe is evideJlCe of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites, if verified, 
must not be dcsoerated. Further investigation must be performed, and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed. and held over until it can be 
heard where locaJ Citizens can express their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potentU!I wildlife corridor, devastate the IJearby 
Wetlands, and desecrate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

For more info, please see www.LosCerriUILOI'J 

.. 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn Mr Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl 
Long Beach, CA 908024416 
T elepbone-=562-590-5071 Fax-562-590-5084 

RE: Against Coastal Permit 5-97-367, housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 
_r____; Zl__/2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate: has b~n slated for restoration. 
However, the upland, or "Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract. 

This area is sacred to our local First I\ations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, 
and there is evidence of ancient structure~, ~ shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because of the over-riding 
benefit of the proposed Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole "restoration" project. 

Subsequent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network et ai vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegal Without tharso called "over-riding" benefit ofthe 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Repon for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa. 

l'here is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be performed, and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed. and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource a.od historical treasu.-e. Please do not allow this truncated, half~baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate th~: nearby 
Wetlands, and de~te a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation 

5

~~1 fJh.b 
Sigmrtnre 

;}f,r7 f/,3/c~ Uf!h..Jr!-S I)~L w 
Priillcd Name 

ai~~ Vekd~ r ~JlJ'Jte..S. 
!\d(fr¢SS City 

(d~A5C{.Ie. k1M,o1 I. t;) 1VJ 
Tclc/E.mail 

For more info, please sec www.LosCerritol.org 



California Coastal Commission 
Attn Mt. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, lOth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 

t nl""! I '10"~ • JOEGJt:k:d:; i 

T elephone-=:562-590-5071 Fax=S62-590-5084 

iiU9• 21 LOOO 104 i& il 1 4 

.RE: Against Coastal Permit 5-97-367, housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 
_!_flLJ2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland, or "Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract. 

This area is sacred to our 1ocal First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, 
and there is evidence of ancient structures. as shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the .. archaeological" sites because of the over-riding 
benefit of the proposed Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole "'restoration" project. 

Subsequent CoW1. Case (Wetlands Action Network et al vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegal. Without thatso called "over-riding" benefit of the 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa. 

There is evidence of innum~able ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be performed, and for that. more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed. and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource B.lld historical treasure. Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, and desec.rate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

Sincerely, JL 
~ -. lguatUTe 

E t) . t'3.o 1- SD I 
Pnnted Name 

g:Ab~ cP 9di d 
Address 

C7r(j) ;zx-r ~ & 7 7 1 
TefeiEroail 

For more info, please ~ wWW.Lost:enitos.org 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telcphont-562-590-5071 F3X""562-590-5084 

' ...... ,.. """' ...... """"..........., ....... 

RE: Asainst Coastal Permit 5-97-367, hou~ng tract on the fonner HeUman Estate 
_L;...YJ2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portioo of the former Hellman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland, or "Mesa'', is threatened with a housing tract. 

This area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. Ancjent Canoes landed at thil site, 
and there is evidence of ancient structures, as shown by i..nftared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the .. archaeologicatt• sites because of the over -riding 
benefit of the proposed Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and tbe Developer ~tated at the time that the Golf CouJSC in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole "'restoration" project. 

SubSllquent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network ct aJ vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegal. Without thatso called "over-riding" benefit of the 
GoJfCoune, there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Report for destroying 
the gra.ves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Me&&. 

There is evidence of innumerab1e ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites~ if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Funher investigation must be performed, and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or penn1ssion for buildii18 on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. Please do not allow this t.runcated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate the nCMby 
Wetlands, and d~rate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

Sin~y, 

b-~ 
fi!a?o I/1Ju..;;~< ~ 
Tele/Emhil 

A~ s;,-rz .. n:e:vL 
Primed Name 

L+vN~fN(i--7tw ~ M. ~ 0 
City 

For more info. please xc www.LosCerritoa.org 



California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long B~ch. CA 90802-4416 
Teiepbone'""S62-590..5071 Faxc562-590-S084 

RE: Against Coastal Permit S-97.367, housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 
_t:j _ld_/2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the fonner Hellman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upJand, or "Maa", is threatened with a housing tract. 

This area is sacred to our Joe&! First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this $ite, 
and there is evidence of ancient structures., as shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to deseaate the "archaeologica.l" sites because of the over-riding 
benefit oftbe proposed Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necess.ary to pay for the whole "restoration" project. 

Subsequent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network l!!t aJ vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands wa& illegal. Without thatso cal1cd .. oveNiding" benefit of the 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa. 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites. if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be petfbrmed, and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can ex.press their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permitsion tor Duuamg on thl5 hul~UJ tout 

upland resource and historical treasure. Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplanned trave&ty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, an desecrate/~ burial and rcHgious ground of our loeat First Nation. 

y 

s 

Tciiii'.EDiail 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach. CA 90802-4416 

fAX lid. , 5ci243J2ll5i 

1 elephonec562~590~5071 Fax=562-590-5084 

AUg. Z::: f Z:t:JOt:J ~o. "'fl:l , , 

RE: Agaiost Coastal Permit 5-97·367, housing tract on the foiTnC.'K HeJlman Estate 
__f_j Ji2j2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate has been $lated for restoration. 
However. the upland, or "Mesa", i& threatened with a housing tract. 

Thi$ area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. Ancient Can04!6 landed at this site, 
and there is evidence of uncient $h'Uctufes. liS shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological'' sites because of the over-riding 
benefit of the propOSed Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer $tatcd at the time that the Golf Cowse in the Wetland$ was 
necessary to pay fur the whole .. rC$1oration"' project. 

Subsequent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network et al vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegal Without thatJo called .. over~riding" benefit of the 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa. 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be performed, and for that, more rime 
is required. This matter should it a minimum be delayed, and held over llntil it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion 

I strongly urge you to refuse any penn it or pennission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. Please do not allow this trunc:ated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, and ®secrate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

For more l.nfo, please &ee www.Loteerritos.ora 



California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr_ Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Boach, CA 9080244 J6 
Te1ephone=562-5~S07l 
Fax•562·5~5084 

RE: Against S-97-367. housing tract on former Hellman Estate 
J!':_f _IL/2000 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate has been slated. for restoration. 
However, the upland, or "Mesa". is threatened with a housing tract. This area is sacred to 
our local First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site. and there is evidence 
of ancient structures, u shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because of the over~riding 
benefit of the prO)X*d Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole "l'estoration" project. 

Subsequent Coun Case (Wetlands Action Network et al vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Coune in the Wetlands 'UII'8S iJiegal. Without thatso called .. over-riding" benefit of the 
Golf Course. there is no justification in the Environmeot.allmpact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa. 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa These sit~ if verified, 
must nat be c:taecrated. fuftber investigation must be per-funned. and for that, more time 
i' requirQ(f. This matter ahould at a minimum be delayed. and held over until it can be 
heard wb«e.local Citizens can express thoir opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure Please do not allow this trun~ed. half-baked 
ami unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife conidor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands. and desecrate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

• 

• 

• 
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California Coastal Commission 
Ann: Mr_ Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangatc, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=S62-S90-5071 Fax-562-590-5084 

AUg.. (!' c::£100 It!J. 4bi I I i I 

RE: Against Coastal Permit 5-97-367, housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 
_s:!!l_j 22-12000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands ponion of the former Henman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland, or "Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract. 

This area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, 
and there is evidence of ancient structures, as shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because ofthe over-riding 
benefrt of the proposed Golf Course which was to be ~;.·:.cnatructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Cowse in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole "restoration" project_ 

Subsequent Cowt Case (Wetlands Action Network e:t al vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegaL Without thatso called "'overrriding" benefit of the 
GolfCoune., there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by buildin$ houses on the Mesa_ 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa. These site&, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be performed, and for that, more time 
is requind. This matter should at a minimum be delayed. and held over until it c.an be 
heard when:: local Citizens can ex.pre~ts their opinion. 

I strongly lJ.rBe you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and hi~orical treasure. Please do not allow thi& truncated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, and de~rate a aacred burial and religious ground of our 1ocal First Nation. 

TclctEmail 
For more info, please see www.LosCerrltol.orx 



California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, lOth Fl. 
Long Beach. CA 90802-4416 
Telephone-562~590-5071 
Fax-:-562-S9Q..5084 

RE: Aaainst Coastal Permit 5-97-367, housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 

Z-Mtzooo 
Mr. Schwing: 

The "Mesa" area of the fonner Hellman Estate is important for the health of the wetlands 
below it No amount of grading or ditches would be enough to protect the wetlands from 
urban rum:rff, domestic animals, and buma.n incursions. 

The integrity of the entire eeosyttem is criticaJ to its prospects for revival. Since the 
wetlands wiJI be restored, it does not make sense to put houses on the upland portion. 
We have agreed to preserve this open space, it does not make sense to insert a few houses 
into the potential future wildlife connection to the National Wildlife Refuge across Seal 
Beach Blvd. 

The highland area is sacred to our looal First NatiOn$ groups. There are innumerable 
iUlcient graves and so-<;alled archaeological assets which are important to their culture 
and history. Their burials were done with certain ceremonies which are important to their 
Culture and Law~, and tntlst not be desecrated -just as we would wish respect for all 
cemeteries and memorials. 

I strongly I.D'ge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. 

.,-., 
CZZ.C..V ~Sf tvl!Ut. l;;.ne k~.~·/'-\,-"""""'-'~c.---------
~ Cny 

(\~~!f.~~o"l.o~ ~;aJebe,rn'l-~~'ro ~ ~:l.c.a-... 
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California. Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 908024416 
Telephone-562-S9Q...507l 
Fax=562-5~5084 

Hti9• ii'!: I CtJCJtJ U:J 1 c::;x• t 1 

.RE: Against S-97-367, housing tract on former Hellman Emte 
1 _j_J .£L/2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However. the upland, or "Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract Titis area is sacred to 
our local First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, and there is evidence 
of ancient structures. as $hown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological .. sites because of the over-riding 
benefit of the proposed Golf Course which W8$ to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole "restoration" project. 

Subsequent Court Case {Wetlands Action Nerwork et al vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegal. Without thatto called .. over-riding" benefit of the 
Golf Course, there is no ju&tification in the Environmentallmpil41 Report for destroying 
the gm~ of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa . 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa_ These sites, if verified. 
must not be desecrated. Funher investigation must be paformed. and for that, more time 
is required This matter should at a m.i:nimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion_ 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland re50UJ'ce and historical treasure. Please do not illow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplanru=d travesty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, deva$tate the nearby 
Wetlands, and desecrate a sacred bw"ial and n!ligious ground of our local First Narion. 

Sinc;rjY•// ~ 
U4Yl't~ 

Sipature 

2~ ~ 5 8 trttn re ,1\-€ · Addless 
c ~~)g.,dDr1 'J ttAtJ; F"'t.a I a,(! 

TelciEmail 



r 1"\L..II-1 • 1JLll.J..l 

Ca1ifornia Coastal Commission 
Attn; Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oce.angate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
T elcphone=562-590-5071 
F ax=562-590-5084 

RE: Against Coas\&1 Permit 5-97-367, homing tract on the former Hellman Estate 

L z2____]2ooo 

Mr. Schwing: 

The <•Mesa .. area of the former Hellman Estate is important for the health of the wetlands 
below it. No amount of grading or .ditches would be enough to proteot the wetlands D-om 
urban runoff, domestic animals, and human incursions. 

The integrity of the entire ecosystem is critical to its prospects for revival Since the 
wetJand5 will be restored, it does not make sense to put houses on the upland ponion. 
We have agreed to preserve this open space, it does not make sense to insert a few houses 
into the potential future wildlife connection to the National Wildlife Refuge across Seal 
Beach Blvd. 

The higbland area is·sacntd to our local First Nations groups. There are innumerable 
ancient graves and so-called archaeologic:al assets which are imponant to their culture 
and history. Their burial! were done with wtain ceremonies which are important to their 
Culture and Laws, and must not be desecrated -just as we wouJd wish respect for all 
eemetaries and memorials. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or pennlssion for building on this important 
upland re$0urce and historical treasure. 

Tele/Email 

For marc mro. please see www.Lo&CeniiOI.OJ'I 
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California Coa~tal Commission 
Attn: Mt. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth FL 
Long Beach. CA 90802-4416 
TelephonFS62-590-5071 
Fax=S62-590-5084 

FAX NO. I 562436209( f'1U'3 11 t:::;: ( C::::tJUtJ CJJ i t::CA t I 

RE: Against 5-97-367. housing tract on former Hellman Estate 
~~ /~2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estat~ has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland, or "Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract. This area is sacred to 
our Joeal First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, a.nd there is evidence 
of ancient structures, as shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because of the over-riding 
benefit ofth~ proposed Golf Course which wa& to be constructed in the w~Jands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Cow-se in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole "restoration" project. 

