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PROJECT LOCATION: 25126 Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu; Los Angeles County 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construction of a 6,706 sq. ft., 28ft. high, two-story single 
family residence; a 749 sq. ft., 18 ft. high guest house; a 975 sq. ft., 18 ft. high 
detached garage; a 525 sq. ft., 14ft. high detached garage; a pool; a driveway; a septic 
system; and a concrete v-ditch drainage swale system. The project also includes the 
construction· of a 420 ft. long 3-6 ft. high retaining wall, a 120 ft. long 2-3 ft. high 
retaining wall, and approximately 3,802 cu. yds. of grading (1 ,302 cu. yds. of cut, 630 
cu. yds. of fill, and 1,870 cu. yds. of removal and recompaction}. 

Lot area: 
Building coverage: 
Pavement coverage: 
Ht. abv. ext. grade: 

4.78 
8,733 
16,977 
28ft. 

acres 
sq. ft. 
sq. ft. 

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: Approval in Concept City of Malibu Planning 
Department, Approval in Concept for City of Malibu Engineering and Geotechnical Review, 
Approval in Concept City of Malibu Environmental Health Department (Septic). 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation Addendum 
by GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 3/1 0/00; Drainage System Response Letter by Land Design 
Consultants dated 2/1/00; Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation Addendum by 
GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 1/31/00; Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation Addendum by 
GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 1 0/25/99; Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation Addendum by 
GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 9/17/99; Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation Addendum by 
GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 911/99; Supplemental Geologic and Soils Engineering Report by 
GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 3/19/99; Supplemental Geologic and Soils Engineering Report by 
GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 7/10/98; Supplemental Geologic and Soils Engineering Report by 
GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 3/23/98; Limited Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation Report by 
GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 10/23/97; Response Letter Regarding Phase Ill Mitigation Program by E. 
Gary Stickel, Ph.D. dated 6/3/99; Phase 2 (Test Phase) of Archaeological Site CA-LAN 803 Report 
by E. Gary Stickel, Ph.D. dated March 1999; Proposed Program for Test Phase (Phase 2) 
Archaeological Evaluation Report by E. Gary Stickel, Ph.D. dated 11/25/97; Coastal Development 
Permits (COPs) 4-98-142, 143, & 163 (Duggan & Levinson), CDP 4-97-031 (Anvil), COP 5-90-020 
(Young). 
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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends approval of the proposed project with nine (9) special conditions as 
outlined on pages 5-10. The applicant is proposing the construction of a 6,706 sq. ft., 
28 ft. high, two-story single family residence, a 749 sq. ft. guest house, a 975 sq. ft. 
detached garage, a 525 sq. ft. detached garage, a pool, a driveway, a septic system, 
and a concrete v-ditch drainage swale system. The project also includes the 
construction of a 420 ft. long 3-6 ft. high retaining wall, a 120 ft. long 2-3 ft. high 
retaining wall, and approximately 3,802 cu. yds. of grading (1 ,302 cu. yds. of cut, 630 
cu. yds. of fill, and 1,870 cu. yds. of removal and recompaction). 

The subject site is a vacant bluff top lot located on the south (seaward) side of Pacific 
Coast Highway and north of Malibu Road (Exhibit 1 ). Pacific Coast Highway is 
designated as a scenic highway in the previously certified County of Los Angeles 
Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan (LUP). The subject site is designated 
as a "Priority One" (highest scenic value) viewshed for Pacific Coast Highway by the 
LUP. All vegetation on the bluff top portion of the site has been previously removed 
and views of the ocean from the highway are available across the entire site. 

In previous permit actions, the Commission has limited the height of new structures and 

.. 

• 

landscaping on bluff top lots with ocean views to an elevation adequate to retain public • 
views of the ocean over the entire site where feasible. In this case, the proposed 
residence will be 28 ft. in height above existing grade and will extend approximately 5 
or more ft. higher in elevation than the highway, substantially reducing public views of 
the ocean over a portion of the site. In addition, although the proposed accessory 
structures will be less than 18 ft. in height from existing grade, due to the closer location 
of these structures in relation to the highway and slope elevation, portions of these 
structures will also exceed the elevation of Pacific Coast Highway by approximately 2-3 
ft. To minimize adverse effects to public views, Special Condition One (1) requires the 
submittal of revised project plans which show that the proposed development will be no 
more than 20 ft. in height above existing grade and will not, in any case, exceed the 
175 ft. elevation line in height (approximate elevation of Pacific Coast Highway). 
Special Condition Two (2) has been required to ensure that vegetation on the subject 
site shall be limited to low-lying species that will not block or adversely impact public 
views of the ocean from the highway. To ensure that any future structures, additions, 
or landscaping that may be exempt from coastal permit requirements are reviewed by 
the Commission for consistency with the visual resource protection policies of the 
Coastal Act, Special Condition Eight (8) has been required. 

Although the proposed development will be designed to ensure stability, three separate 
landslides have been identified on the bluff slope in the south eastern portion of the 
project site. Due to the inherent hazard of constructing new development adjacent to 
an identified landslide, Special Condition Nine (9) requires the applicant to • 
acknowledge the potential hazards on the project site and waive any claim of liability 
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• against the Commission. In past permit actions regarding bluff top development, the 
Commission has required that new development be setback no less than 25 ft. from the 
bluff edge. In this case, the proposed driveway will be located less than 25 ft. from the 
edge of the bluff. To ensure geologic and structural stability, Special Condition One (1) 
requires the submittal of revised plans which show that the proposed driveway will be 
located no less than 25 ft. from the edge of the bluff. In addition, to further ensure 
structural and site stability, Special Condition Five (5) requires the submittal of project 
plans certified by all consulting geotechnical consultants as conforming to all 
recommendations. 

• 

• 

This application was originally scheduled to be heard at the Commission meeting of January 
13, 2000, in Santa Monica and was postponed at the applicant's request. The applicant's 
representative has indicated that the applicant is not in agreement with Special 

. Condition One (1) which requires the applicant to submit revised plans to reduce the 
height of the proposed residence from 28 ft. in height to 20 ft. in height. Several letters 
of concern regarding geologic, archeological, and visual issues in relation to the 
proposed project have been received and are included as .exhibits . 
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I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

MOTION: I move that the Commission approve with conditions Coastal 
Development Permit No. 4-99-169 pursuant to the staff recommendation. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL: 

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

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE PERMIT: 

The Commission hereby approves a coastal development permit for the proposed development and 
adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the development as conditioned will be in 
conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and will not prejudice the ability of the 
local government having jurisdiction over the area to prepare a Local Coastal Program conforming to 
the provisions of Chapter 3. Approval of the permit complies with the California Environmental 
Quality Act because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been 
incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the development on the 
environment, or 2) there are no further feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts of the development on the environment. 

II. Standard Conditions 

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

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

3. Compliance. All development must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as set forth 
below. Any deviation from the approved plans must be reviewed and approved by the staff and may 
require Commission approval. 

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

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

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

7. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be perpetual, 

• 

• 

and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future owners and possessors • 
of the subject property to the terms and conditions. 



4-99-169 (Trento) 
PageS 

• Ill. Special Conditions 

• 

• 

1. Revised Plans 

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director, revised project plans which show that: 

(a) All proposed development is no more than 20ft. in height above existing grade and will 
not, in any case, exceed the 175 ft. elevation line in height (approximate elevation of 
Pacific Coast Highway). Any substantial changes to the footprint of the proposed 
structures will require an amendment to this permit. 

(b} The proposed driveway, including all associated grading and fill slopes, is located no 
less than 25 ft. from the seaward most top edge of the bluff. 

(c) The proposed 42 inch high masonry wall adjacent to Pacific Coast Highway is deleted. 
Fencing consisting of visually permeable designs and materials (e.g. wrought iron or 
non-tinted glass material) and low-lying vegetation consistent with Special Condition 
Two (2) shall be allowed. Fencing on site shall be limited to no more than 6 ft. in 
height. All bars, beams, or other non-visually permeable materials used in the 
construction of the proposed fence shall be no more than 1 inch in thickness/width and 
shall be placed no less than 12 inches in distance apart. Alternative designs may be 
allowed only if the Executive Director determines that such designs are consistent with 
the intent of this condition and serve to minimize adverse effects to public views. 

(d) The proposed swimming pool is designed as a free-standing structure {walls do not 
rely upon the lateral support of the soil) set below grade. 