Subsequent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network et al vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegal. Without that!IO called ''over-riding" benefit of the 
Golf Course, there ig no justification in the EnviroJ:UJJentallmpact Report for destroying 
the Sf'&VIS of the AncestOr$ by building houses on the Mesa. 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient gta9es on the Mesa. These sites, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be performed. and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their crpinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permi~&ion for building on this important 
upland reso\lf"ce and historica.l treasure. Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife cotridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, and desecrate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation . 



California Coastal Commission 
AtUl: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangatc. 1Oth Fl. 
LoJl8 Beach. CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=56:Z~ S90-5071 
Fax=S62-590-5084 

RE: Against S-97r367, housing tract on fonner Hellman Estate 
__L__I _I!]_ /2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former HeHman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland, or .. Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract. Thii area is sacred to 
our loca.l First Nations ,groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, and there is evidence 
of ancient structures, as shown by infrll1!ld aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because of the over -riding 
benefit of the proposed GolfCoune which was to be oonstructcd in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whcle "fe!Storation" project. 

Subsequem Coun Case (Wetlands Action Network et at vs_ CCC} proved that the Go1f 
Course in the Wetlands was iJlegal. Without tb.atso called "over-riding" benefit ofthe 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Environment&) Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Meea. 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites, if verified, 
muu not be desecrated. Further investigation must be perfonned, and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citi.ums can exprc$& their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse a.ny permit or permission for building on thi5 important 
upland resource and historical treasure Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildHfe corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, and desecrate a sacred burial and religious gn::n.1nd of' our Joeal First Nation. 

Sincerely, 

~.rLA.L 
SigD.al:l.lre Printed Name 

/?..:ST~ E e,~,_,,.,., 
Ad.dJ:as > City 

( G.J .;1 c 1 :r £..2 - t'bR G 
TtWEmiu 

For more info, please sec www.LosCerrtfot.OI'I 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate. 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone""562-590--5071 Fax-=562-590-5084 

f*USJ• Z:::: I Ct:JCJCJ o;.;; • x :;;;;;• , , , m 

RE: Against Coastal Permit 5~97-367, housing tract on the for,prer ~Estate 
-XV j[::i/2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland, or "Mesa .. , is threatened with a housing tract. 

This area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, 
and there is evidence of ancient structUres. as shown by infrared aerial photo$. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "ar~haeological" sites beeause of the over~riding 
benefit of the profXJ~ Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetland$ was 
nece$$atY to pay for the whole "restoration" project. 

Subsequent Court case (Wetlands Action Network et aJ vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegal. Without thatso called .. over-riding .. benefit of the 
Golf Course, there is no ju$titication in the Environmental Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa. 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites. if verified. 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be performed. and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it un be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any pennit or pennission for building on this important 
upland Tesource and historical treasure. Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplAnned travesty to de$troy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands. an d rate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

Sincerel 

Telcl . 



California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach. CA 90802-4416 
Telephone="562-590..5071 
Fax-562-590-5084 

RE; Against Coastal Permit 5~97-367, housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 

Mr. Schwing: 

The "Mesa"' area of the former Hellman. Estate is important for the health of the wetlands 
below it. No amount of grading or ditches would be enough to protect the wetlands from 
urban runoff: domestic animals, and human incursions. 

Th~ integrity of the entire ecosystem is critical to its prospects for revivaL Since the 
wc:tland$ wilt be restored, it does not make sense to put houses on the uplaod portion. 
We have agreed to preserve this open space, it does not make sense to insert a few houses 
into the potential future wildlife connection to the National Wildlife Refuge across Seal 
Beach Blvd. 

The highland area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. There arc innumerable 
ancient graves and $()--(';A}led archaeological assets which are important to their culture 
and histocy. Their bwiab were done with certain ceremonies which are important to their 
Culture and Laws., and must not be desecrated -just as we would wish respect for ail 
cemetaries and memorial$.. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or pennission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. 

Sincerely, 

~¥?+ rrl.nrM me 

l1lo1 ~ll~-:Rl.. 
Addiess 

4\utrru\'-DN ~ 
City 

4~am ca~" t.A .. LA M. 
Tele/Email ;t;,j r/6tR .. Dh77 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate. 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=.562-590-5071 Fax=S62-590-5084 

RE: Against Coastal Permit ~-97-367, housing tract on the fewer Hellman Estate 
_LjJ;l_/2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman ~ate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland. or "Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract. 

This area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, 
and there is evidence of ancient structures., u shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeologicaJ" sites b«.ause of the over-riding 
benefrt of the proposed Golf Course which was to be constru(:ted in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole "restoration" project. 

Subsequent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network et al vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Co'W'SC in the Wetlands was illegal. Without that!O called "over-riding" benefit of the 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa . 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigacion must be perfonned, and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or pennission for building on this imponant 
upland resource and historical treasure. Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate the nemby 
Wetlands, and desecrate a sacred burial and religious ground of out local First Nation 

Sincerely, 

~dfjauk 
Cfty 



California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Cart Schwing 
200 Ocea.ngate, 1Oth FJ. 
Long Beach, CA 908024416 
Telephone=S62·590~ 5071 
Fax=S62-590-5084 

RE: Against Coastal Permit 5~97-367, housing tract on the fort'IH'Ir HeUman Estate 

5{J...i£1Jaooo 

Mr. Schwing: 

The '•Mesa."' area of the fonner Hellman Estate is im.ponant for the health of the wetlands 
below it. No amount of grading or ditches would be enough to protect the wetlands from 
llTban nmoff, domestic animals, and human incursions. 

The integrity ofthe entire ecosystem is critical to its prospects for revival. Since the 
wetlands will be restored, it does not make sense to put houses on the upland portion. 
We have agreed to preserve this open space. it does not make sense to insert a few houses 
into the potential future wildlife wnnection to the National Wildlife Refuge across Seal 
Beach Blvd. 

The highland area iJ sacred to our local First Nations groups. There are innumerable 
ancient graves and so--called archaeological assets which are important to theit culture 
and history. 'Their burials were done with certain ceremonies which are important to their 
Culture and Laws, and must not be desecrated -just as we would wish respect for all 
cemeteries and memorials. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. 

TeleiEmail 

For more info, pl.cal!IC see www.Loleenitos.org 
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California CoaMal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate. I Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=562~590-5071 
Fax-562-590·5084 

RE: Against Coastal Permit S-97-367, housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 

~11t~ooo 
Mr. Schwing: 

The '"Mesa" area of the former Hellman Estate is important for the health of the wetlands 
below it. No amount of grading or ditches would be enough to protect the wetlands from 
urban runoff, domestic animals. and human incur&iom. 

The integrity of the entire ecosystem is critical to its prospects for revival. Since the 
wetlands will be r~red, it does not make sense to put hOU-Se$ on the upland portion. 
We have agreed to preserve this open space, it does not make senge to insert a few houses 
into the potential future wildlife connection to the National Wildlife Refuge across Seal 
Beach Blvd. 

The highland area is sacred to our ]ocal First Nations groups. There are innumerable 
ancient graves and so-called archaeological assets which are important to their culture 
and history. Their burial~ were done with certain ceremonies which are impona:nt to their 
Culture and Laws, and must not be desecrated -just as we would wish respect for aU 
cemetaries and memorials. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on thi~ important 
upland resour: historical treasure 

TeleJEmail 

For more info, please see www.LosCerritOtt.org 



California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1 Otb Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=562-590-5071 
F~562-590-S084 

RE: Apinst 5-97-367, housing tTact on former Hellman E~ 

-~-j ];J_;2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However. the upland. or "Mesa". is threatened with a housing tract. This area is sacred to 
our local First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, and there is evidence 
of ancient structures, as shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological .. sites because of the over-riding 
benefit of the proposed GoJf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City arui the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole ""restoration" project. 

Subsequent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network et al vs. CCC) proved that the Oolf 
Course in the Wetla.nds was illqal. Without thatso c:.alled f<over-riding" benefit of the 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the AnceM:ot$ by building houses on the Mesa. 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient grave~ on the Mesa. These sites, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be performed, and f'or that. more rune 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permi$$iOn for building on this important 
upland resource and histork:al treasure. Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplan:ned travesty to desttoy a potentia) wHdlife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, and desecrate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

Printed Name 

[3f.tl 6-1\fl'Ot.I'IS C{} 
City l!fe>l.O l 

TeleiEmail 
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• 
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California Coastal. Commission 
Attn; Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach. CA 90802·4416 
Telcphone=562-590-5071 
Fax=562-590-5084 

RE: Against Coastal Permit 5-97-367, housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 

.$_j..:?.2_t2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The .. Mesa., area of the former Hellman Estate is important for the health of the wetland$ 
below it. No amount of grading or ditches would be enough to protect the wetlands from 
wban ruooft: domestic animals. and human incursions. 

The integrity of the entire ecosystem is critical to its prospects for revival. Since the 
wetlands will be restored, it does not make sense to put houses on the upland portion. 
We have agreed to preserve this open space, it does not make sense to insert a few houses 
. into the potential future wildlife connection to the National Wildlife Refuge across Seal 
Beach Blvd. 

The highland area i9 $acred to our local First Nations groups. There are innumtnbJe 
ancient graves and so-called archaeologioal assets which are important to their culture 
and history. Their burials were done with t>ertain ceremonies which arc important to their 
Culture and Laws, and must not be desecrated -just a.s we would wish respect far all 
cemetaries and memorials. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
uphwd resource and historical treasure. 

Sincerely, 

difl~ 
}..f';L 6/.d.J.NJo AU APr 7 
Address 

Uf &ut 11.- @_ L ') · ldzr. 
Tele/Email 



r"'un . l.ILJU.l 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=562-590-507I 
Fax=562-590-5084 

RE: Against S-97-367, housing tract on former Hellman Estate 
_Lto77-lzooo 

Mt. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland, or "Mesa". is threatened with a housing tract. This area is sacred to 
our local First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, and there is evidence 
of ancient mruct.utes, as shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because of the over-riding 
benefit of the proposed Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the GolfCow-se in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole .. restoration" project. 

Subsequent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network et al vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegal. Without thatso called "over-riding" benefit of the 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Environmenta1Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa. 

TJJere is evidence of innumerable anciem graves on the Mesa. These sites., if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further inVC$tigation must be performed, and for that. more time 
i$ tequired. This maner should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinjon. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland rC$0urce and historical treasure. Please do not allow this truncated. half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wild1ife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, l!md de$ecratc a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

For more info, please see \\WW.LoaCerriw..o.rg 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate. I Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone-562-590*5071 
Fax-562-590-5084 

RE: Against 5-97-367, housing tract on former Hellman Estate 
_£_; .J:}_/2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland. or "Mesa". is threatened with a housing tract. This area is sacred to 
our local First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, and there is evidence 
of ancient structures, as shown by infrared aeriaJ photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because of the over-riding 
benefit of the proposed Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
Ciry and the Developer stated a:t the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole .,restoration., project. 

Subsequent Coun Case (Wetlands Action Network et al vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was i1legal. Without tbatso caJled "'over·riding .. benefit of the 
Golf Course. there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa . 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further- investigation must be performed, and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed. and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion. 

1 strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands. and desecrate a. sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

Sincerely, 

~-B~ ~o~t ?:At;5/V::: 
Pnnted Name 

t:z~/J..,L 
Crty 

Telr/Email 
For more info, please B« Ww-w.LosCenitol..ora 



r HI'\ NU. . . • 5624Jt:J2er3 ( 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceanpte. 1 Otb Fl. 
Long Beach, CA' 90802-4416 
T clephone==562-590-507I 
Fax-562-5~5084 

RE; Against Coastal Permit ~-97r367, housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 

}____j.;J (.. /2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The "Mesa" area of the former Hellman Estate is imponant fotthe heaJth of the weth.mda 
below it. No amount of grading or ditches would be enough to protect the wetlands from 
urban runoff, domestic animals, and human incursions. 

The integrity of the entire ecosystem is critical to its prospects for revival. Since the 
wetl!llds will be restored. it does not make sense to put houses on the upland portion. 
We have agreed to preserve tlris open space, it does not make sense to insen a few houses 
into the potential future wildlife connection to the National Wildlife Refuge across Seal 
Beach Blvd. 

The highland area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. There are iDilUDlcrable 
ancient graves and so-called archaeological Wet$ which are imponant to their culture 
and hlsrory. Their burials were done with cenain ceremonies which are important to their 
Culture and Laws. and must not be desecrated -just as we would wish respect for all 
cemetarics and memorials. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upJand resource 8.tld hi$t0rical treasure. 