2. Landscape and Erosion Control Plans 

Prior to issuance of a coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit a landscaping 
and erosion control plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect or a qualified resource 
specialist, for review and approval by the Executive Director. The landscaping plan shall 
identify all necessary irrigation improvements. The landscaping and erosion control plan 
shall be reviewed and approved by the consulting engineering geologist to ensure that the 
plans are in conformance with the consultants' recommendations. The plans shall identify 
the species, extent, and location of all plant materials and shall incorporate the following 
criteria: 

A) Landscaping Plan 

1) All graded & disturbed areas on the subject site shall be planted and maintained for 
erosion control purposes within (60) days of receipt of the certificate of occupancy for 
the residence. To minimize the need for irrigation all landscaping shall consist 
primarily of native/drought resistant plants as listed by the California Native Plant 
Society, Santa Monica Mountains Chapter, in their document entitled Recommended 
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• 

List of Plants for lanc;lscaping in the Santa Monica Mountains, dated October 4, 1994. • 
Invasive, non-indigenous plan species which tend to supplant native species shall not 
be used. 

2) All cut and fill slopes shall be stabilized with planting at the completion of final grading. 
Planting should be of native plant species indigenous to the Santa Monica Mountains 
using accepted planting procedures, consistent with fire safety requirements. Such 
planting shall be adequate to provide 90 percent coverage within two (2) years, and 
this requirement shall apply to all disturbed soils; 

3) Plantings will be maintained in good growing condition throughout the life of the project 
and, whenever necessary, shall be replaced with new plant materials to ensure 
continued compliance with applicable landscape requirements; 

4) The Permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the final approved 
plan. 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 
Coastal Commission - approved amendment to the coastal development permit, 
unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. 

5) Permanent irrigation improvements shall be designed to minimize groundwater 
infiltration and shall be primarily limited to drip irrigation systems. No permanent 
irrigation shall be allowed within 25 ft. of the landward edge of the top of the bluff or on • 
the bluff slope itself. 

6) Vegetation on the subject site shall be limited to low-lying species that will not block or 
adversely impact public views of the ocean from the highway. Vegetation within Zone 
A, as shown on Exhibit 4, shall be limited to no more than 2ft. in height. Vegetation 
within Zone B, as shown on Exhibit 4b, shall be limited to no more than 14ft. in height. 
In no case shall vegetation on the subject site exceed the 175 ft. elevation line in 
height {approximate elevation of Pacific Coast Highway). The use of any vegetation of 
greater height than otherwise provided for above may be allowed only if the Executive 
Director determines that such ·landscaping is consistent with the intent of this condition 
and wm· serve to minimize adverse effects to public views. 

7) Vegetation within 50 feet of the proposed house may be removed to mineral earth, 
vegetation within a 200 foot radius of the main structure may be selectively thinned in 
order to reduce fire hazard. However, such thinning shall only occur in accordance 
with an approved long-term fuel modification plan submitted pursuant to this special 
condition. The fuel modification plan shall include details regarding the types, sizes 
and location of plant materials to be removed, and how often thinning is to occur. In 
addition, the applicant shall submit evidence that the fuel modification plan has been 
reviewed and approved by the Forestry Department of los Angeles County. Irrigated 
lawn, turf and ground cover planted within the fifty foot radius of the proposed house 
shall be selected from the most drought tolerant species or subspecies, or varieties • 
suited to the Mediterranean climate of the Santa Monica Mountains. 



• 

• 

• 

B) Interim Erosion Control Plan 
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1) The plan shall delineate the areas to be disturbed by grading or construction activities 
and shall include any temporary access roads, staging areas and stockpile areas. The 
natural areas on the site shall be clearly delineated on the project site with fencing or 
survey flags. 

2) The plan shall specify that should grading take place during the rainy season 
(November 1 - March 31) the applicant shall install or construct temporary sediment 
basins (including debris basins, desilting basins or silt traps), temporary drains and 
swales, sand bag barriers, silt fencing, stabilize any stockpiled fill with geofabric covers 
or other appropriate cover, install geotextiles or mats on all cut or fill slopes and close 
and stabilize open trenches as soon as possible. These erosion measures shall be 
required on the project site prior to or concurrent with the initial grading operations and 
maintained through out the development process to minimize erosion and sediment 
from runoff waters during construction. All sediment should be retained on-site unless 
removed to an appropriate approved dumping location either outside the coastal zone 
or to a site within the coastal zone permitted to receive fill. 

3) The plan shall also include temporary erosion control measures should grading or site 
preparation cease for a period of more than 30 days, including but not limited to: 
stabilization of all stockpiled fill, access roads, disturbed soils and cut and fill slopes 
with geotextiles and/or mats, sand bag barriers, silt fencing; temporary drains and 
swales and sediment basins. The plans shall also specify that all disturbed areas 
shall be seeded with native grass species and include the technical specifications for 
seeding the disturbed areas. These temporary erosion control measures shall be 
monitored and maintained until grading or construction operations resume. 

C) Monitoring. 

Five years from the date of the receipt of the Certificate of Occupancy for the residence the 
applicant shall submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a landscape 
monitoring report, prepared by a licensed Landscape Architect or qualified Resource 
Specialist, that certifies the on-site landscaping is in conformance with the landscape plan 
approved pursuant to this Special Condition. The monitoring report shall include 
photographic documentation of plant species and plant coverage. 

If the landscape monitoring report indicates the landscaping is not in conformance with or 
has failed to meet the performance standards specified in the landscaping plan approved 
pursuant to this permit, the applicant, or successors in interest, shall submit a revised or 
supplemental landscape plan for the review and approval of the Executive Director. The 
revised landscaping plan must be prepared by a licensed Landscape Architect or a qualified 
Resource Specialist and shall specify measures to remediate those portions of the original 
plan that have failed or are not in conformance with the original approved plan. 
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3. Removal of Natural Vegetation 

Removal of natural vegetation for the purpose of fuel modification within the 50 foot zone 
surrounding the proposed structure(s) shall not commence until the local government has 
issued a building or grading permit for the development approved pursuant to this permit. 
Vegetation thinning within the 50-200 foot fuel modification zone shall not occur until 
commencement of construction of the structure(s) approved pursuant to this permit 

4. Archaeological Resources 

" 

• 

• 

By acceptance of this permit, the applicant agrees to have a qualified archaeologist(s) and 
appropriate Native American consultant(s) present on-site during all grading, excavation, 
site preparation, installation of irrigation systems or landscaping features that involve any 
earth moving operations. The number of monitors shall be adequate to observe the earth 
moving activities of each piece of active earth moving equipment. Specifically, the earth 
moving operations on the project site shall be controlled and monitored by the 
archaeologist(s) with the purpose of locating, recording and collecting any archaeological 
materials. In the event that any significant archaeological resources are discovered during 
operations, grading work in this area shall be halted and an appropriate data recovery 
strategy be developed, subject to review and approval of the Executive Director, by the 
applicant's archaeologist, the City of Malibu archaeologist and the native American 
consultant consistent with CEQA guidelines. • 

5. Plans Conforming to Geologic Recommendation 

All recommendations contained in the Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation Addendum 
by GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 3/1 0/00; Drainage System Response Letter by Land Design 
Consultants dated 2/1/00; Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation Addendum by 
GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 1/31/00; Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation Addendum by 
GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 1 0/25/99; Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation Addendum by 
GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 9/17/99; Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation Addendum by 
GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 9/1/99; Supplemental Geologic and Soils Engineering Report by 
GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 3/19/99; Supplemental Geologic and Soils Engineering Report by 
GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 7/10/98; Supplemental Geologic and Soils Engineering Report by 
GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 3/23/98; and the Limited Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation 
Report by GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 10/23/97. shall be incorporated into all final design and 
construction including all grading, septic, and drainage improvements. All plans must be 
reviewed and approved by the geologic and the geotechnical engineering consultants as 
conforming to said recommendations. Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, 
the applicant shall submit, for review and approval by the Executive Director, evidence of the 
consultants' review and approval of all project plans. 

The final plans approved by the consultants shall be in substantial conformance with the plans 
approved by the Commission relative to construction, grading and drainage. Any substantial 
changes to the proposed development approved by the Commission which may be • 
recommended by the consultants shall require an amendment to the permit or a new coastal 
permit. 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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6. Drainage and Polluted Runoff Control Plan and Maintenance Responsibility 

Prior to the issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director, a drainage and polluted runoff control plan 
designed by a licensed engineer which minimizes the volume, velocity and pollutant load of 
stormwater leaving the developed site. The plan shall be reviewed and approved by the 
consulting engineering geologist to ensure the plan is in conformance with the geologists' 
recommendations. The plan shall include but not be limited to the following criteria: 

(a} The proposed concrete v-ditch drainage system to be constructed on the bluff face 
shall be of an earthtone color similar to the soil of the surrounding bluff slope. White 
tones shall not be acceptable. 

(b) Post-development peak runoff rates and average volumes shall not exceed pre
development conditions. 

(c) Runoff from all roofs, parking areas, driveways and other impervious surfaces shall 
be collected and directed through a system of vegetated and/or gravel filter strips or 
other media filter devices. The filter elements shall be designed to 1) trap sediment, 
particulates and other solids and 2) remove or mitigate contaminants through 
infiltration and/or biological uptake. The drainage system shall also be designed to 
convey and discharge runoff in excess of this standard from the building site in non
erosive manner. 

(d) The plan shall include provisions for maintaining the drainage and filtration systems 
so that they are functional throughout the life of the approved development. Such 
maintenance shall include the following: (1) the drainage and filtration system shall 
be inspected, cleaned and repaired prior to the onset of the storm season, no later 
than September 30th each year and (2) should any of the project's surface or 
subsurface drainagelfiltration structures fail or result in increased erosion, the 
applicantllandowner or successor-in-interest 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 the 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. 

7. Removal of Excavated Material 

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall provide 
evidence to the Executive Director of the location of the disposal site for all excavated 
material from the site. Should the dump site be located in the Coastal Zone, a coastal 
development permit shall be required . 



4-99-189 (Trento) 
Page 10 

8. Future Development Deed Restriction 

A. This permit is only for the development described in coastal development permit No. 4-
99-169. Pursuant to Title 14 California Code of Regulations Section 13250(b)(6), the 
exemptions otherwise provided in Public Resources Code Section 3061 O(a) shall not 
apply to the proposed residence or the entire subject parcel. Accordingly, any new 
development on the subject parcel or future improvements to the permitted single 
family residence, guesthouse, or garages, including but not limited to landscaping or 
repair and maintenance identified as requiring a permit in Public Resources Section 
30610{d) and Title 14 California Code of Regulations Sections ·13252(a)-(b), shall 
require an amendment to Permit 4-99-169 from the Commission or shall require an 
additional coastal development permit from the Commission or from the applicable 
certified local government. · 

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 reflects the above restrictions on development in the deed 
restriction and shall include legal descriptions of the applicant's entire parcel. 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. 

9. Assumption of Risk, Waiver of liability and Indemnity 

A. 

B. 

• 

By acceptance of this permit, the applicant acknowledges and agrees (i) that the site may 
be subject to hazards from landslide, erosion, and wildfire; (ii) to assume the risks to the 
applicant and the property that is the subject of this permit of injury and damage from such 
hazards in connection with this permitted development; {iii) to unconditionally waive any 
claim of damage or liability against the Commission, its officers, agents, and employees for 
injury or damage from such hazards; and (iv) to indemnify and hold harmless the 
Commission, its officers, agents, and employees with respect to the Commission's 
approval of the project against any and all liability, claims, demands, damages, costs 
(including costs and fees incurred in defense of such claims), expenses, and amounts paid 
in settlement arising from any injury or damage due to such hazards. 

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 incorporating all of the above terms of this condition. The deed restriction shall . 
include a legal description of the applicant's entire parcel. 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. 

• 

• 

• 
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IV. Findings and Declarations 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

A. Project Description and Background 

The applicant is proposing the construction of a 6,706 sq. ft., 28 ft. high, two-story 
single family residence; a 749 sq. ft., 18ft. high guest house; a 975 sq. ft., 18ft. high 
detached garage; a 525 sq. ft., 14ft. high detached garage; a pool; a driveway; a septic 
system; and a concrete v-ditch drainage swale system. The project also includes the 
construction of a 420 ft. long 3-6 ft. high retaining wall, a 120 ft. long 2-3 ft. high 
retaining wall, and approximately 3,802 cu. yds. of grading (1 ;302 cu. yds. of cut, 630 
cu. yds. of fill, and 1,870 cu. yds. of removal and recompaction). 

The subject site is a 4.78 acre vacant bluff top lot located on the south (seaward) side 
of Pacific Coast Highway and north of Malibu Road (Exhibit 1 ). Slopes on site gently 
descend to the south approximately 20-40 ft. in elevation from Pacific Coast Highway to 
the top seawardmost edge of the bluff. Slopes descend more steeply from the top of 
the bluff to Malibu Road at an approximate gradient of 2:1 (26°) to 1:1 {45°). All 
proposed development, with the exception of the new concrete bluff slope v-ditch 
drainage system, will be located on the relatively gently sloping bluff top portion of the 
site (Exhibit 5). A segment of Puerco Road, an existing private road constructed in the 
mid-1920's, is located on the south facing bluff slope on the subject site immediately 
north of Malibu Road. However, Puerco Road does not extend to the bluff top portion 
of the subject site where development is proposed and access to the project site is from 
Pacific Coast Highway only. 

Pacific Coast Highway is designated as a scenic highway for coastal views in the 
previously certified County of Los Angeles Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use 
Plan (LUP). In addition, the subject site is designated as a "Priority One" (highest 
scenic value) viewshed for Pacific Coast Highway by the LUP. All vegetation on the 
bluff top portion of the subject site has been previously removed and views of the ocean 
from Pacific Coast Highway are available across the entire site. In addition, 
archaeological resources are present on the subject site (listed in the State of California 
Archive as Archaeological Site CA-LAN-803). 

In past permit actions regarding beachfront development along Pacific Coast Highway, the 
Commission has required the construction of sidewalk improvements to eliminate adverse 
effects to public access from such development. Although, the subject site is located 
adjacent to Pacific Coast Highway, the proposed development is separated from the beach 
by Malibu Road and numerous residences and located along a semi-rural stretch of Pacific 
Coast Highway where there is adequate open area for pedestrian use of the road shoulder. 
As such, the proposed development will not result in any adverse effects to public access 
and a condition requiring the construction of sidewalk improvements is not necessary. 
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Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states in partthat new development shall: 

(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. 

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute 
significantly to erosion, 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. 

The proposed development is located in the Santa Monica Mountains, an area which is 
generally considered to be subject to an unusually high amount of natural hazards. 
Geologic hazards common to the Santa Monica Mountains include landslides, erosion, 
and flooding. In addition, fire is an inherent threat to the indigenous chaparral 
community of the coastal mountains. Wild fires often denude hillsides in the Santa 
Monica Mountains of all existing vegetation, thereby contributing to an increased 
potential for erosion and landslides on property. 

Further, Section 30253 of the Coastal Act mandates that new development provide for 
. geologic stability and integrity and minimize risks to life and property. To assist in the 
determination of whether a project is consistent with section 30253 of the Coastal Act, 
the Commission has, in past Malibu coastal development permit actions, looked to the· 
certified Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan (LUP) for guidance. The 
Malibu LUP has been found to be consistent with the Coastal Act and provides specific 
standards for development along the Malibu coast and within the Santa Monica 
Mountains. Due to the geologic instability of bluffs and their continuing role in the 
ecosystem, the certified LUP contains specific policies regarding development on or 
near bluffs. For instance, Policy 164, in concert with the Coastal Act, provides that new 
development shall be set back a minimum of 25 ft. from the top edge of the bluff or a 
stringline drawn between the nearest corners of the adjacent structures, whichever 
distance is greater, but in no case less than would allow for a 75-year useful life for the 
structure. 

The proposed project includes the construction of a single family residence, a guest 
house, two detached garages, a pool, a concrete "v-ditch" drainage swale system, 
retaining walls, and approximately 3,802 cu. yds. of grading (1,302 cu. yds. of cut, 630 
cu. yds. of fill, and 1,870 cu. yds. of removal and recompaction). The subject site is 
located in an area of Malibu prone to landslide activity. The Limited Geologic and Soils 
Engineering Investigation Report by GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 10/23/97 indicates ·that 
portions of three separate landslides are located on the bluff slope in the south eastern 
portion of the subject site. However, the applicant's geologic and geotechnical consultants 
have indicated that the bluff top area of the subject site, where the proposed development 
will be located, is relatively stable and suitable for residential development. The Limited 
Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation Report by GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 10/23/97 
asserts that a stability analysis was performed the site and that their analysis indicates that 

• 

• 

• 
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• the subject site is grossly stable. Further, the Geologic and Soils Engineering 
Investigation Addendum by GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 9/17/99 indicates that the proposed 
project will be free from geologic hazards. The addendum states: 

• 

• 

It is the finding of this corporation, based upon the subsurface data, that the proposed 
project will be safe from landslide, settlement or slippage and will not adversely affect 
adjacent property, provided this corporation's recommendations and those of the Los 
Angeles County Code are followed and maintained. 

The Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation Addendum by GeoConcepts, Inc. 
dated 3/1 0/00; Drainage System Response Letter by Land Design Consultants dated 
2/1/00; Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation Addendum by GeoConcepts, Inc. 
dated 1/31/00; Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation Addendum by GeoConcepts, 
Inc. dated 10/25/99; Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation Addendum by 
GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 9/17/99; Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation Addendum 
by GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 9/1/99; Supplemental Geologic and Soils Engineering Report by 
GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 3/19/99; Supplemental Geologic and Soils Engineering Report by 
GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 7/10/98; Supplemental Geologic and Soils Engineering Report by 
GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 3/23/98; and the Limited Geologic and Soils Engineering 
Investigation Report by GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 10/23/97 include a number of 
geotechnical recommendations to ensure the stability and geotechnical safety of the 
site. Therefore, to ensure that the recommendations of the geotechnical and geologic 
engineering consultants have been incorporated into all proposed development, Special 
Condition Five (5) requires the applicant to submit project plans certified by the 
consulting geotechnical and geologic engineer as conforming to all recommendations 
regarding structural and site stability. The final plans approved by the consultants shall 
be in substantial conformance with the plans approved by the Commission relative to 
construction, grading and drainage. Any substantial changes to the proposed 
development approved by the Commission which may be recommended by the 
consultants shall require an amendment to the permit or a new coastal permit. 