Ltlt; c;. WI~ eol/gtrl 
Printed Name 

Address City 
t.Ar 'fD7f1 

~A tr;jg.t'i~2 d. D. l-
Tat./Emait 

For more info, please 3ee www.I...osCerritos.org 

• 

• 

• 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl . 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone-:562-S9Q...S071 
F~562-590-5084 

RE: Against Coastal Permit 5L97-367. housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 

Mr. Schwing: 

The "Mesa .. area of the former HeUman Estate is important for the health of the wetlands 
below it. No amount of grading or ditches would be enough to protec:t the wetlands from 
urban nmofi: dome$tic animals, and human Incursions. 

The integrity of the entire ecosystem is critical to its prospects for revival. Since the 
wetland$ will be restored, it does not make sense to put bouses on the upland portion. 
We have agreed to preserve this open space. it does not make sense to insert a few houses 
into the potential future wifd1ife connection to the National Wildlife Refuse across Seal 
Beach Blvd. 

The highland area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. There are innumerable 
ancient graves and so-called .!U'chaeological as.sets which are important to their culture 
and history. Their burials were done with certain ~emonies whicb are important to their 
Culture and Laws, and must not be desecrated -just as we would wish respect for all 
cemctaries and memorials . 

I strongly urgo you to refuse any permit or penmssion for building on this important 
upland resource and histori~ treasure. 

Sl e 

g\o u. f:.ASJY\JY9 

Tele/Email 

For IlllJTC info.. please see www. LosCerriwurw 



California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=562-590-5071 Fax=562-590-5084 

\OJ~~~~~~\\\\ 
lffi AUG 3 0 2000 ~ 

CALIFORNIA . 
COASTAL COMMISSIOt'--' 

RE: Against Coastal Permit 5-97-367, housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 
n ~ I 2-.8 /2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland, or "Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract. 

This area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, 
and there is evidence of ancient structures, as shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because of the over-riding 
benefit of the proposed Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole "restoration" project. 

• 

Subsequent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network et al vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegal. Without thatso called "over-riding" benefit of the • 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa. 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be performed, and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, and desecrate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

Sincerely, 

(#/~~ Printed Name 

\ L - \v· ri•-''=>C·,._;. __ )vc _J ,-

l0 c ~-rnLwA At.:e: 
Address City 

Tele/Email 
For more info. please see www.LosCerritos.org • 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=562-590-5071 Fax=562-590-5084 

10) ~~~~~~\ri 
lfO AUG 3 0 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSIOt--.· 

RE: Against Coastal Permit 5-97-367, housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 
_B_; _i3Z}2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland, or "Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract. 

This area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, 
and there is t-vidence of ancient structures, as shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because of the over-riding 
benefit ofthe proposed Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole "restoration" project. 

Subsequent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network et al vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegaL Without thatso called "over-riding" benefit of the 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa. 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be performed, and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, and desecrate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation . 

For more info. please see www. LosCerritos.org 



California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=562-590-5071 
Fax=562-590-5084 

fJ) ~~~~~~ il 
lrO AUG 3 0 2000 _0 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

RE: Against 5-97-367, housing tract on former Hellman Estat~7 ...., .-;? 
... I ...< .:..-' /2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland, or "Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract This area is sacred to 
our local First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, and there is evidence 
of ancient structures, as shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because of the over-riding 
benefit ofthe proposed Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole "restoration" project. 

Subsequent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network et al vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegal. Without thatso called "over-riding" benefit of the 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa. 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be performed, and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, and desecrate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

Sincerely, 

~ .· 
'~£\.., : £11 a\. 
Signature 

Address City 

Tele!Email 
For more info. please see www.LosCerritos.org 

• 

• 

• 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, I Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=562-590-5071 Fax=S62-590-5084 

io) ~~~~~~1m 
liO AUG 3 0 2000 U:!J 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

RE: Against Coastal Permit 5-97-367, housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 
L! !S__12ooo 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland, or "Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract. 

This area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, 
and there is evidence of ancient structures, as shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because of the over-riding 
benefit of the proposed Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole "restoration" project. 

Subsequent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network et al vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegaL Without thatso called «over-riding" benefit of the 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa. 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be performed, and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, and desecrate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

Sincerely, 

/ "j{,c( '/ /' t; t1 (. /( (. i 

Signature 
r" .r.;· '. ,.1 I I ( / :. 1/: .;;;lr /l~, 

Address 

Tele/Email 
For more info. please see www.LosCerritos.org 



California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=562-590-5071 
Fax=562-590-5084 

f5J ~~~~~[\:' 
lrQ AUG 3 0 2000 :.__.; 

CALIFORNIA 
CQASTA~ ~GMMI~SIO~---

RE: Against 5-97-367, housing tract on former Hellman Estate 
e /3o /2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland, or "Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract. This area is sacred to 
our local First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, and there is evidence 
of ancient structures, as shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because of the over-riding 
benefit of the proposed Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole "restoration" project. 

Subsequent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network et al vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegal. Without thatso called "over-riding" benefit of the 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa. 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be performed, and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, and desecrate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