However, the Commission notes that, although the subject site is considered grossly 
stable from a geologic standpoint, the steep slopes on the subject site are still subject 
to potential erosion and soil slippage. The Commission finds that the minimization of 
site erosion will add to the stability of the site. Erosion can best be minimized by 
requiring the applicant to landscape all disturbed and graded areas of the site with 
native plants compatible with the surrounding environment. Further, the Limited 
Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation Report by GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 10/23/97 
states: 

All slopes should be maintained with a dense growth of plants, ground covering 
vegetation, shrubs and trees which possess dense, deep root structures and require a 
minimum of watering. It is recommended that a landscape architect be consulted 
regarding planting adjacent to improvements 
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In past permit actions, the Commission has found that invasive and non~native plant 
species are typically characterized as having a shallow root structure in comparison with 
their high surface/foliage weight and/or require a greater amount of irrigation . and 
maintenance than native vegetation. The Commission notes that non-native and 
invasive plant species with high surface/foliage weight and shallow root structures do 
not serve to stabilize steep slopes, such as the slopes on the subject site, and that such 
vegetation results in potential adverse effects to the geologic stability of the project site. 
In comparison, the Commission finds that native plant species are typically 
characterized not only by a well developed and extensive root structure in comparison to 
their surface/foliage weight but also by their low irrigation and maintenance 
requirements. Therefore, in order to ensure the stability and geotechnical safety of the 
site, Special Condition Two (2) requires that all proposed disturbed and graded areas on 
subject site are stabilized with native vegetation. However, the Commission also notes 
that landscaping improvements which require intensive watering requirements, such as 
many lawn and turf species, will result in potential adverse effects to the stability of the 
bluff slope due to increased groundwater infiltration on the subject site. Therefore, in 
order to ensure stability of the bluff slope, Special Condition Two (2) also requires that 
permanent irrigation improvements, included as part of the landscaping plan for the 
subject site, shall be designed to minimize groundwater infiltration and shall be primarily 
limited to drip irrigation systems. No permanent irrigation· shall be allowed within 25 ft. 
of the landward edge of the top of the bluff or on the bluff slope itself. In addition, 
Special Condition Three (3) has been required in order to ensure that no vegetation may 
be removed on the subject site for the purpose of fuel modification until after the local 
government has issued a building or grading permit. A septic system injects water 
directly into the subsurface and therefore has the potential to increase slope instability. ·This 
can be minimized by locating the septic system as far from the slope as feasible. In this 
case, the proposed septic system is located as far from landward on the site, and away from 
the bluffslope, as feasible. 

As discussed above, portions of three identified landslides are located in the south east 
corner of the subject site {adjacent to or overlying each other). The Commission notes 
that although portions of the three landslides are located on the project site, the three 
identified landslides also extend offsite across three other separate parcels. The 
Commission received letters from neighboring property owners suggesting that the 
applicant {Trento) should be required, as· part of this project, to remediate these 
landslides (Exhibits 11 c-g). Assertions have been made that the landslides were 
"reactivated" by recent increased rains. In addition, neighbors have asserted that 
surface drainage and infiltration to groundwater will increase as a result of the 
development and will increase the risk of landslides. The applicant's geotechnical 
consultant has indicated that, in order to adequately remediate the identified landslides, 
it would be necessary to conduct remedial grading on the other affected properties and 
that; therefore, it is not possible to remediate the identified landslides by grading on the 
project site only. The Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation Addendum by 
GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 1/31/00 states: 

• 

• 

• 
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The active landslide appears to be on four properties, with the smallest portion on the 
subject site. The City recognized this and, therefore, has not required a remedial repair of 
the active slide on the subject site. A remedial repair has not been required because the 
active portion on the subject site can not be effectively repaired without the Weber's 
correcting their larger portion of the slide. Currently, the Weber's have trimmed their 
slope and redeposited the earth material on the active landslide, which only exacerbates 
the instability of the slide by adding additional weight. 

As such, the Commission notes that remediation of the identified landslides on the 
subject site would require cooperation by the adjacent property owners (as well as 
remedial grading on those neighboring properties). It is the Commission's 
understanding, based on information submitted by both the applicant and by the 
concerned neighboring property owners, that a meeting was held by the City of Malibu 
with the intent of reaching an agreement between the four affected property owners to 
remediate the slides; however, no final agreement between the concerned property 
owners was reached. As such, the Commission notes that it is not possible for the 
applicant to stabilize the bluff slope only on the subject site by remedial grading unless 
all property owners affected by the slide mass were to also conduct such grading on 
their own properties. 

Although it is not possible to directly remediate the portions of the identified landslides on the 
subject site through grading, the applicant's geotechnical consultants have indicated that the 
proposed concrete v-ditch drainage system will serve to direct all drainage away from 
those portions of the subject site prone to landslide and, therefore, increase the geologic 
stability of the subject site. Drainage from the project site will be directed to two existing 18 
inch and 24 inch drainage pipes which inlet from the southwest and southeast corners of the 
abandoned Puerco Road on the subject site and which outlet to Malibu Road at the base of 
the slope. A neighbor has asserted that the existing drainage pipes are not adequate to 
handle the drainage from the site, although they the neighbor has not submitted any 
calculations to support this assertion {Exhibits 11 c-g). The applicant's hydrologic 
consultants have indicated that their calculations show that the existing drainage pipes are 
adequate to handle the flow from the proposed drainage improvements. The Drainage 
System Response Letter by Land Design Consultants dated 2/1/00 states: 

As a remedial grading plan, an Integral part Is controlling surface drainage from the 
northerly portion of the property from draining over the steeper natural slope below the 
bluff which are more subject to erosion and debris flows. This will be accomplished by 
the construction of the proposed driveway system, surface drainage devices located at 
the top of the bluff and located at the southerly boundary along with a series of catch 
basins, pipes, and inlet structure directing flows towards the two (2) existing drainage 
systems located at the westerly and easterly portions of the site. 

The amount of debris flows will be reduced by the development of the parcel and the 
design of the on-site drainage system has been designed to carry these flows to two new 
inlet structures. The proposed drainage system comprises of two drainage areas and 
systems. One drainage system directing approximately 3.8 acres (Q=25 cfs) to the 
westerly portion of the site to a 24" CMP pipe and second system directing approximately 
3.3 acres of (Q-22cfs) to the easterly portion of the site. 
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As part of the westerly system the existing Inlet structure located near the southwestern • 
property comer will be replaced with a new metal flared end section, CMP pipe, berms 
and minor grading modiflcatfons ... [to] allow the required flows to enter the pipe as 
required. The total flow rate after development will be 25 cfs, which Is much less than the 
design capacity of the existing 24" CMP. As part of the Improved eastern system located 
near the southeastern property comer the existing modified inlet structure will be 
replaced with a new concrete inlet structure and CMP pipe designed to carry the debris 
flows generated on site ••• The total flow rate after development will be 22 cfs, which Is 
much less than the design capacity of the existing 18" and 24" CMP pipe. 

To ensure that drainage is conveyed off site in a non-erosive manner, the Commission 
finds that it is necessary to require the applicant, as required by Special Condition Six 
(6), to submit drainage plans certified by the consulting geotechnical engineer as 
conforming to their recommendations. Further, to ensure that the project's drainage 
structures will not contribute to further destabilization of the project site or surrounding 
area and that the project's drainage structures shall be repaired should the structures 
fail in the future, Special Condition Six (6) also requires that the applicant agree to be 
responsible for any repairs or restoration of eroded areas should the drainage structures 
fail or result in erosion. 

Further, the Commission notes that the proposed swimming pool, located on top of the 
bluff upslope from the identified landslides on site, may result in potential adverse 
effects to slope stability if the pool leaks due to structural distress. The Commission • 

. further notes that potential structural distress to the proposed pool could result from 
such potential hazards as slope movements, slide activity, or catastrophic failure during 
an earthquake. The introduction of water directly into the slope from such a structural 
failure of the pool could result in potential slope failure. This is of particular concern in 
view of the geometry of the terrace/Monterey Formation contact (dipping down-slope) 
and the very low factor of safety (1.011) calculated by the applicant's geotechnical 
consultants for Cross Section E-E under earthquake loading conditions. Therefore, in 
order to ensure that the proposed pool is designed in a manner that minimizes the 
potential for structural failure and to ensure slope stability on site, Special Condition 
One (1), in part, requires the applicant to submit revised plans which show that the 
proposed pool is designed as a free-standing structure (walls of the pool do not rely on 
the lateral support of the soil) set below grade. 