~ 
~~~ 
Signature 

KJ Gx- /4-S 
Address 

• 

• 

Tete/Email 
(~L(u 6J Aol, Ct:.lY'v\ Su.t: ~ bu0 8)/._vs CeAtv tt"o~, -orJ... 

For more info. please see w\vw.LosCerritos.org -. 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=562-590-5071 Fax=562-590-5084 

RECEIVED 
South Coast Region 

AUG 3 1 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

RE: Against Coastal Permit 5-97-367, housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 
_2__; .!:;_L;zooo 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland, or "Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract. 

This area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, 
and there is evidence of ancient structures, as shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because of the over-riding 
benefit of the proposed Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole "restoration" project. 

Subsequent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network et al vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegal. Without thatso called "over-riding" benefit of the 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa. 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be performed, and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, and desecrate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

Sincerely, 

0/lc&/:al~ 
Signature . / 

q S 5 G-yc71 tk? :4J? 
Address~ 

C~J) I <C;c~ --B7r} 4 
Tele/Email 

For more info. please see www.LosCerritos.org 



California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=562-590-5071 
Fax=562-590-5084 

~ ~~~~~~ 1;'1 
AUG 30 2000 ~ 

CAllf=ORN!A 
COASTAL COMMI&&IO"' 

RE: Against 5-97-367, housing tract on former Hellman Estate ,.., 
0 2; !i!L/2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland, or "Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract. This area is sacred to 
our local First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, and there is evidence 
of ancient structures, as shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because of the over-riding 
benefit of the proposed Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole "restoration" project. 

• 

Subsequent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network et al vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 
Course in the Wetlands was illegal. Without thatso called "over-riding" benefit of the 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Report for destroying • 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa. 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be performed, and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, and desecrate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

Sincerely, 

L a Y, N ~- C H Ft l\f ru f /1 
Printed Name 

--,S~~t:t I J3 £ A c {-(-
City 

Tete/Email 
For more info. please see ·www.LosCerritos.org • 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=562-590-5071 
Fax=562-590-5084 

W) ~~~u~ ~ ffi\ 
UU AUG 3 0 2000 9 

CALIFORNIA . 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

RE: Against Coastal Permit 5-97-367, housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 

__ &' I _J_J_/2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The "Mesa" area of the former Hellman Estate is important for the health of the wetlands 
below it. No amount of grading or ditches would be enough to protect the wetlands from 
urban runoff, domestic animals, and human incursions. 

The integrity of the entire ecosystem is critical to its prospects for revival. Since the 
wetlands will be restored, it does not make sense to put houses on the upland portion. 
We have agreed to preserve this open space, it does not make sense to insert a few houses 
into the potential future wildlife connection to the National Wildlife Refuge across Seal 
Beach Blvd. 

The highland area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. There are innumerable 
ancient graves and so-called archaeological assets which are important to their culture 
and history. Their burials were done with certain ceremonies which are important to their 
Culture and Laws, and must not be desecrated -just as we would wish respect for all 
cemetaries and memorials. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. 

Sincerely, 

:<::,.;// 
l/,J 4 ;,'tt t 

•' . 
Signature 

<J 1-1 5' C ;(o)~.,c- /; ~r. 
Address . ,., 7 </ .. ?. " -1 r 
')•'?' 

.. L ..... -.. !.. t,...oo ~ 

Tele/Email 

For more info. please see www.LosCerritos.org 



"RECEIVED 
,')outh Coast Region 

AUG 3 1 2000 
California Coastal Commission CA 
Attn· Mr Carl Schwing _ UFORNIA 
200 Ocea~gate, lOth Fl. cOASTAL COMMISSION 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=562-590-5071 Fax=562-590-5084 

RECEr -·- ~ 
South Coos. 

AUG 3 1 LuUO 

CALl FORt 
COASTAL COMr-. .. ~·-· 

RE: Against Coastal Permit 5-97-367, housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 
~':3(6 12000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The wetlands portion of the former Hellman estate has been slated for restoration. 
However, the upland, or "Mesa", is threatened with a housing tract. 

This area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. Ancient Canoes landed at this site, 
and there is evidence of ancient structures, as shown by infrared aerial photos. 

The permit was granted to desecrate the "archaeological" sites because of the over-riding 
benefit of the proposed Golf Course which was to be constructed in the wetlands. The 
City and the Developer stated at the time that the Golf Course in the Wetlands was 
necessary to pay for the whole "restoration" project. 

Subsequent Court Case (Wetlands Action Network et al vs. CCC) proved that the Golf 

• 

Course in the Wetlands was illegal. Without thatso called "over-riding" benefit of the • 
Golf Course, there is no justification in the Environmental Impact Report for destroying 
the graves of the Ancestors by building houses on the Mesa. 

There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa. These sites, if verified, 
must not be desecrated. Further investigation must be performed, and for that, more time 
is required. This matter should at a minimum be delayed, and held over until it can be 
heard where local Citizens can express their opinion. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. Please do not allow this truncated, half-baked 
and unplanned travesty to destroy a potential wildlife corridor, devastate the nearby 
Wetlands, and desecrate a sacred burial and religious ground of our local First Nation. 

Tele!E~I ' 

~ ~ ·~~'<-. Co.\ c:.\ 'J, 'Q... \\ 
Printed Name 

For more info. please see W\\w.LosCerritos.org • 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=562-590-5071 
Fax=562-590-5084 

RECEIVE I;) 
South Coast Region 

~UG 3 1 ZOOO 

CALIFORNIA 
COAS1Al COMMISSION 

RE: Against Coastal Permit 5-97-367, housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 

,? I _· ,~ /2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The "Mesa" area of the former Hellman Estate is important for the health of the wetlands 
below it. No amount of grading or ditches would be enough to protect the wetlands from 
urban runoff, domestic animals, and human incursions. 

The integrity ofthe entire ecosystem is critical to its prospects for revival. Since the 
wetlands will be restored, it does not make sense to put houses on the upland portion. 
We have agreed to preserve this open space, it does not make sense to insert a few houses 
into the potential future wildlife connection to the National Wildlife Refuge across Seal 
Beach Blvd. 

The highland area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. There are innumerable 
ancient graves and so-called archaeological assets which are important to their culture 
and history. Their burials were done with certain ceremonies which are important to their 
Culture and Laws, and must not be desecrated -just as we would wish respect for all 
cemetaries and memorials. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. 

Sincerely . , /; 

. c :MUt {__ 
Name 

Address 

+S:({ ·::,. ) /.3C1 f':>' '/ _2 :/ 

Tele!Email 

For more info. please see www.LosCerritos.org 



California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Mr. Carl Schwing 
200 Oceangate, 1Oth Fl. 
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 
Telephone=562-590-S071 
Fax=562-590-5084 

RECEIVE I;> 
South Coa5t Regton 

ll.UG 3 1 'l.OO\l 

cAUfORNIA 
COASTAL coMM\SS\ON 

RE: Against Coastal Permit 5-97-367, housing tract on the former Hellman Estate 

7 I · .. I ,; _-:' / 2000 

Mr. Schwing: 

The "Mesa" area of the former Hellman Estate is important for the health of the wetlands 
below it No amount of grading or ditches would be enough to protect the wetlands from 
urban runoff, domestic animals, and human incursions. 

The integrity of the entire ecosystem is critical to its prospects for revivaL Since the 
wetlands will be restored, it does not make sense to put houses on the upland portion. 
We have agreed to preserve this open space, it does not make sense to insert a few houses 
into the potential future wildlife connection to the National Wildlife Refuge across Seal 
Beach Blvd. 

• 

The highland area is sacred to our local First Nations groups. There are innumerable 
ancient graves and so-called archaeological assets which are important to their culture • 
and history. Their burials were done with certain ceremonies which are important to their 
Culture and Laws, and must not be desecrated -just as we would wish respect for all 
cemetaries and memorials. 

I strongly urge you to refuse any permit or permission for building on this important 
upland resource and historical treasure. 

Sincerely,. . .!J 
..-!'-, -'#'c.. ;MC)L_ ,]c~·h/1 /--Ir-_!}cl'--t~r:· / 

Printed Name 

y/ J~<('/"~ 
Address City 

.t;s:c.-·z) y3o ·6''/25-' 
Tele/Email 

For more info, please see ww·w.LosCerritos.org 

• 
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Exhibit 9 
APPLICANTS RESPONSE TO SELECTED ISSUES RAISED IN THE 

LETTERS RECEIVED AS OF SEPTEMBER 26, 2000 
REGARDING THE PROPOSED PROJECT 



COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATION NO. 5~97-367 
HELLMAN RANCH 

SUMMARY OF ARCHAEOLOGY ISSUES 

A number of letters have been received by the Coastal Commission regarding the proposed 
development's impact on archaeological resources in connection with the current application. 
Many of these letters contain incorrect statements and allegations regarding the Research Design 
and the City 's work on the· Hellman Ranch archaeological resources which must be corrected for 
the record. These inaccuracies do not properly characterize the proposed excavations, the 
numerous studies that have been conducted on the site, and the known information about the 
Hellman Ranch archaeological resources. Most of these letters continue to raise the same issues 
previously considered and addressed by the City, the Superior Court, the California Court of 
Appeals, and the Coastal Commission itself in prior considerations and actions on Hellman Ranch. 
In order to establish a clear and accurate record for the Coastal Commission, the following 
highlights various topics raised in the letters and provides the Commission with an accurate factual 
statement of the proposed archaeological test program and response to the issues raised. 

This summary is followed by a more detailed discussion of the Hellman Ranch archaeological 
studies, the measures adopted to address archaeological impacts by the City and Coastal 
Commission, the unsuccessful litigation challenging the adequacy of those measures, and the 
proposed archaeological investigations described in the Research Design. Detailed responses to 
individual allegations and misstatements made in the letters also follow this summary. 

Application No. 5-97-367: Archaeoloay Project Component 

• The current application requests approval of an archaeological test program for 11 sites on 
Hellman Ranch to be conducted by the City of Seal Beach's archaeological consultant 
pursuant to a peer-reviewed, and City-approved Research Design. 

• The proposed archaeological test program will be the 17th archaeology study conducted on 
the Hellman Ranch. Since the 1950's, 16 separate studies have been conducted including 5 
site surveys, 3 surface collections, and 4 test excavation programs. 

• The current application reduces impacts to archaeological resources. It avoids 2 additional 
sites that were previously affected by golf course development. 

• The proposed Gum Grove Nature Park expansion and the residential development will not 
create any new, different, or increased impacts to archaeological resources. 

• 

• 
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City Treatment of Archaeoloeical Issues Upheld Throueh Leeal Challenees 

Implementation of the studies described in the Research Design implement one of the EIR 
mitigation measures adopted by the City. In 1997, the City approved the Hellman Ranch 
project and certified an EIR. The EIR identified 9 measures to mitigate archaeological 
impacts, including conducting additional test excavations pursuant to a peer-reviewed 
Research Design. 

• CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines contain specific provisions addressing the treatment and 
analysis of cultural resources. The adequacy of the City's compliance with CEQA in 
connection with the analysis of archaeological impacts and the adequacy of the archaeology 
mitigation measures were challenged by several individuals. Both the Orange County 
Superior Court and the California Court of Appeals summarily rejected all of the arguments 
raised in the lawsuit. A copy of the appellate decision, Hotchkiss eta/. v. City of Seal Beach, 
Super. Ct. No. 785769, dated October 13, 1999, is attached. 

Project's Consistency With Coastal Act Section 30244 

• In 1998, the Coastal Commission found the Hellman Ranch archaeological excavation 
program consistent with Coastal Act Section 30244. The Coastal Commission required 
implementation of 7 mitigation measures, in addition to the 9 EIR mitigation measures 
adopted by the City to address archaeological resources. The current application proposes 
the same archaeological excavation program . 

• The Coastal Commission found the following measures, including those adopted by the City, 
to be "reasonable mitigation measures" to address potential impacts to archaeological 
resources: consultation with the State Office of Historic Preservation, the Native American 
Heritage Commission, and designated Native Americans; compliance with State and federal 
qualification standards for archaeologists and Native American monitors; site preparation, 
grading and construction monitoring; incorporation of archaeology requirements into 
construction documents; compliance with the City of Seal Beach's Archaeological and 
Historical Element of its General Plan; compliance with State laws if human remains are 
discovered; and integration of ethnographic/ethnohistoric research into archaeological 
investigations. 

Letters from the Public Raise No New Issues Not Previously Considered 

• Many of the letters submitted to the Coastal Commission on this application are from 
individuals who litigated the adequacy of the City's EIR analysis of archaeological resources 
and lost at both the trial court and Court of Appeals. The letters do not raise new issues not 
previously considered or addressed by the Research Design and proposed archaeological 
investigations. 
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• These letters continue to raise the same issues previously considered and addressed by the 
City's Archaeological Advisory Committee, the City, the Superior Court, the California 
Court of Appeals, and the Coastal Commission. 

Adequacy of the Research Desio and Investieation Methods 

• The proposed archaeological test program will be conducted in accordance with a Research 
Design prepared by the City's archaeological consultant. The Research Design has been 
peer-reviewed by three County-certified archaeologists. The Research Design has been 
submitted to the State Office of Historic Preservation and to designated Native Americans 
and other interested Native American individuals and organizations for their review and 
comment. 

• The Research Design was approved by the City and its Archaeological Advisory Committee. 

• 

Four public hearings were held by the City's Archaeological Advisory Committee on the 
Research Design and comments from the public were incorporated as appropriate by the 
City. 

The City's archaeology consultant will use a variety of techniques to test the 11 sites, 
including remote sensing procedures (ground penetrating radar) to detect presence of 
subsurface archaeological features; shovel test pits to ascertain site boundaries and 
relationships between surface scatter and subsurface, intact deposits; and 1-meter square test 
excavation units and column samples to obtain artifact samples of each site. These 
excavations will be followed by detailed testing such as radiocarbon, obsidian and faunal 
analysis. 

• Consultation with 30 Native American individuals and organizations.has been initiated as 
part of the Research Design's study of ethnographic and ethnohistoric research questions. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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1. 

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATION NO. 5-97-367 
HELLMAN RANCH, SEAL BEACH, CALIFORNIA 

ARCHAEOLOGY ISSUES BRIEFING PAPER 

Introduction. 

In 1998, the California Coastal Commission ("Commission") approved Coastal Development 
Permit No. 5-97-367 ("CDP") for development of the Hellman Ranch property in the City of Seal 
Beach. The approved project included an archaeological test investigation for 11 archaeological sites 
on the Hellman Ranch property. Subsequent to the Commission's action, a lawsuit was filed 
challenging the Commission's approval of the CDP. The CDP application before the Commission 
reflects the terms of a Settlement Agreement entered into by all parties to the lawsuit and includes 
the same archaeological test program previously approved by the Commission. 

In its prior approval, the Commission adopted Special Condition 6 which included 7 separate 
provisions addressing the archaeological investigations. These measures supplemented and 
strengthened the 9 archaeological measures adopted by the City of Seal Beach to address potential 
archaeological impacts, thereby assuring consistency with Coastal Act Section 30244. The CDP 
application currently before the Commission does not change or otherwise increase the impacts of 
the development on cultural resources, and in fact, avoids impacts altogether for two archaeological 
sites that would have been impacted by golf course development. 

2. History of Cultural Resource Investia=ations at Hellman Ranch. 

The Hellman Ranch has been the subject of archaeological investigations since the late 
1950's. In fact, 16 separate archaeological studies have been conducted by professional 
archaeologists since that time, including a baseline study, 5 site surveys, 3 surface collections, 4 test 
excavation programs, and an aerial photographic review. The proposed archaeological excavations 
that would be permitted by this CDP would be the 17th archaeological study of the Hellman Ranch 
property. 

3. City Consideration of Arcbaeoloa=ical Issues. 

In 1997, the City of Seal Beach approved the Hellman Ranch project and certified an 
environmental impact report ("EIR") that assessed the impacts of the proposed Hellman Ranch 
development. The EIR included an extensive analysis of the impacts of the project on cultural 
resources, including archaeological resources. As noted above, the City adopted 9 measures to 
mitigate impacts to archaeological resources. 

The City is unique in this State in that its General Plan also includes an Archaeological and 
Historical Element that specit1e::. the procedures that must be followe'\ftfJ{§~fijWfiWI§~bN 
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cultural resources within the City. The City found that the Hellman Ranch project was consistent 
with the City's General Plan, including the Archaeological and Historical Element. 

Concurrent with its consideration of the Hellman Ranch project, the City initiated steps to 
implement the EIR mitigation measures and comply with the procedures of its General Plan Element. 
The City retained KEA Environmental to prepare a research design, which is the first step in 
conducting archaeological investigations. KEA prepared "A Research Design for the Evaluation of 
Archaeological Sites within the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan Area," dated November 1997 
("Research Design"), which was peer-reviewed, and circulated for public comment for 30 days. Four 
public hearings were held by the City's Archaeological Advisory Committee to discuss the report. 
The Research Design was revised in response to public comments, and approved by the City. 
Among the comments received and addressed by the City were those from Moira Hahn and Eugene 
Ruyle, the same individuals who have sent letters to the Coastal Commission repeating their 
comments on the Research Design and who unsuccessfully challenged the adequacy of the EIR' s 
analysis of archaeological impacts. 

4. Lecal Challence to City's Archaeolocical Impact Analysis. 

The adequacy of the City's EIR was challenged after certification of the document and 
approval of the Hellman Ranch project by, among others, Moira Hahn, Mark Hotchkiss and Eugene 
Ruyle. Specifically, these plaintiffs alleged that the City failed to adequately analyze impacts to 
archaeological resources. Many of their allegations are repeated in the comments submitted to the 
Commission. Both the Orange County Superior Court and, on appeal, the California Court of 

• 

Appeals held that the City's analysis of archaeological impacts satisfied the strict mandates of CEQ A • 
and summarily rejected the arguments raised in the lawsuit. A copy of the Court of Appeals opinion, 
Hotchkiss et al. v. City of Seal Beach, Super. Ct. No. 785769, dated October 13, 1999, is attached. 

5. Coastal Commission Findincs Recardin& Archaeolocical Resources. 

In approving the CDP in 1998, the Coastal Commission found the Hellman Ranch project, 
with incorporation of the Special Conditions, consistent with Section 30244 which provides: 

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

The Commission adopted 7 specific measures to mitigate impacts to archaeological resources, 
including: 

• Conducting the proposed archaeological investigation in conformance with the KEA 
Research Design, which has been submitted to the State Office of Historic 
Preservation, the Native American Heritage Commission (''NAHC"), and the Native 
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American person/group designated or deemed acceptable by the NAHC for their 
review and comment. 

Selecting an archaeologist that meets the U.S. Department of the Interior minimum 
standards for archaeological consultants, and selection of the Native American 
monitor in compliance with NAHC Guidelines for Native American monitors. 

• Submitting a written report after completion of the archaeological work which 
includes a summary of the archaeological investigation findings and a final 
mitigation plan for important archaeological resources to the Commission and to 
OHP and appropriate Native American person/group designated or deemed 
acceptable by the NAHC. 

• Demonstrating compliance with the above-identified measures prior to any site 
preparation, grading and construction activities for any development within a 50 feet 
radius of an archaeological site. 

• Monitoring of all site preparation, grading and construction activities by a qualified 
archaeologist and Native American monitor. 

• Providing for the temporary halting of work should additional or unexpected 
archaeological features be discovered during site preparation, grading or construction 
activities, and providing for compliance with State law should human remains be 
discovered . 

• Incorporating all archaeological measures identified in Special Condition 6 into all 
construction documents. 

No changes to these special conditions were proposed in the Settlement Agreement. The 