For the reasons explained above, the Commission finds that surface drainage from the 
site of the proposed development, as conditioned, will not increase the risk of 
landslides. The Commission also finds that the location of the proposed septic system 
away from the landslide and the conditions regarding irrigation and pool design will 
insure that infiltration to groundwater is minimized. 

As discussed above, the subject site is located on a coastal bluff top. As stated above, 
due to the inherent geologic instability of bluffs, Policy 164 of the LUP, in concert with • 
the Coastal Act, provides that new development shall be set back a minimum of 25ft. 
from the top edge of the bluff or a string line drawn between the nearest corners of the 



• 
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adjacent structures, whichever distance is greater, in order to ensure geologic and 
structural stability. In the case of this project, the 25 ft. setback is the greater and 
proper setback distance, not the stringline measurement. Although the proposed 
buildings (main residence, guesthouse, two garages) and the pool will be setback 25ft. 
or more from the top edge of the bluff, the Commission notes that portions of the 
proposed driveway will be located less than 25 ft. from the delineated top edge of the 
bluff. Specifically, the fill slope for approximately 75 linear ft. of the proposed driveway 
on the west side of the property will be located only 11 ft. from top edge of the bluff (the 
paved portion of the driveway will be located only 15 from the top edge of the bluff). In 
addition, the fill slope for approximately 60 linear ft. of the driveway on the central 
portion of the site (between the main residence and the guest house) will be setback 
only 19 ft. from the bluff edge. Therefore, in order to ensure geologic and structural 
stability, Special Condition One (1) requires the applicant, prior to the issuance of the 
coastal permit, to submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, revised 
project plans which show that the proposed driveway (including all associated grading 
and fill slopes) will be located no less than 25ft. from the seaward most top edge of the 
bluff as delineated on Exhibit 3. Therefore, the Commission notes that, only as 
conditioned, will all development (with the exception of landscaping and drainage 
improvements which serve to increase the geologic stability of the site) be setback at 
least 25 ft. or more from the bluff edge as consistent with past Commission action and 
Policy 164 of the LUP . 

Further, the Commission also notes that the amount of new cut grading proposed by the 
applicant is larger than the amount of fill to be placed and will result in approximately 
672 cu. yds. of excess excavated material. Excavated materials that are placed in 
stockpiles are subject to increased erosion. The Commission also notes that additional 
landform alteration would result if the excavated material were to be retained on site. In 
order to ensure that excavated material will not be stockpiled on site and that landform 
alteration is minimized, Special Condition Seven (7) requires the applicant to remove all 
excavated material, including concrete debris resulting from the removal of the existing 
pool, from the site to an appropriate location and provide evidence to the Executive 
Director of the location of the disposal site prior to the issuance of the permit. Should 
the dump site be located in the Coastal Zone, a coastal development permit shall be 
required. 

As discussed above, the Commission notes that the applicant's engineering consultants 
have indicated that the proposed development will serve to ensure relative geologic and 
structural stability on the subject site. However, the Commission also notes that the 
Limited Geologic and Soils Engineering Investigation Report by GeoConcepts, Inc. dated 
1 0/23/97 indicates that three separate landslides are located on the bluff slope in the south 
eastern portion of the subject site. The Commission further notes that because there 
remains some inherent risk in building on sites underlain or located adjacent to a 
landslide, such as the subject site, and due to the fact that the proposed project is 
located in an area subject to an extraordinary potential for damage or destruction from 
wild fire, the Commission can only approve the project if the applicant assumes the 
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liability from the associated risks as required by Special Condition Nine (9). ·This 
responsibility is carried out through the recordation of a deed restriction. The 
assumption of risk deed restriction, when recorded against the property, will show that 
the applicant is aware of and appreciates the nature of the hazards which exist on the 
site and which may adversely affect the stability or safety of the proposed development 
and agrees to assume any liability for the same. 

It should be noted that an assumption of risk deed restriction for hazardous geologic 
conditions and danger from wildfire is commonly required for new development 
throughout the greater Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains region in areas where there 
exist potentially hazardous geologic conditions, or where previous geologic activity has 
occurred either directly upon or adjacent to the site in question. The Commission has 
required such deed restrictions for other development throughout the Malibu/Santa 
Monica Mountains region. 

Therefore, for the reasons discussed above, the Commission finds that the proposed 
project, as conditioned, is consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

C. Visual Resources 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states that: 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a 
resource of public Importance. Permitted development shall be sited and deSigned to 
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration 
of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, 
and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality In visually degraded areas. 
New development In highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California 
Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and 
Recreation and by local government shall be subordinated to the character of its setting. 

Coastal Act Section 30251 requires that visual qualities of coastal areas shall be 
considered and protected, landform alteration shall be minimized, and where feasible, 
degraded areas shall be enhanced and restored. In addition, to assist in the 
determination of whether a project is consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act, 
the Commission has, in past Malibu coastal development permit actions, looked to the 
certified County of Los Angeles Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan (LUP) 
for guidance. The LUP has been found to be consistent with the Coastal Act and 
provides specific standards for development along the Malibu coast and within the 
Santa Monica Mountains. For instance, in concert with Section 30251 of the Coastal 
Act, Policy 125 of the LUP provides that new development shall be sited and designed 

• 

• 

to protect public views from LCP-designated scenic highways to and along the • 
shoreline. Policy 125 further provides that, where feasible, new development on sloped 
terrain should be set below road grade. Policy 130 of the LUP provides that in highly 



• 
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scenic areas and along scenic highways, new development and landscaping shall be 
sited so as to not significantly intrude into the skyline. Policy 138 of the LUP provides 
that new development on the ocean side of and fronting Pacific Coast Highway shall 
occupy no more than 80% of the lineal frontage of the site. In addition, Policy 141 of 
the LUP provides that "fencing or walls to be erected on the property shall be designed 
and constructed to allow for view retention from scenic roadways." Further, Policy 142 
of the LUP provides that new development along scenic roadways, such as Pacific 
Coast Highway, shall be set below the road grade on the down hill side wherever 
feasible to protect designated ocean views. 

The project site is a vacant bluff top lot on the seaward side of Pacific Coast Highway in 
a partially built-out area of Malibu primarily consisting of residential development. 
Pacific Coast Highway is designated as a scenic highway for coastal views by the LUP. 
In addition, the subject site is designated as a Priority One (highest scenic value) 
viewshed for Pacific Coast Highway by the LUP. All vegetation has been previously 
removed from the bluff top portion of the site. Views of the ocean from Pacific Coast 
Highway are available across the entire 430ft. wide lot. Further, the Commission notes 
that Pacific Coast Highway is also a major coastal access route, not only utilized by 
local residents, but also heavily used by tourists and visitors to access several public 
beaches located in the surrounding area which are only accessible from Pacific Coast 
Highway. Public views of the beach and water from Pacific Coast Highway have been 
substantially reduced, or completely blocked, in many areas by the construction of 
single family residences, privacy walls, fencing, landscaping, and other residential 
related development between Pacific Coast Highway and the ocean. This type of 
development limits the public's ability to view the coast or ocean to only those few 
parcels which have not yet been developed. The Commission notes that the 
construction of individual beachfront or bluff top residences, when viewed on a regional 
basis, results in potential cumulative adverse effects to public view~ and to the visual 
quality of coastal areas. 

In past permit actions, consistent with Coastal Act Section 30251, the Commission has 
required that new development located on the seaward side of Pacific Coast Highway 
be sited and designed to protect public bluewater views of the ocean and, where 
feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. Specifically, 
in regard to new development located on beachfront lots, where it is not possible to limit 
the height of new structures to an elevation lower than the highway, the Commission 
has required that new development occupy no more than 80% of the lineal frontage of 
Pacific Coast Highway in order to maintain a public view corridor over the lot for ocean 
views [Saban (4-99-146), Broad (4-99-185), 4-99-154 (Montanaro)). However, in past 
permit actions regarding development on bluff top sites where slopes descend seaward 
from the highway, such as the proposed project site, the Commission has further limited 
the height of new structures and landscaping to an elevation adequate to ensure that 
public views of the ocean are retained over the entire project site [COPs 4-98-142, 143, 
& 163 (Duggan & Levinson), COP 4-97-031 (Anvil), COP 5-90-020 (Young)]. Coastal 
Development Permits 4-98-142, 143 and 163 were approved by the Commission in 
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1998 for the construction of three new single family residences on the three separate 
neighboring vacant lots immediately east of the subject site. The Commission notes 
that the approved single family residences on the neighboring lots to the east were 
limited to a single story of no more than 18 ft. in height in order to ensure that ocean 
views were retained above the rooflines of the residences. 

In the case of the proposed project, the Commission notes that the proposed 28 ft. high 
main residence, although located downslope from Pacific Coast Highway, will extend 
approximately 5 or more ft. higher in elevation than the highway and will significantly 
reduce or completely block public views of the ocean over a portion of the subject site. 
In addition, although the proposed accessory structures {guest house and garages) will 
be less than 18 ft. in height from existing grade, due to the closer location of these 
structures in relation to the highway and slope elevation, portions of these structures 
will also exceed the elevation of Pacific Coast Highway by approximately 2-3 ft and 
result in adverse effects to public views of the ocean from the highway. Staff has 
confirmed during a site visit that the proposed structures would significantly block public 
views of the ocean from Pacific Coast Highway. At Staff's request, prior to the site visit, 
the project site was staked with poles adequate to indicate the footprint and height of 
the proposed buildings. Staff notes, based on visual analysis of the staked project site, 

. that the rooflines of all proposed structures would extend near or above the horizon line 
significantly blocking public bluewater views of the ocean from the highway. Therefore, 

·in order to ensure that adverse effects to public views are minimized, Special Condition 
One (1) requires the applicant to submit revised project plans which show that all 
proposed development will be no more than 20ft. in height above existing grade and 
will not, in any case, exceed the 175ft. elevation line in height {approximate elevation 
of Pacific Coast Highway). Any substantial changes to the footprint of the proposed 
structures will require an amendment to this permit. The Commission notes that 
Special Condition One {1) will still allow the applicant to construct a large multi-level 
residence (including the proposed .1 ,500 sq. ft . ."basement" level located below the first 
floor of the residence shown on Exhibit 6) and that it is clearly feasible to redesign this 
project consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act and the guidance provided by 
Policy 142 of the LUP which mandates that views to the ocean be protected. In 
addition, the Commission notes that any future development on the subject site (such 
as a new structure, a second-story addition, changes to the roofline, or landscaping) 
would result in potential adverse effects to visual resources on the subject site. 
Therefore, Special Condition Eight (8) requires the applicant to record a future 
improvements deed restriction to ensure that any future structures, additions, or 
landscaping that would otherwise be exempt from coastal permit requirements are 
reviewed by the Commission. 

In addition, the Commission also notes that public views of the ocean from Pacific 
Coast Highway have been significantly reduced or completely blocked by landscaping 
associated with residential development. Currently, the ocean is visible from Pacific 
Coast Highway over the entire parcel since all vegetation has been previously removed 
from the bluff top area of the site. However, the Commission notes that new 

• 

• 

• 
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landscaping on the subject site will result in a potential reduction in the public's ability to 
view the ocean from the highway. Therefore, Special Condition Two (2) has been 
required to ensure that vegetation on the subject site shall be limited to low-lying 
species that will not block or adversely impact public views of the ocean from the 
highway. Vegetation within Zone A (generally located upslope and near the highway), 
as shown on Exhibit 4b, shall be limited to no more than 2 ft. in height. Vegetation 
within Zone B (general located downslope and farther from the highway), as shown on 
Exhibit 4b, shall be limited to no more than 14 ft. in height. In no case shall any 
vegetation on the subject site exceed the 175ft. elevation line in height (approximate 
elevation of Pacific Coast Highway). The use of any vegetation of greater height than 
otherwise provided for above may be allowed only if the Executive Director determines 
that such landscaping is consistent with the intent of this condition and will serve to 
minimize adverse effects to public views. 

The proposed project also includes a large amount of grading that will result in landform 
alteration of the subject site (approximately 1,302 cu. yds. of cut and 630 cu. yds. of fill). 
However, in the case of the this project, the Commission notes that the majority of the 
proposed grading is for excavation that will allow the proposed structures and driveway 
to be "set" lower into the hillside, thereby reducing the amount of structural surface 
visible from upslope public viewing areas such as Pacific Coast Highway. As such, the 
Commission notes that the proposed grading plan will serve to minimize adverse effects 
to public views on the subject site. 

Further, the proposed project includes the construction and installation of a new concrete 
v-ditch drainage system on the bluff slope. The Commission notes that the proposed 
drainage system will minimize erosion and increase the geologic stability of the subject site. 
The Commission also notes that the minimization of erosion on the subject site will also 
serve to protect public views of the bluff slope on the subject site from Malibu Road. 
However, the Commission further notes that the proposed concrete v-ditch drainage 
system itself will result in adverse effects to the visual quality of the subject site if 
constructed using white or non-earthtone colors. Therefore, Special Condition Six (6) 
requires that the proposed concrete v-ditch drainage system on the bluff face be 
earthtone in color and designed to blend with the surrounding bluff slope in order to 
minimize adverse effects to visual resources. 

The Commission notes that the proposed project includes the construction of a 42 inch 
high solid masonry wall with a wrought iron fence on top located adjacent to Pacific 
Coast Highway. The Commission further notes that even a relatively short, 42 inch 
high, solid privacy wall and gate in the proposed location, immediately adjacent to 
Pacific Coast Highway, would diminish the public's ability to view the ocean from the 
highway and would not be consistent with either the above referenced policies of the 
LUP or with past Commission action regarding the protection of public views along the 
coast. The Commission further notes that a feasible alternative to the construction of 
the proposed solid wall and gate structure would include the construction of a less 
visually intrusive fence and gate. Therefore Special Condition One (1) requires the 
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applicant to submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, revised 
project plans which show that the 42 inch high solid masonry wall/gate is deleted in 
order to ensure that adverse effects to public views of the ocean from the highway are 
minimized. The Commission notes that Special Condition One (1) will still allow the 
applicant to submit revised plans, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, 
which would allow for the construction of a fence/gate along Pacific Coast Highway, 
provided that such a fence is of a design that is (1) of a visually permeable design and 
material (e.g. wrought iron or non-tinted glass material); (2) no more than 6ft. in height; 
and (3) all bars, beams, or other non-visually permeable materials used in the 
construction of the proposed fence are no more than 1 inch in thickness/width and 
placed no less than 12 inches in distance apart. Alternative designs may be allowed 
only if the Executive Director determines that such designs are consistent with the 
intent of this condition and serve to minimize adverse effects to public views. 

Therefore, for the reasons discussed above, the Commission finds that the proposed 
development, as proposed, will not result in any adverse effects to public views and is 
consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. 

D. Archaeological Resources 

PRC Section 30244 of the Coastal Act states that: 

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

Archaeological resources are significant to an understanding of cultural, environmental, 
biological, and geological history. The proposed development is located in a region of 
the Santa Monica Mountains which contains one of the most significant concentrations 
of archaeological sites in southern California. The Coastal Act requires the protection 
of such resources to reduce the potential adverse impacts through the use of 
reasonable mitigation measures. 

Degradation of archaeological resources can occur if a project is not properly monitored 
and managed during earth moving activities and const~ction. Site preparation can 
disturb and/or obliterate archaeological materials to such an extent that the information 
that could have been derived would be permanently lost. In the past, numerous 
archaeological sites have been destroyed or damaged as a result of development. As 
a result, the remaining sites, even though often less rich in materials, have become 
increasingly valuable as a resource. Further, because archaeological sites, if studied 
collectively, may provide information on subsistence and settlement patterns, the loss of 
individual sites can reduce the scientific value of the sites which remain intact. 

' 
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• 
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A portion of Archaeological Site CA-LAN-803 is located on the subject site. The 
recorded map of CA-LAN-803 indicates that the archaeological site extends over almost 
the entire subject site, including the proposed locations for the residence, guesthouse, 
pool, and two detached garages. A Phase II archaeological study of the subject site 
consisting of the archaeological excavation of 31 shovel test pits and four 1 x 1 meter 
excavation pits located on different areas of the subject site has been previously 
conducted. The study concluded that although some artifacts have been discovered on 
the subject site, CA-LAN-803 is not highly significant from an archaeological 
perspective. The Phase 2 (Test Phase) of Archaeological Site CA-LAN 803 Report by 
E. Gary Stickel, Ph.D. dated March 1999, states: 

Given the lack of variability of the data recovered from the 35 units [test pits} that were 
excavated for the Test Phase (Phase 2) ... with only a few formal tools recovered and with the 
vast majority of the data limited to waste flaked material (debitage) ... it would appear that site 
CA-LAN-803 is not a highly significant site (i.e. it lacks major habitation indicators, lacks 
burials and/or cemeteries, lacks religious site data, and it lacks other unique data that would 
make it a highly slgnfflcant site. Nonetheless, if the site does, In fact date to the Early Period, 
It does provide data important to our understanding of that period (albeit on a limited data 
set basis). 

The Phase II Report concludes that further archeological excavation on the site is not 
necessary and the City has adopted this recommendation. The applicant's consultant 
has conducted further investigation of the archeological resources at the site, as part of 
a Phase Ill (Data Collection/Artifact Recovery) Program, which included collection of all 
artifacts on the site. 