current CDP application makes no changes to these measures and proposes implementation of the 
conditions to assure consistency with Coastal Act Section 30244. 

6. CDP Application 5-97-367. 

A number of letters have been received by the Coastal Commission regarding the proposed 
development's impact on archaeological resources in connection with the current application. Many 
of these letters contain incorrect statements and allegations regarding the Research Design and the 
City's work on the Hellman Ranch archaeological resources which must be corrected for the record. 
These inaccuracies do not properly characterize the proposed excavations, the numerous studies that 
have been conducted on the site, and the known information about the Hellman Ranch 
archaeological resources. Most of these letters continue to raise the same issues previously 
considered and addressed by the City, the Superior Court, the California Court of Appeals, and the 
Coastal Commission itself in prior considerations and actions on Hellman Ranch. In order to 
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establish a clear and accurate record for the Coastal Commission, the following highlights various 
topics raised in the letters and provides the Commission with an accurate factual statement of the 
proposed archaeological test program and response to the issues raised. 

Sites have not been properly studied; EIR Lawsuit; Adeguacy of Findinas 

Allegation: "These sites have never been adequately studied, .... There is a lawsuit against the 
City of Seal Beach over the faulty EIR for this project." 

Response: There have been 16 separate archaeological studies conducted on the Hellman Ranch 
property, including at least 5 site surveys, 4 test excavations and 3 surface 
collections. A lawsuit was filed by several of the individuals submitting letters to the 
Coastal Commission (Mark Hotchkiss, Moira Hahn, Eugene Ruyle) challenging the 
adequacy of the City's EIR analysis of and mitigation measures for cultural 
resources. Both the Orange County Superior Court and the California Court of 
Appeals held the City's EIR to be adequate and satisfy the requirements ofCEQA. 
A copy of the Court of Appeals opinion is attached. 

Allegation: The permit was granted to desecrate archaeological sites because of the overriding 
benefit of the proposed golf course. Without the golf course, there is no justification 
for destroying the graves of the ancestors by building houses on the Mesa. 

Response: The golf course was only one of several benefits, including preservation of open 
space, and dedication of a park site, creation of public access opportunities, and 
overriding considerations cited by the City in certifying the EIR and approving the 
Hellman Ranch project and was not the sole consideration identified by the City to 
approve the project. 

Adequacy of the KEA Research Desian and Excavation Proaram 

Allegation: The Research Design does not provide a comprehensive testing program for the "flat 
portion of the Hellman Ranch, where wetlands may be restored." 

Response: In accordance with the Settlement Agreement, only specifically identified areas of the 
Hellman Ranch will be subject to development activities. These areas were 
previously identified in the KEA Research Design, and archaeological resources in 
these areas are subject to the proposed test program. The "flat portion" of the 
Hellman Ranch will be deed restricted and no development is proposed. 
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Allegations: KEA' s proposed excavation strategy would replace standard units with a sprinkling 
of 110 30x30 em shovel test pits over the project site . 

Response: 

The proposed study relies on remote sensing to identify features. Data generated by 
remote sensing must be validated by more traditional sampling and analytical 
methods. 

The sampling strategy and analytical methodologies proposed will not produce data 
that is typologically or statistically valid. Too much emphasis is placed on the use 
of (small) shovel test pits and not enough on (larger) excavation units. 

KEA' s proposed excavation includes an organized set of procedures to provide an 
increasingly detailed level of information from each site. KEA proposes to initially 
survey the sites with remote sensing tools (ground penetrating radar) to determine if 
specific types of archaeological features can be detected. If detected, this would help 
focus the excavations in areas where cultural materials are more likely to be found. 
Following the remote sensing work, KEA proposes 30x30cm shovel test pits 
excavated to a maximum depth of 50 em to determine the extent of subsurface 
deposits at each site. This will be followed by 45 lxlm text excavation units 
(approximately 5 one-square meter units per site); and 27- 1 Ox 10 em column samples 
(approximately 3 per site). As many of these sites have been excavated previously 
through a variety of methods including shovel test pits, hand excavated units and 
trenches, there may be only limited areas of undisturbed soil in which in situ deposits 
could be found, therefore, KEA's proposed scope of work is intended to build on 
prior documentation and notre-excavate areas previously disturbed by archaeological 
work. 

Allegation: The firm plans to excavate only "between two and eight" standard units per site, on 
sites that measure up to 42,000 square feet. 

Response: Many of these sites have been the subject of previous excavations, and, therefore, 
only those areas not previously impacted by prior excavations would be tested. 
Additionally, there is significant questions as to the accuracy of site dimensions as 
those figures are based upon surface scatter which have been spread over a larger 
area as a result of past agricultural operations and may not reflect subsurface deposits 
which may be concentrated in a much smaller area. Consequently, in order to assess 
the relationship between surface scatter and subsurface deposits and to identify the 
actual extent of those deposits, KEA proposes the use of numerous shovel test pits. 

Allegation: The diagnostic methods selected by KEA appear to be insufficient to determine the 
ten affected sites' eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places. 

cgA§ra1.fQ!ft~9~1 
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Response: KEA is a qualified archaeological consultant selected by the City. The test 
excavations described in the Research Design are designed to support the evaluation 
of cultural resources in accordance with National Register of Historic Places criteria 
and the regulations of the federal Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. 

Native American Consultation 

Allegation: The [Juaneno Band of Mission Indians, Ajachemen Nation] recommend that it be 
directly consulted and that no action be taken until it has received all EIR and 
archaeological documentation for review and comment. They also request if any 
inadvertent discoveries of burial or cultural resources are made that it be notified and 
that the material be returned to our Archaeology Committee Head, Anthony Rivera. 

Response: Although the Native American Heritage Commission has designated a member of the 
Gabrielino Tribe as the Native American representative, KEA consulted with a 
number of Southern California Native American individuals and organizations. As 
part of that consultation, KEA wrote a letter to the Tribal Chair of the Juaneno Band 
of Mission Indians, Jean Frietze requesting her input on the cultural resource 
management program. Ms. Frietze was also a member of the City's Archaeological 
Advisory Committee, and in that capacity also received a copy of the EIR and 
archaeological documentation for review and comment. The Native American 
Heritage Commission has designated Vera Rocha, the most likely descendant, and 
if burials are discovered, the law requires notification of Ms. Rocha, not Mr. Rivera . 

Allegation: The proposed ethnographic/ethnohistoric research (Research Design pages 44-45, 50· 
51) with contemporary Native Americans has not been carried out, and is not 
adequate to assess the cultural significance of the site. 

Response: Twenty·nine Native Americans were contacted by KEA during preparation of the 
Research Design. They were notified of the proposed archaeological investigations, 
the availability of the research design for review, and their comments solicited 
regarding the management of cultural resources on Hellman Ranch. After the KEA 
Research Design was approved by the City, the Hellman Ranch project has been in 
litigation first regarding the EIR and then the Coastal Commission's approval. No 
work has been undertaken by the City during the pendency of litigation because no 
valid coastal development permit has been issued to permit archaeological 
investigations. At such time as a coastal development permit is issued and approved 
for the archaeological excavations, KEA will reinitiate consultation with the Native 
Americans, including ethnohistoric interviews as described in the Research Design. 
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Allegation: Have the Native American Heritage Commission, and the Native American(s) it 
deems appropriate received and reviewed the K.EA Research Design? As of August 
23,2000, the State Office of Historic Preservation had not reviewed it. Ms. Marcia 
Hoaglen, the Assistant Director of Native American Affairs at the State Attorney 
General's Office, has not reviewed it. 

Response: KEA has submitted the Research Design to the State Office of Historic Preservation 
and the Native American person/group designated or deemed acceptable by the 
Native American Heritage Commission, and to other interested Native American 
organizations. 

Relationship to Puvun~ma 

Allegations: The question of the sites' relationship to Puvungna is not one of the formal research 
questions KEA addresses as a goal of its Research Design. 

Response: 

"Our [the Native American community] exclusion hurts us, and may explain the 
consultants inability to answer important research questions stressed in the Research 
Design, such as the sites' relationship to the Native American settlement Puvungna. 
I believe that the sites represent a suburb of Puvungna." 

As the consultant has not even begun work pursuant to the Research Design, it is 
entirely premature and inaccurate to conclude that the consultant was unable to 
answer important research questions. One of the research objectives of the test 
excavations is to evaluate the sites' relationship to the prehistoric Puvungna 
settlement located in the City of Long Beach. (See KEA Research Design at pages 
45- 46.) 

Impact of Gum Grove Park Improvements 

Allegation: The Gum Grove Nature Park improvements along the southern boundary of the 
Hellman Ranch would potentially impact five additional archaeological sites. 

Response: The expanded footprint of Gum Grove Nature Park, including the proposed new 
parking lot, impacts land areas that were previously identified for residential 
development. Therefore, impacts to the archaeological resources in this area (ORA-
260 and -261) were previously considered and mitigation measures identified to 
address potential impacts to these resources. The City's EIR and KEA's Research 
Design anticipated impacts to two of the sites identified in the comment as a result 
of golf course development: ORA-1473 and ORA-256. These two sites will no 
longer be impacted and are located in an area to be deen restricted, The three 
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remaining sites listed in the comment are currently located in Gum Grove Nature 
Park and are not affected by the current CDP Application. 

Evidence Rea=ardina= Archaeoloa=ical Resources on Hellman Ranch 

Allegation: "There is evidence of innumerable ancient graves on the Mesa." 

Response: As a result of all of the past excavations and studies that have occurred on this 
property, the confirmed discoveries of human bone on the Hellman Ranch is limited 
to portions of human bone fragments at one site, and a hand bone at another site. 
There is no other evidence that indicate the presence of innumerable ancient graves. 
The EIR mitigation measures and the Coastal Commission's proposed Special 
Conditions require compliance with State law, including consultation with Native 
Americans, if any human remains are discovered during either the proposed 
archaeological test excavations or during monitored grading activities. 

Allegation: "Dr. Stickel, a previous archaeological consultant hired by the City to plan this 
investigation, discovered evidence of architectural structures on the project site. 
Stickel's staff used aerial infrared and multi-spectral photography ... to locate what 
appear to be the foundation of dome houses and elliptical ceremonial enclosures on 
the proposed housing site. KEA and the developer have refused to acquire Stickel's 
data or to repeat his study .... " "Ancient canoes landed at this site, and there is 
evidence of ancient structures, as shown by infrared aerial photos." 

Response: The City and Hellman Properties LLC made repeated requests to Dr. Stickel to obtain 
the alleged original aerial infrared photographs so that they could be reviewed and 
studied. Despite the repeated requests, the alleged original photographs were never 
provided to the City; only poor photographic reproductions that lacked sufficient 
clarity or detail, including a location finder indicating what area the photo was taken, 
and whether it was even of the Hellman Ranch. KEA proposes to conduct its own 
remote sensing methods to identify subsurface archaeological features. 

The City's consideration of the poor quality aerial photo copies was raised in the 
litigation, and the City's actions and conclusions regarding the photocopies were 
upheld. 

Relationship Between Hellman Ranch and Naval Weapons Stations 

Allegation: One of the sites, ORA-260, is divided by Seal Beach Boulevard and has a component 
across the Boulevard on the Naval Weapons Station, ORA-322/1118. The latter site 
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Response: 

has been declared eligible for the National Register of Historic Places by the Navy's 
archaeologist. 

ORA-260 has been subject to several excavations, including 2 test pits in 1958, 16 
trenches in 1981, and 20 I x 1m units in 1990. These prior investigations and their 
findings were discussed in the City's EIR and KEA Research Design. The Research 
Design also acknowledges that the sites on the Naval Weapons Station may be an 
extension ofORA-260, however, there has been considerable disturbance of the area 
between the two sites and the site itself that may affect site integrity and value, 
including the construction of Seal Beach Boulevard and the prior oil and agricultural 
operations on Hellman Ranch. Neither document recommended that this site be 
considered eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. Both the 
City and Coastal Commission, however, identified measures to mitigate potential 
impacts to this site. 

Impact of Seal Beach Public Works Project on Archaeolo&ical Resources 

Allegation: "[T]he developer recently having permitted road crews to use burial sites on Hellman 
Ranch as a major staging and dumping area for the reconstruction of Seal Beach 
Boulevard. It will be difficult to locate cultural resources with a hand trowel, in the 
mountain of imported soil currently deposited on our sites." 

Response: The landowner permitted the City to use a small portion of the property to 
temporarily store construction equipment used on the Seal Beach Boulevard public 
works project. There is no evidence indicating that this area is a "burial site. 11 The 
area on which the equipment is stored has been used historically for oil production 
and agricultural operations, including storage of associated equipment. Before the 
test excavations commence, the City will remove any soil it has deposited there as 
part of its public works project. 
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Sb~ Mihaly & Weisibager. Rachel B. Hooper, SUsan Clevehmd. Paone. 

Callahan, McHolm & WintoD and Susan Bali. for Real Party in lDtenst aud Respoudcm. 
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• In tim QSe, we arc asked tu assess the sufficiaac:y or a envilet•••"emal impact 

report (EIR) prepared by the City of Seal Bcacb (the City) in~ with tbe lpprOVa1 

of a specific plan for tho devdopm.czd of the Hellman RJmcb by Hellmm Ptopczties. The 

appc11lrds. Mark Hotchki55, Moim Balm, Eugc:ue Ruyle aad Barbara Yoaag (eoJlcc:tivoly 

Hotchkiss), CODteDd the ElR caJtlins ID iDsutlid.mt IDilysis oftbe site's archaeological · 

n:smucn, the City adopted iDadequate mitiplicm. measmes widl respu;1 to the 

eraviromnental impacts em those U'Chlu::olopa! resoun=a aDd~ iDcamplete n:spoases to 

public commrmts made I"Cpp"CtiDg the archaeological impacts oftbe poject. 'Ibc trial coart 

dCDied Hotchkin's pctitiao for-writ ofedmmisuativemadumss. (Code Civ. Proe.,. 

§ 1094.5.)1 We conclude the EDt camptie:s with thr: CaHfmnia &rrizoauuema} Quality Act 

(CEQA)2111d af&m. 

FI1CIIII:ll fllfd Proc:tulr.n't'l·Iklclrgrormd 

H~l/man Rmu:h Specific Plan 

The HeUman Ranch Specific Plan go-w:ms the devclopmem of a 231.3-aczoe 

• portion of the lUstoric Hellman Ranch located in the City. It is 1qc1y UDdenloped open 

'lpGC, bat the 1a:Dd bas been hisb1Y ctistmbed by JaDMing, apicul1ure, oil producticm. 

cham1e1iziDa of abC SaD Gabriel River, which nms .aljaccDt to the silc.IDd dawpiDg ad 

JandfiDmg. The site has four diminct physical areas: a 19-ec:zc mesa; 177 acres oflowlands. 

which izu::lude vacmt laud. depdcd wetlaDds, abandoacd cJ.ectric tnmsmissian fBcilities. 
and oil production facili1ies; a JO..cre eucalyptus ~ Cllled -oom Grove Pede"; aad a 

35-acre flood contJol rettmioa basiD. 

• 

Failed eariier de'velopmcnt proposals for the site have iDduded plm5 for the 

construction of up to 1,000 resickutial uu:its OD the site.' 1'lle Hellman Ranch Specffic Plan 

) 

2 Ml:ic ~ Orlda IICiioa 2JOOO 'UICq. All frD1bl::r ICMIJU1 n:fr:lt:ates me to t.be hb1ic 
Raowca Code ...u.. GUicrtril8 iDclic::-.d 

l MD/t1 J:Jrw/qprfftnll 0/rp. 'V. City t~fs.M llctJdl (1997) S7 Cll App.41b 40.5 ~ D earliet 
pnljec:t for tbis D which plopGSICIII300 Ja'i t Mj,aJ mUts. 
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' proposcs a m•ximiJID of70 homes~ 15 aans offhe mesa aDd bsbm....-viDB ODIIIIIIerCia1 

use5 em about 1.8 acres. A golf CXJD~R IIIICl ~ facmtias wwlc! 'IIIR ap ~ 110 

acres. The 3s.ac: flood c:uattol Jetealioo basin would n:IDIIiD .iD plas:e; as would about 28 

acres of oil proclucficm propaty. TJae plaD oalls for ftllllatiOD of about 33 acres of._,lmds 

a:ad dedication of the Gum Grove Padr.: ad wrious DabJre Uli1s to tile public. 

• 
Hdlman .Rmrch Spedfl.c Plan E1R: JfnQI)I,Its of Arr::hi:tMilogit:lll RI!MJurc:G 

111 April 1997. tbc City circula1e4 a draft Em. 011 ttac·HeDma Ra1lch Specific 

Plan. The fiDa1 mR was released ill Aupst md certified by the Ct.)• iD ~·' The 

ElR ccmtaiDs a 90-page c:ultanliCSOUI'Ce stUdy offhe • which ia.cl•ldes a detailed 

ctiscussion of its archaeological~ 1hc abject oftbis lidptioa. The aa1ySis of 

an:h•eological resources was dcme in aCCO(darace widl fot~Mr Appeadix K oftbc CBQA 

Guideli:aes. (Cal. Code R.ess~ tit 14., § 15000 et seq.; hcrti:da rc:fmed to as the 

Guidelioes.')S 

The Hellman RaDcb .rea WI$ occv.pied by thCTaugya (also Rlled ~) 

poup of Native Americans about 2,500 years qo. Some scholars 'boHew: the area bears 

some rdatiODSbip to •.Pmrv~mpa. • a 'Villap of pat religious ligrdfioaDoc 1D 1be T0Dp'8115.6 

4 
Tlte6aal EDt. is ........... Ol.....t •••• 1111! tile Gill JaR, •• "' "----tile dJaf1 

!lit. tile Citl'llllfl r:!"NIIO CCIIISIIIII, 111M! set' ·-tDU.clarAEII.itaed. 1 "'WI k 

S .Appe11:1ix k W dei..s:bJ JM a: L Will tDtlle C'Jaiddilallldaporisiclls~ iulo 
Cllhers .aicms. HoM.:w:r,IIIICZidmelallta 1M~--.. lii'ISJli.i2iwt:GIIIJ (J 15007)--wiD...,. .. 
~r:41JdsmR udcrlbeGnk'ciiDa'llllaltr ........ 

6 NotM ........... .,.,.,. c-. 'V./IoMI~(IM)$1 Qii..Aw.466'75, Cllllllll ia-
clilalllioa lbout hwapra. Ill IJ&ill_ca. Cdlfar1riw s.e 'UIIivldlitJ. ~ ._. (CSUl8) llld ....._.to dew1op 22 
._1/lils campus. 1'lac Cltiforai&Madw: AIIM:ricalilrilltp Onmi ... ICIIII:Iattoflljaia 1111: dPtllitD CNlllldcr 
wdoas swe laws that prDI:&ibit da,..;c Nllhe AJDiril:llll ~ .u.; it, ..... t+d die CSDI.B Qllllpll .. • aq•icd 
tbe. of1b: adcal Puvalapa. f/tl. • p. 617.) '1'llo lriaJ coan. cti"fti lit 0. ..... ..,.., .. dac Uai¥Uiit)' 
that 1l!aa ........ WU1al ell 411111--1 ............ qaiDSt enb'ishaacaal olwdipwa. ............ CCJart 
aewaed ad 11t"'2 whd fclr a Ui&L 

The api.DioD sctfonlt * raas allql:d m * ()muaisAoa •• """''pir'll ~ Ptmmpa. We 
reita'lte tbaD bac fQidy ror ~ u • die Cilltalllatpt"•m:w arPuw....-: •Aci::Dn:li.q 10 111e wdfled 
aJIIII)Iaillt ror iDjuuc:tM rclirl. CSUl.B"s iiPP'"d•f'dy 31,.... campar is pat Clf ....... - Plm:mpa. a NIIM: 
AIDaicD 'Yi1lap flllbota 500 IICI'CS. l'aYDpa ...... ied _, NIIM AJDclic&G "'IDw i::alowD .. Clle GlblitJiMS 
~· ca1Jed TCIIDI\'US). J niRaOJa&U1ia • • (aMemaEi'fi1J callahMw.,CifO..Aa 1 ..._. 
NatioA) ••• tna ... .....s !00 lt.J).O., *>*arty m ra a_._.,. 1lle'flllllll: ....,_.-t~~~cliii:S 
1be a.brietiuDs inblbitr.d 1Jillil die_, JIOOI, whm. ercahiDitioa oiSpcdll:t •• , ·---Alllaicala IDdlll:n 

• 
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• At least 16 official archaeological sm4ia o! pn:histaric sites in 1hc Hellman 

• Ranch Specific Plan area ba~ beea ~ cm:rtbe yan;. Some ofdlc studies iDcluded 

cm)y surface collecticms. but JeYa'al othas iavol~ Sllbsm:Uc:e ex;c&'Yatiou. The results and 

fiDdinp of each of those studies were IDI1yzed in the EIIl. 

The EIR. idendfied 10 ~ ambarolo&ical sitl=s in the mesa area of the 

HcllmiXJ Ranch. Four were idmtified as having importmt ~bacolojcahesotRCS based 

on the artifacts fouDd ill excavations ad Sb1cties. The other six silcs were J'iiDked low in 

leYe1 of sigaificanee beeause they Jacb:d sipificam ~ m:tifacCs mlliUle had been 

dane in the way of subsurface e:ICI.Valions of those sites. ~ Jeport DOted that ftae lack of 

sorfaee a.rrifacrs 011 the J'l"fDJrioine six sites made it tiDlibly aubsmfBge utifaGC$ "WVUld be · 

found. Noacthcless, the EIR CODcluded, -rrJhere is msulficieot data at 1hi.c time to 

detctmiDe whether these (six) sites~ imponam ard&leologioal RIOIIIWIIDidc:r CEQA 

Because au impo11aDce ddeuninati011 camaot be made at 1his 1ime for these [six) sites. this 

E1R provides mitipticm measares ..• that will allow for the ._,;,,.non of the imponance 

of these sites prior to c!i.stu:rba.nce of these sites in tbe tilture." 

• 1he EIRRC9D'PCDdecl.. ami1he City Sl1bseqDat1y 1ldopted. mne mitiption 

• 

measures for the archaeological 'J'eSOUI1ZS: · (1) Before aay cti.sturbaDc:e of the site, the City 

must n:tai:D a qualified arcbaeo1ogist to eoaduct an additiaaallitaatme .search to cc:mfizm the 

imt"l111lct of each site; (2) befoze any disturbiDce of the -..dle City must retain a 

qualified archaeologist to coaduct a additiODIJ site suncy to cJetc:anine the i:ugMtmce of 

eaeh site and farther doeameut the J'eSO'IZr'CeS Oil each site; (3) the City 1lmSt retain a 

qualified archaeologist to escablish a peer-rcMewed resean:h design for further study of each 

force:C 1lacm c11111 Dtafly ldllal o.cm edt· m 'l'lllc mrnpla5n• aDcJcs hvuapa • 1111: ~ lUllS spiril:ua1. Q':l:ltCr 

or u.e c:::ta:migchinicb reliPm. w!dc:b &be GlbridiDos on,t-tat. ,.,..,..sm1 to u.: """"''"'· IBDY ~ 
~~~ l:"i~ lad oUiet ~~ ~pl-=tiee tbe (bq Ia ito Jdipa ... m Jn tbe 
CbiaqcbiDiCb ~ •hvunpa 1$ tbe IIIOQ apifismr ad ..S litl: t.berc is, eqaivaJau 10 'Bablebaa b' C1:rrisZ:iaDs 
aad to Mecca tor Muslims. Adba'alts oflbc 1li'DeU ottbc Cbhri.l;drin'dlsec:t. as.U as adhctaa oldie 1I:.IIJI!U of'lbc 
Natr. Amaicm dlun"biS •......., U...Joa&..,_,~ aaACft:dpbat aacJiuwe Qleddlc 1aDd fvJ 
1'flilicus, spirita.a1 ud cacnll'lllial pmpcw b callllia. vP to &110 iJidiJdiDc lbc ,... .... - f}Mitw AMUior1n 
B.,.. CoM. v.BotrdofT,.,.,.. ~51 Cat AIJp.AdlatPf).6'71o679.) 
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site; (4)' after completion of1bat n:search desip. the lldaaeologist 1DDSt prepare • 