Although the above mentioned archaeological study found that the subject site is not 
highly significant from an archaeological perspective, the Commission notes that 
archaeological artifacts have been found on the subject site and that the proposed 
project may result in potential adverse effects to archaeological resources from grading 
and construction activity. In addition, several letters of concern, including several 
comments and reports by Dr. Chester King, archaeologist, have been received by staff 
which assert the subject site should be considered significant in regards to 
archaeological resources {Exhibit 13). However, regardless of the different assertions 
by all concerned parties regarding the actual significance of the site, the Commission 
notes that the presence of archaeological artifacts on the subject site is undisputed. As 
such, the Commission also notes that potential adverse effects may occur to those 
resources as a result of the proposed development and that; therefore, reasonable 
mitigation measures should be required pursuant to Section 30244 of the Coastal Act. 

In addition, staff has received letters from both the State Office of Historic Preservation 
(OHP) and the State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) regarding the 
proposed project (Exhibits 13a & 13b). The NAHC expressed concern regarding 
whether consultation with the appropriate Chumash groups had occurred in regards to 
the proposed project. The letter from the NAHC dated 2/23/00 states: 
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The concerns of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) regarding the Trento • 
project deal with whether or not there was meaningful consultation with the appropriate 
Chumash Native American groups and individuals. I was contacted by Susan Mccabe 
acting on behalf of Mr. and Mrs. Trento and provided her with a list of the appropriate 
Native Americans who should have been contacted regarding any concerns they have 
about cultural resources ... From conversations that I have conducted with a random 
group of the people on the list, I have determined that (1) they were aware of the project 
(through the grapevine) however, (2) there was no formal written contact by Dr. Stickle for 
input regarding any concerns they might have ... No one expressed to me any concerns 
about the monitoring on the project ..• / would recommend that all of the groups and 
individuals on the list provided to be Ms. McCabe be invited to view and comment on the 
site before construction begins. 

The Commission notes that although the "list" referred to in the above letter was not 
provided to Commission staff, the NAHC did indicate that they had found that the 
appropriate Native American Groups and individuals "were aware of the project." In 
addition, the applicant has since indicated to staff that the individuals included on the 
NAHC's list have been formally notified of the project by letter. However, regardless, of 
the noticing requirements of the NAHC, the Commission notes that no assertions have 
been made by any of the concerned parties that the proposed project has not been 
property noticed pursuant to the requirements of the Coastal Act. 

In addition, as mentioned above, the State Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) has 
reviewed the archaeological studies conducted by both Dr. King and Dr. Stickle on the •. 
subject site. The OHP has indicated that they are in agreement with the 
recommendations of the previously completed Phase II Study which recommends that 
further excavation of the subject site is not necessary, although additional surface 
collection of artifacts should be implemented prior to construction. The letter from the 
OHP dated 3/20/00 states: 

Stickel (1999) recommends that no further excavation In the main site area be conducted 
as mitigation. He advocates that "there should be a complete surface collection of all 
formal artifact tools at the main site." The results of this effort should be analyzed and 
formally reported. The OHP agrees with this but also recommends that additional 
mitigation should Include avoidance of archaeological materials or features with sterile· 
soils If avoidance Is not possible, the recovety and reporting of archaeological material 
discovered during construction should also be considered a function of successful 
mitigation. 

As recommended by the OHP, a complete surface collection of artifacts on the subject 
site has already been completed as part of the Phase Ill (Data Collection/Artifact 
Recovery) Program to mitigate adverse effects from the proposed project. The OHP 
also recommends that the proposed project be sited in a manner that avoids 
archaeological materials. In this case, the Commission notes, based on information 
submitted by both Dr. King and Dr. Stickle, that archaeological resources are located 
over the majority of the site and that; therefore, there are no feasible alternative • 
locations for the proposed development that would eliminate potential adverse effects 

·to archaeological resources. The Commission further notes that, with the exception of 
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the proposed guest house garage, the proposed development will be generally sited in 
a manner to avoid those areas of the site where the greatest concentration of artifacts 
have been identified. Although the proposed guest house garage will be located within 
an area mapped by Dr. King as an area of higher artifact concentration, the 
Commission notes that Dr. Stickle has previously conducted two 1 x 1 meter excavation 
pits in the location of the guest house garage as part of the Phase Ill (Data 
Collection/Artifact Recovery) program in order to mitigate potential adverse effects to 
those resources. 

In past permit actions regarding development on sites containing significant 
archaeological resources, the Commission has typically required that the applicant 
conduct a Phase II (Test Phase) Archaeological Study of the site to develop a better 
understanding of the archaeological resources which may be disturbed by a proposed 
project and, if warranted, a Phase Ill (Data Collection/Artifact Recovery). In this case, it 
is not necessary to require such testing since a Phase II Study and a Phase Ill (Data 
Collection/Artifact Recovery) Program has been previously completed on the subject 
site by the applicant's archaeological Consultant. As previously discussed, the Phase II · 
portion of the program included the study of 31 shovel test pits and four 1 x 1 meter 
excavation pits located on different areas of the subject site where development is 
proposed. The Phase Ill Program included the surface collection of artifacts, two 1 x 1 
meter excavation pits in the location of the proposed guest house garage, and a shovel 
test pit in the area of an identified shell midden. 

In addition, in past permit actions regarding development on sites containing 
archaeological resources the Commission has also required that a qualified 
archaeologist and appropriate Native American consultant be present on-site during all 
grading, excavation, and site preparation that involve earth moving operations. 
Therefore, to ensure that adverse effects to archaeological resources are minimized 
during the construction of the proposed development (and as recommended in the 
letter from OHP dated 3/20/00) Special Condition Four (4) requires that the applicant 
have a qualified archaeologist(s) and appropriate Native American consultant(s) 
present on-site during all grading, excavation and site preparation in order to monitor all 
earth moving operations. In addition, if any significant archaeological resources are 
discovered during construction, work shall be stopped and an appropriate data recovery 
strategy shall be developed by the City of Malibu's archaeologist, the applicant's 
archaeologist, and the Native American consultant consistent with California 
Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) guidelines. Further, staff notes that Archaeological 
Site CA-LAN-803 extends over almost the entire subject parcel. To ensure that any 
future potential adverse effects to the archaeological resources on site are minimized, 
Special Condition Eight (8) provides that any future development of the site will be 
reviewed by the Commission which might otherwise be exempt from permit 
requirements . 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed development, as conditioned, is 
consistent with Section 30244 of the Coastal Act. 
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Sections 30250 and 30252 of the Coastal Act address the cumulative impacts of new 
developments. Section 30250 (a) of the Coastal Act states: 

(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 
slgnmcant adverse effects, either Individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In 
addition, land divisions, other than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed 
areas shall be permitted only where 50 percent of the usable parcels In the area have been 
developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the average size of 
surrounding parcels. 

Section 30252 ofthe Coastal Act states: 

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access 
to the coast by (I) 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 non-automobile circulation within 
the development, (4) providing adequate parking facllitfes 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 

New development raises coastal issues related to cumulative impacts on coastal 
resources. The construction of a second unit on a site where a primary residence 
exists intensifies the use of a parcel increasing impacts on public services, such as 
water, sewage, electricity and roads. New development also raises issues as to 
whether the location and amount of new development maintains and enhances public 
access to the coast. 

' 

• 

• 

Based on these policies, the Commission has limited the development of second 
dwelling units (including guest houses) on residential parcels in the Malibu and Santa 
Monica Mountain areas. The issue of second units on lots with primary residences has 
been the subject of past Commission action in the certification of the Santa Monica 
Mountains/Malibu Land Use Plan (LUP). In its review and action on the Malibu LUP, 
the Commission found that placing an upper limit on the size of second units (750 sq. 
ft.) was necessary given the traffic and infrastructure constraints which exist in Malibu 
and given the abundance of existing vacant residential lots. Furthermore, in allowing 
these small units, the Commission found that the small size of units (750 sq. ft.) and the 
fact that they are likely to be occupied by one or at most two people would cause such 
units to have less impact on the limited capacity of Pacific Coast Highway and other 
roads (including infrastructure constraints such as water, sewage, electricity) than an • 
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ordinary single family residence. (Certified Malibu Santa Monica Mountains Land Use 
Plan 1986, page 29 and P.C.H. (ACR), 12/83 page V-1 - Vl-1). 

The second unit issue has also been raised by the Commission with respect to 
statewide consistency of both coastal development permits and Local Coastal 
Programs (LCPs). Statewide, additional dwelling units on single family parcels take on 
a variety of different forms which in large part consist of: 1) a second unit with kitchen 
facilities including a granny unit, caretaker's unit, or farm labor unit; and 2) a 
guesthouse, with or without separate kitchen facilities. Past Commission action has 
consistently found that both second units and guest houses inherently have the 
potential to cumulatively impact coastal resources. Thus, conditions on coastal 
development permits and standards within LCP's have been required to limit the size 
and number of such units to ensure consistency with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal 
Act in this area (Certified Malibu Santa Monica Mountains Land Use Plan 1986, page 29). 