peer-reviewed report; (S) there would boa ... dear prleftllae" fm: pi'CIRl'YiDa an 
· archac:oJocical siaes deemed impotlaDt IIDCI p1aciDg those sites iD. 0pa11 space, ad aU 

CODSU.'UCtioa docu:uH:Dtl DI'DSt c>lldain re:fe:n:Dces to those sites to noid their ctistmbau.cc; 

(6) ifpresavatiou ofimportam. sites is not feasible, the EIR. cJmDs tbdbermitiption 

measures with respect to those sites; (7) a Nati-ve .A:maica repzesc ncwtiye w.i1l mouitor all 

ic1d mi\ti.tics; (8). further elba~ study woa1d he c:ompleted; and (9) 

if' 1111)' lmnvm remains are fouad Oil lillY site at my timc.ID coastractioa actiW:ies will cease 

UDtil ibc prorisiODS of1bo Plibli~ Raources Code repadias Natm AmedCID ftlllli:ns are 

complied with. 

Procmure 

Hotchkiss filed this pctitiw for W1it or tdmjpjstrative mmdate (Code Civ. 

P~w .• § to94.s) aUesms the fiDal EIR aoes DOt camply with dae n;quiaeu&eDtS ofCEQA. 

The trial court denied the petition. fiDdiug the EIR to ·be adeqaata. 

I 

Hotdlldss c:atdends the EDt is~ lllld ics oatifUtiOA ad the 

approval of the Hellman Ranch Specific Plan must be rnenect He 1ZJP1CS that by &Wug to 

uudettake the fall study of the~ sites iD d1c Hc:llman Rm:h SpeciGc Plm area 

_,__fore certification or the EIR,. the City llcbd. sufficicut iDfmmatiaa to support i1l 

uo.uclusio.u the: impadS on the aitl=s would be sipificant but could be m.i:tipled. We reject 

1he IIIJGIDe:Dt 

In Lt:zure/ Heights 1~ Arm v. Regtm~~ ofChli'Mtwity ofCtllifomitz 

(1988) 47 Cal.ld 376, 390-392, the Supreme Court set faith the fol1crwiDg ow:rview of 

CEQA: "'CEQA requires u BlR. wbeaner a public ~g~~agy proposes to approve or 10 CC1'Y 

out a project that may hive a $ipificant cfrect aa the tll'Yiromnmt. Project means. ZI'DOIIg 

other things, activities directly U11Cieztalccn by auy plbli~ IF'ACY· Sigldficau:t efFect on the 

environment means a :substmtial, or poteDt:iaUy substaDtial, adverse dlange iD the 

s 

• 

• 
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• 
• euviroament The Legislamre has made c1r.tr that m ElR. is au iDfvcn~cmal documem BDd 

that the purpose of an~ jmpact~cportis to provide publi~ ascucies ad the 

publi\i iu geae:ra1 with detailed iDform1tiOD about tbe e.tfect which a pro.posccl poject is 

tibly to have em the CII'Viromneut; to list ways ill wbich tbe lipificaat effects af such a 

projcet might be nrinjmiftd; ad to mdicate altematives to such a pioject. m Under 

CEQ A, the public is uo'Ci.fied tbat a dnlft EtR is beiDg prepared. IDd the draft EIR is 

evaluated in tight of c;omments RCCiw:d. ~lead IFIK'Y thco prcp;aa a fiDa1 EJR 

iDcotpora1iDg COIDDH!I1tS OD 1he cbaft EIR 8Dd the ap~DCY's JeSpQD.SCS to significant 

amrannwDtal po.ims ailed in the review.pocess.. lhe.lcad aaeaeymust catify that 1ile 

fiDall?lRhas. been compl.etcd in compl:iiiiiCC with CEQA and 1batthe iDfolmation in the 

fiua1 EIR was considcn:d by the agmcy before approv.iDg the pojcet. Before approviag the 

project, the qe.acy must also fiDd either that the pmject's sipfficnt arvbonnrutal effects 

ideodfied m the EIR haw: been a'Wided or mitipted, or tbat nmni•ipted dfecu are 

outwciahed by the project's benc5ts m. The EIR is fhe primmy 111C1DS of achievi'Dg tile 

• Legislatare 's considered decJaraliOD that it is tbe policy Ortbis stale to take aD action 

llCC:C5SID)' .to protect, rehabilitate, ad~ the erviromnemal quality of the state. 1bc 

Eill is thc.=fore the heart of CEQ A. All EIR is ID cuvhw•C~HIIJ ·alalm 'beD. whose pmposc 

it is to alm the public aoo its nspoast'"ble officia'Js to c:uvil'lnmaatal da11J8CS befcn they 

have Racbe..' ecological pot.Ms of no JetDm. Tho EIR is also iDtc:uded 10 danaDstrau: 1o a 

apprehensive citizenry that 1he ageDcy has, in fact, amalyz:ed ad coasidcn:d· the ecological 

implications of its action. Because the EIR D1Dit be ce:rtific:d or n:jected by public officials, 

it is a do=mc:rrt of accomdability. Jf CBQA is scrupuloasly ~~ the public will kDow 

the basis em· which its rcspousible officials either approw or reject cuviromaeutaDy 

sipific:ant a~ and the public, be:i:Dg duly iD.formcd, can respcmd accordiDgly to .rtion 

with which it disagrees. The EIR pzocess paot=:ts not only the mvin:mn•mt but also 

wormed sdf .. govemmeut."' {Footllotes_ mtemal quotation muks and ci1ations omitted.) 

• 6 
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1'be applicable staadani of miew is fOUD&i iD sectioa.21168.S which AISI:s. 

""'n aDY action or pzocee4iua ..• *»attack. ~~Mew, set aside. 'VOid or mmu1 a ckteuojnatjon, 

firutiDg, or decisian of a public apmc:y.oa the J;IVIIDds of IIODcompl~ with ibis division, 

lbe iDqaizy shall ~ ODlytD. 'W'betber there was a JRjudiciaiU.O of discn:licm. Abuse . 
of cliscnmon is cstablisbecl if the ap:a.ey bu aot psoc=ded iDa Jll8ftDeT n;qllixed by law or if 

'the dctc:rmiDation o.r de:oisioo is DOt IUJ'jiOited by mbstiD1ial evidalce." 

0n appeal we Go Dot "pass apoD. the cant:dDcs& of tbe EJR•s CDVii\JIIIIiCDtaJ 

ccmclusicms, but cmJY upon its SYfticieracy as a iafotmatiw document [Citation.) Courts 

c1o aot 'substilute om judammt for that of the people .aa dae.ir J.ocal•qn•"hlliftS. we 

c:aa ar.u:1 ~ hOwt:Ver. JCr'llpQlous1y eaforce aD 1~ mndlted CEQA 

n:quilcmaJU. • (Citmcm.] 'l1Dc1ct CEQA. ID1 FJR. is pzesiiilitld u.qu. [citatiOA]. ad the 

plaiutiff iDa CEQA aclicm has tbe burden ofprovias odu:rwia • [CitatiOIL]" (Al Llmcm 

B«~~ Shop, Inc. v. BotmJ ofHtll'bor CtllfllrlissitiMI'S (tm) 11 CaLApp.4th 729, 740.) 

Scaian 21083.2 IIIU.t. • the time this EIR was oeitifiecl.&rmer Appmr.tix K. of 
the GuideJiDc:s. gow.m a EIR.'s aa1ysis of archaealogica1 IWO'-'TceS. The Em. aee4 Gilly 

address sipifiCIIlt e.ffecrs 011 VDique ardlaeoloaical resoarces. No~ Deed be 

pvcn to DOtllJ!!ique ambuolopcal resour=s. (§ 21083.2. S1lbcL (a).)' If a project will cause 

damap to a UDiquc archaeological resou:n:e, the ~"'may rcqai:ae retiJ(.1tltl/}le ejforu to 

be made to permit aay o.. an of these nsomces 10 be preserwd in place or left iDa 

undisturbed state." (§ 21083.2, subd. (b), itaHcs added.) If In 6lfrl prauvation is DOt 

feasible. ether meaus of awicJiDa impaca may iDclude: planning c1ewtlopmeat to avoid 

archaeological sites~ izwotpoiaf::iua tlwm iDto parks or opea ipacc; aappiDa or cow:riDIIb.e 

1 ••[U)Diqac ~ aesoane•-Dlll'l"lllc ... alllllif'.lcl. Cl1bject. • IMibOI!Il 'WIIidl it 
c:aa be clariy daDoDstrlled Ullt,.1ridaatll JDallly --,to 1k CID'1al body of~ ClaiR i5 afaiP ~ 
1bat it meetsU)' ~abe loUowiDC Cll'llelil: m (1) CoDlaias illlfon:DDIII -*diD ..... ialponallt Dc;jirifot: i •ch 
tpiCI1ioasaad dlat1Jacrc iS a~pubUc-.. iDU. iafonalaiaa. ltJ (2) Has a ~pedal ad~ 
qu!ily Mil as beiAC lire aldial of. fl)'pl: or 1M bat ...nua. aiiiJPI• of ill t'JIC. ftl (3) 1s dinaly ISM CilftwJ 'trilh a 
Dillik'llly nc.:opizcd ilaportlm pn1lilfllric « a.illalic-- or,_.,_" (§ 21011.2. aDS. (8).) 

-~arciiM .. .,,......_•IR!blri•aJ...._abjac:t.«*..taicla*
JIOIIDOICibrcriecriaiD ~ (8). A ...... ~ I~J*Ilbl.,_ _,,....,.,.,; leca•iiJrl, 

ou.er111u a.limplc ~ vras aisteooe "'* ... apac:y ifiuo .-a.· u 2JOIS.2. tltmAL CO MM ISSIO N 

• 

• 

• 
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• site before putting low impact facmties 011 top (tamis COUds, P"'tivvlols); aDd dcwtiug the 

• sites into perm&DC'.Dt CODSa\lltiaa. eucmaats. (AppeDCtix X. (D)(B).) -ro tbe a:~a~t that 

v.aique archaeological~~ DOt preservecl iD place or DOt 1d\ iD an tmdistas:bed state, 

miqatiOGmeas1D"CS sbaU beteqUirecl •••• " (§ 21083.2, saW. (c).) Tbemitipriart 

IDC8S1D'eS may iDd.ude preparatiOD. of a excavati&m pl.m. but the 8ID011IItS a developer c::an be 

required to spend oa mitipticm am limited &Del :&eld ex.cava1ions requited iD a mitiplion 

plan must be completed 90 days dm' the fiDa1 app.rovaJs DCCCSS~t)' to besin physical 

ckm:lopmc:m. (§ 21083.2. subds. (d). (e) a (f).) 
The HelJmam RaDcb Speci5c. Plan mR. complied wida the requirr.meD!s of 

CEQ A. 'Dle 90-paae caltural ~ $lUdy IDilyzed 16 difrae:ul archaeolosical srudies 

of the: an:a IDd idcDtifiecllO arrebaeoloaical sites. It CODCJ:uded fo\1r were 1IDiquc:, the other 

six probably were DOt But the City, ratht:r6m adopt the omclusiouibose six sites wen 

DOt sipificant-a co.aclusion whiah woold have beallllp.PCII18CI by substantial ev.iclencc in 

the recmd took a more ccmservatiYc approach. It found all the sites W1B probably 

sigaifiGant and adopmi the mitipticm ~specified by CEQA fbr .n of1ban. 

• HotChkiss complaiDs tbe Cily should DOt~ ptesumed the six sites. about'WIIich file 

existiDg smdies were~ ,,ere silaiDcaat'With.out tint condnctiug 1IIOR detailecl 

stwties of dao.se sites. We ctisagee. 

• 

Societ;y for CDllfomJG .. ~~ v. CDII.PI(V qflblt.te (1971) 6S Cal.App.3d 

832 is directly on poiDt. ID that case, the cc:nmly had oc:rtifiecla Em. for a 31-acre 

taidcmtial developDDt. 1bc EIR. containril results of a simple Wll1k:iDa I1II'VC)' c;aaducu:d 

by ID archaeologist, which revta1ecl six archaeolopQJ sites. The an:baeologist concluded 

1hrec of the sites might be sipificaut, but a test excavation of each site wu uecessary. before 

''"a professionaiJy adequate asessmat of impact may be made . • . . ... (ld at p. 835.) lbe 

count)• evatuaUy approved the EIR after finctiDg the pxojcct woald have a signfficant ef£ec;t 

em cultural (i.e .• archaeoloJical) resoarccs, but ccmditioaed ~ 011 the clt:velopcr setting 
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aside the sites for six mcmths for fin1hrz ccbacoloaical Sllldy by au.y iadacsaed pcr.soa.. 

(ld atp. 836.) 

OD appeal. the S«:tc(y for Ctlli/OI'IriD A.rdltaology p1ain'ifh arped the EIR 

had IICII:D.owledpd dae "'trae impact oftbe pojed: on the~ pac:ential ofthe .. 

oovJd DOt be fblly detcnaiDed without the recc•wneade41eStS, ad liiDt:e fhe tats 't!l'tft DOt 

CODductrd, ••• the CDV.iromneatll impwct offae pvject Dllt'GSI&dly WIS llOt covencJ iD the 

EIR.I'ellderi:as the EIR. izaaclc:quaae as a m'"'n" cxf'llrw.'" (Socl.ry .{01' Ctlllfomill A~logy 

v. CCUII)' of.Bwttc, irqmz. 6S Cal.App.;Jdatp. 837.) The courtnjecled the CODRalicm ad 

fouud them. was a4equa1e w.llh nspegt to the atdlacotogiCIIl illlpac:ls of the project.• -m 
esscace, (pJaintifra] OOil1eDtiaP atvooaiBs a rule JDI1cing it !DIDc1atary for au ap::acy to 

~ fNf:tY test ad petfmm aD rcsearcb.IIUdy IDd ex:pedl"eaiatiOD wcc•n""""'ed 10 it 10 

deteuuhte true ad 1U11 eavh:onnutal 'impu:t. 'be:CcR it caD approve a pqxad poject. We 

reject 1bis CCildtntion_ first be\:anse it is 1IIINISODable. ad teCODd bec:anR wilbertbe 

statutes {cicatiou] DOl' me picleliDes of't!lc .ICWI4llly of the re&GIJR:eS apiiCY [«CdioaJ 

sogest it. ... [T}he atinabld cost otdac 1M'iDg ftCO!""<Dded iD tlais cue was $1.900.60. a 

am which arpably might DOt be ameasaaable10 assess....,nest1be 'ICI1 party ill iuterest. 

Suppose lloweve.r that 1be e.stiJutr;d c:ost wae Stoo,ooo. ar any sum tt:ao c::xpeDCJimn: af 

which wvuld make the project e:il:blr impossible or QI'Jfasible for 6e dnelopcr; 1he 

requin:meDt popwed by plaintiffwoald thea au.. DaticiDy cJh•aiuate 'the project from 

further ccmsiclerati~ hzespective of other factru." (Society fo,. Csltfomia .An::llaeology v. 

~ ofB&lttc, Sf1J11'1l. 6S Cll.App.3d atp.I3B.) 

The com:t DOted t1u: paspose of 1111 EIR. is to provide euvi&wmaeatwl .iaformation 

QD]y; the agcucy has discreticm to ~ or te.iect it T.1ms, "it is tDtaJly iDcousistalt with the 

legislati~ objective to cease all further cousidl:ratio.D of a Project UDless JeCOJm:llellded 

tes1i:Da is ped'ormed.. lust as 111 IICDOY has the discretion for good rcasao to appmvc a 

• 1'11cC101111loaiKS u.e m a'eiju•Arra~~m-~. (Jiolr;WiyftJr~~"-

• 

• 
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• 
• project which wiD admittedly haw: m adw:rse ctnimmDc:utal impact. it has discretion to 

reject I proposal for additimaa115ing or .expaiwc:DtatiOIL SJmDarly. it may, apUl in 1be 

SOUDd exercise of its discteticm,. direct that the project lite be made available for a certain 

period for testing by persons. otba'th:m die developer, ad •their own expease. 'llaas, 

assumiDg 1he cxisteace Of SOUDCIICIISOD ad its paopcr articulation m the "EIR, the bOird here 

c:ould properly have made the dccisicllll mat it llllde." (Sodet;y for CDlifomiaArdlaeology v. 

CormtyofBIItte. ~ 6S ~pp.34 atpp. 83U39.) 

As m Society for CAlifomitl Ardlt»ology v. Coumy ofBuae, supra, 

6S Cal.App.3d 832. the ~was DOt ICquired to GCJIIdud exbmsthe stwtics md cxca'VItians 

before it could certify the E1R ad adopt mitiplicm measures. mclced. ~ 21013.:2. 

specifically envisicms mitipticm measures will mcbu)e tbc fiutbcr smdy or archaeological 

ftSOurcd lll:ld either their in 6itu prae:rvation. if feasible, or~ of'Cbe site after 

c:eni:&catiOD of the EJR. bat before CODStnJCCioD ~·. Hoccbldss's reliance on San 

JODquin RDprm/WIItlll/e Csur v. CoaorO' ofStonislaus (1994) 27 Cel.App.4th 713 is 

• completely misplaced, as that case did DOt mwlve 1he adequacy ~the EIR'5 aa1ysis or 
~ogical resODR:eS, md the requiraDems ofCEQA. -with nspccot·to ardJaeological 

• 

tesourc:es. are unique. 

D 

Mitigatit111M~ 

., 

· HotdJkiss uext coult:Dds the mitipticm measures adopted by tim City W1:R 

inadequate because they CODtaDp]atc a future dctammatiaD of the actual spec;ifj~ actious 

which wiD be take:o if tbe archaeological sites tuna out to be of significance. We~ the 

~telltion. 

The mitigati011 measures adopted iD the EIR are in acc:ord with the 

requirements of seaion21083.2 ad former Appeudix K of the Guidelinu. An EIR. is only 

required to discuss currently feasx"ble mitiption measures. (Sat:rrziMnlO Old Ci~ Assn. v. 

City Council (1991) 229 cal.App.3d 1011. loll.) 
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Hotchkiss n:lies au Sltlftlnlvm v. Coamty ti,(MellllDt:blo (1988) 

.202 Cal.App.3d 296. In that ease, the COUD.ty ac1opr&:d a~ decJandiaD which iDcludcd 

· mitipticm CODditiODS. Oaewas that diD dewlop:r11D1St pedblw a~ stUdy 

lhowiDa 110 adverse CIIVimmu::atal cfl'c=r:; the oGler was 1bat 1hc dnl:1ape:r Vt'UUl4 pe.dQma a 

sail stdy which would iD. tam popose coacn:te ad specific mitipti• measures. (I d. at 

p. 306.) 1he court declared this defcmJ of the ideutification ofmitip.ticm IDeiSUieS to be 

~- (ld. ill p. 307.) 

But subsequeat1y Sot::rammto Old Cl(y Aura. v. Ctty Cormcll, ntpra, 

229 Cal.App.3d 1011 distiupishcd SulllJ.rt1vtn. ID ~ 014 CiO' .bill.. a oily 

catificd ID .EIJt which~ traflic aDd par1tine elfects tD be 1llitipted by the IQbseqaeDt 

pepaaatiGD of a1riD.SpOI"bi1iaa. matJap:mat plan. 1bc m-- '""'liDded StNal pollmtial. 

mitiptiOD measan:s to be COJISiclered as pat of the fDtrn p1IIL (1d. at pp. 1020-1023.) 

Citiua &mt:/.sii'Dm., opponats IJpecl•tbatthis ~ iiD.pa mis.iible dcfatecl mitiprion. 

(ld.. at p. 1CJ26...1027.) 

First, S'llllll.rttom ilnolwd a :aeptiw: ClecJaraticm. ndlcr diD an~ A 

Jqative declaraticm has as its pnmise dill tile project woa1d 110t bave aay aipHicwt 
. \ 

c:rrvinJmDeD1a1 impacts. (~Old C'IO' AMn. v. CifY COtiiiCII. apn;r. 229 Cal.App.3d 

at p. 1028.) Second. in SuntJ.rlrowc the Jcad ap.u0y had DOt CODsidcred JDy mitipQOD. 

measures. but simply Ic:tt it up to the devt.&nper tD dtM.se them. -:m. com:r, st 'lbe aty m the 

pseseat ease acbowledgcd traffiG ad parlrina bne the potcldia1. panicalarl.y under the 

worst case SC'CDariO, of causing sc:ri0115 ~ problaas. 1be City cJid D.Ot mmimize 

or ipore 1bc impacts in reliance GD SO&:DC timn parlciDg stud.y." (~Old Cil)l 

A.un. v. City Council. Atpra. 229 caLApp.3cl at p. 1028.) 

As SaCl'tzlllmt() Old Ctt.Y Jt&m. explained. ~ 'Deed 110t be DDdcatood 

to preva~t project approval ita simltiaas iD whicb the formulati011 of pn:cise meaus of 

mitigatiDg impacts is tn1ly iD:feas~"blc or ilaprac:tical at the time of project approval. lD such 

cases. the approviDg agency shoald cu•nmit itself to ew:DtuaUy worJrina out such mcasun:s 

11 
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. as can be feasibly devised, but should !Rat~ jmplds in questioD as beiDg sipificatat1he 

• time of project~ Altcmatively, for kiJW of impacts for which mitigatiOD is Jaaow.u 

to be feasible. but where practical cousidenticms p'Ohibit clevisiD& such measures early in 

the platming process (e.g., lit the paCAJ plan ameDdmmt or :raDDC slip). the IIPDCY Ql1 

cmnadt itself.to eveDIDIDy dmsmg measures that will satisfy lpCCific pafamumoe c:ziteria 

articulated at the time of project approval. 'Where 1bture actiou 10 cmy a project forward is 

contiDgr:Dt OD de'YisiDg mems to satisfy such criteria, the agc=y should be able to te1y 011 its 

commitment as evide:Dce that significmt impacts will in fact be mitiptecl. [CdatiODS.] • 

[Citalicm.] rl] The City in 1hc peseat RIC bas, in fact. ccmn••itiBd itsdf 10 'Driripring the 

impacts ofplll'kmJ md tratBc.• (SacnzmeiiiO Old CiO' A&m. v. City Ctnmt:il. 6Vpm. 

229 Cal.App.3d at pp. 10~1029; see also Rio Y"~ Ftl1711 ButeGU Camv. Colm& of 

StJltmo (1992) s Cal.App.4th 351. 3T/.) . . 

Ha::e, as iD Socrtl1nenlD Old City Aun., tbe City ctid DOE iporc 1he impacts of 

the Hellman ~h Spcc:ifi~ Plan on archaeological resowces. As to four iderrtffied si~ it 

found they were sigaificaut; md as to the other~ altbcmgb the eanent evideDce iDdicated 

• they were Dot sigaificaut. 6e City resolved 10 k-=p aU opQCIIIS opc&L It III1DIIeCl the sites 

were significmt IIDd "*'""'iucd ttHI/to mitigating dae adw.rse impacts. We :fiDd the City 

did DOt abuse its discretion m ~the fiDa1 choice of mitigation measures to a time 

when JDOZ"e immmation u rnealed. 

• 

m 
R&sptm.ra to CtniiiUnl$ 

FiDally, Hotdskiss complaiDs the City failed to adequately nspcmd to certain 

c:ommcuti which were made to the chft ElR.. We ctisaaree. 
Section 21091 requires the lead agc:ncy to evaluate mel RSpQDd to aD 

mvii"'ffmmtal ctnnmmt.s r=cMd duriDg the public review period. 1be nspoues mnst 

describe the ctispo.Won of•ay sipificaut c:oviromnc:Dtal issue that is niicd by the 
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. . . 

COIIDDelltels." (§ 21091, subd (d)(2){B).) Ill~ coiDfO"ll'1S.1be OODdl do DOt look 

for perfectioD. .. 'but for~. ~tenas.llllll" good faith tl}fort Ill full d:ist:lt.amre., 

Thus, a lead ap:acy Deed DOt DlpDIId to each CC'IDIDCGtmadc daa:q the review~ 

llawever,. it must speeificaDy napa:~cl tD 1be most sipificat euvitn•na•"al qnesticms 

presadl:d. [OtatiOD.] .Purther, the detcmrinatimi of the saflic:iaacy of die apDDy•s 

mpoasc:s to CO'''' ••e~ss O.D. d:la chd EIR.1UDD vpou t:bc detaiJ.nqailld iD the IC:IpQDJeS. 

[Cilatioa] 'Whefe & pacra1 COJIIIIif#Ht is .... & &eueral RSpaase iJ sa.tBcieat [CitafioD ]" 

(B1*11Mi•dng-F..ms l'llflunrthls v. Cfly CDIIndl.(1986} 181 Cal.App.341S2, 862, ar:iPJa1 
italics.) 

Of the cm:r 400 n=spaases to public COJ!'1"'ads ooammat in ibe EIR, Hotchkiss 

c:amptams aboUt three. F• ODe nwicJeo.t wrote that sbc 1Jad aaoe observed a pciuted rock 

wbich had beiD fmmd DD cae of1he BelbDan RIDc:h llrilaeolOJiaalsltes. She ukcd about 

the specUic DatuR of UJat met, its~ ad its Jdations1aip w odler ll'tificls fDaDd iD die 

IICI. The City respaaded that such iD-deprh IIIAJysis wu beyrmcl1be scope oldie ma. but 

would be addrascd iD the S1lhsequeDt iiMstiptions to be IIDdataba parsaaii11D the . 

The. scoond was a private eai:a.a'sleaer statiDa ber opiaioo. that the- was 
pan of'lhe aDcie:.at Puvu:DgDa Yillage. 'I'Jae aty•s rcspoiiSC was that die QOJDJDCDt c1i4 DOt 

nisc ID m'YiR•anJII!Q!al issue ad n:feuccl back to ID01ber JaPOIUie. 'I'hD euticr respoDSC 
. . 

was 1bat the cm:n:ut studies S1JI,Iestt4 the JWlman Ruc:b was DOt the site aftbe P'lm:IDpa 

W1age. but that any SDCh ttl.Uonship wauJd be further ex"uined. iD t1ae aclddiaaal nsearch 

to be doDe in accon1auce with 1be mUiptiOD measmes. 

FiDally, a professor of IJdbropo1osy made several M~D~Dr=Dts 'Witb reprd to the 

social ad emotioaal impact offhe d.eslnJcrioD aflhc:ir ances1Dl sib:s OD. Natiw Aml:ric:ms. 

The City Doted this was not an CDYitunDC&'Il81 issue. but the mmmem would be forwarded to 

the City duriDs the review process. 
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'l 

We lurvc~ the wluminmJs respcmses to public .commems m die 

• Hellman Rmch Specific Piau Elk as a whole. HgtcbJriss does DOt.pnwide a.y CC!IIIpdting 

cgame~~t dust. when canside:recl iD the c:aarex:r of aU of the cunmeals &'lid aU of the 

rapcmses. liD)' auguab'Je inw'equades m these three speci&c n:plics reader the marmaats IS 

a whole iueomph:lc. We CODClude tbe aty suf6dcatJy n:spca5cd to 1ho RpifiCIDt 

euvinmmanal quc:sti.ODS pn:setded iD the public QODUDCDts to the ElR.. 

• 

• 

1be judpleat is affhmr.d. 1lespaadrats are awarded their costs an appal 

SEYMOUR,J.• 

WE CONCUR: 

RYLAARSDAM, AC'IING P.J • 

BEDSWOR.TH. J. 

• Judge of the Orange C0UDty Superior Court, assigned by die Chief Justice pmt.UIIIIl to 
l%1iclc VI, section 6 of the Califomia Cons1ituti.oa 
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