As proposed, the 749 sq. ft. second residential unit (guesthouse) conforms to the 
Commission's past actions allowing a maximum of 750 sq. ft. for a second dwelling unit 
in the Malibu area. However, the Commission notes that any future improvements or 
additions to the structure would increase the size of the guest unit beyond the 
maximum of 750 sq. ft. and constitute a violation of this coastal development permit. 
Therefore, Special Condition Ten (10) has been required to ensure that any additions or 
improvements to the guesthouse structure will be reviewed by the Commission. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that, as conditioned, the proposed development is 
consistent with Sections 30250 and 30252 of the Coastal Act. 

F. Water Quality 

The Commission recognizes that new development in the Santa Monica Mountains has 
the potential to adversely impact coastal water quality through the removal of native 
vegetation, increase of impervious surfaces, increase of runoff, erosion, and 
sedimentation, introduction of pollutants such as petroleum, cleaning products, 
pesticides, and other pollutant sources, as well as effluent from septic systems. Section 
30231 of the Coastal Act states that: 

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, minimizing 
alteration of natural streams. 
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As described above, the proposed project includes the construction of a single family 
residence, garage, guest house, guest house garage, driveway, concrete v-ditch 
drainage system, septic system, and approximately 3,802 cu. yds. of grading (1,302 cu. 
yds. of cut, 630 cu. yds. of fill, and 1,870 cu. yds. of removal and recompaction). The 
conversion of the project site from its natural state will result in an increase in the 

. . 
amount of impervious surface and reduction in the naturally vegetated area. Further, 
use of the site for residential purposes will introduce potential sources of pollutants 
such as petroleum, household cleaners and pesticides, as well as other accumulated 
pollutants from rooftops and other impervious surfaces. 

The removal of natural vegetation and placement of impervious surfaces allows for less 
infiltration of rainwater into the soil, thereby increasing the rate and volume of runoff, 
causing increased erosion and sedimentation. Additionally, the infiltration of 
precipitation into the soil allows for the natural filtration of pollutants. When infiltration is 
prevented by impervious surfaces, pollutants in runoff are quickly conveyed to coastal 
streams and to the ocean. Thus, new development can cause cumulative impacts to 
the hydrologic cycle of an area by increasing and concentrating runoff, leading to 
stream channel destabilization, increased flood potential, increased concentration of 
pollutants, and reduced groundwater levels. 

Such cumulative impacts can be minimized through the implementation of drainage and 

' 

• 

polluted runoff control measures. In addition to ensuring that runoff is conveyed from • 
the site in a non-erosive manner, such measures should also include opportunities for 
runoff to infiltrate into the ground. Methods such as vegetated filter strips, gravel filters, 
and other media filter devices allow for infiltration. Because much of the runoff from the 
site would be allowed to return to the soil, overall runoff volume is reduced and more 
water is available to replenish groundwater and maintain stream flow. The slow flow of 
runoff allows sediment and other pollutants to settle into the soil where they can be 
filtered. The reduced volume of runoff takes longer to reach streams and its pollutant 
load will be greatly reduced. 

As described above, the project is conditioned to implement and maintain a drainage 
plan designed to ensure that runoff rates and volumes after development do not exceed. 
pre-development levels and that drainage is conveyed in a non-erosive manner. This 
drainage plan is required in order to ensure that risks from geologic hazard are 
minimized and that erosion and sedimentation is minimized. In order to further ensure 
that adverse impacts to coastal water quality do not result from the proposed project, 
the Commission finds it necessary to require the applicant to incorporate filter elements 
that intercept and infiltrate or treat the runoff from the site as required by Special 
Condition Six (6). Such a plan will allow for the infiltration and filtering of runoff from the 
developed areas of the site, most importantly capturing the initial, "first flush" flows.that 
occur as a result of the first storms of the season. This flow carries with it the highest 
concentration of pollutants that have been deposited on impervious surfaces during the • 
dry season. Additionally, the applicant must monitor and maintain the drainage and 
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• polluted runoff control system to ensure that it continues to function as intended 
throughout the life of the development. 

• 

• 

Finally, the proposed development includes the installation of an on-site septic system 
to serve the residence. The applicants' geologic consultants performed percolation 
tests and evaluated the proposed septic system. The report concludes that the site is 
suitable for the septic system and there would be no adverse impact to the site or 
surrounding areas from the use of a septic system. Finally, the City of Malibu 
Environmental Health Department has given in-concept approval of the proposed septic 
system, determining that the system meets the requirements of the plumbing code. 
The Commission has found that conformance with the provisions of the plumbing code 
is protective of resources. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project, 
as conditioned to incorporate and maintain a drainage and polluted runoff control plan, 
is consistent with Section 30231 of the Coastal Act. 

G. Local Coastal Program 

Section 30604 of the Coastal Act states that: 

a) Prior to certification of the local coastal program, a coastal development permit shall 
be issued If the issuing agency, or the commission on appeal, finds that the proposed 
development is In conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 (commencing with 
Section 30200) of this division and that the permitted development will not prejudice the 
ability of the local government to prepare a local program that Is In conformity with the 
provisions of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200). 

Section 30604(a} of the Coastal Act provides that the Commission shall issue a Coastal 
Permit only if the project will not prejudice the ability of the local government having 
jurisdiction to prepare a Local Coastal Program which conforms with Chapter 3 policies 
of the Coastal Act. The preceding sections provide findings that the proposed project 
will be in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 if certain conditions are 
incorporated into the project and accepted by the applicant. As conditioned, the 
proposed development will not create adverse impacts and is found to be consistent 
with the applicable policies contained in Chapter 3. Therefore, the Commission finds 
that approval of the proposed development, as conditioned, will not prejudice the City's 
ability to prepare a Local Coastal Program for Malibu which is also consistent with the 
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act as required by Section 30604(a}. 

H. CEQA 

Section 13096(a) of the Commission's administrative regulations requires Commission 
approval of Coastal Development Permit application to be supported by a finding 
showing the application, as conditioned by any conditions of approval, to be consistent 
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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 Commission finds that, the proposed project, as conditioned will not have 
significant adverse effects on the environment, within the meaning of the California 
Environmental Quality Act of 1970. Therefore, the proposed project, as conditioned, 
has been adequately mitigated and is determined to be consistent with CEQA and the 
policies of the Coastal Act. 

SMH-VNT 
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Exhibit 1: 
Exhibit 2: 
Exhibit 3: 
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EXHIBITS 

Aerial Photograph of Site 
Site Plan/Grading Plan 
Site PlanNegetation Zones 
Cross Section of Subject Site 
Main Residence: Cross Sections 
Main Residence: Elevations 
Guest House Plans 
Main House Garage Plans 
Guest House Garage Plans 

Letters of Concern Regarding Geologic Issues 

Exhibits 11a-b: Two Letters from Donald B. Kowalewsky Regarding Concern with 

Exhibits 11c-g: 
Exhibits 11 h: 
Exhibits 11i: 

Project (Geologic Consultant for Neighboring Property Owner) 
Five Letters of Concern from Neighboring Property Owners 
Response Letter to Geologic Concerns by GeoConcepts 
Response Letter to Drainage Concerns by Land Design Consultants 

Letters of Concern Regarding Visual Issues 

Exhibit 12a: Letter from Neighboring Property Owner· 
Exhibit 12b: Letter from Applicant's Consultant to Chairperson Wan in Opposition 

to Special Condition One 

Letters of Concern Regarding Archaeological Resources 

Exhibit 13a: Letter from the State of California Office of Historic Preservation 
Exhibit 13b: Letter from the State of California Native American Heritage 

Exhibit 13c: 
Exhibit 13d: 
Exhibit 13e: 
Exhibits 13f-k: 
Exhibit 131: 
Exhibit 13m: 
Exhibit 13n: 

Commission 
Letter from the City of Malibu 
Letter from the Sierra Club 
Letter from the Surfer's Environmental Alliance 
Six Letters of Concern from Members of the Public 
Letter from Carol Pulido (Chumash Monitor/Consultant for Applicant) 
Letter (with attached reports) from Dr. Chester King (Archaeologist) 
Letter from Dr. Gary Stickel (Archaeological Consultant for Applicant) 
in Rebuttal to Letter by Dr. King 
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That statement indicted the City Geologist anticipated the landslide would be repaired. Therefore, 
he approved the project. However, the current grading and drainage plan for 25126 Pacific Coast 
Highway provides for no landslide remediation. Since the drainage system crosses land that is 
currently moving, and depends upon stability of the land that it crosses to remain functional, the 
project must include landslide stabilization measures. 

Interestingly, review of the drainage and grading plan indicates that the lowest drainage swale, 
that crosses the active landslide does not follow the ground contours and would require its own 
grading within the landslide. Yet that grading is not shown on the plan. 

As with all landslides of this type, groundwater has the most effect on stability. The proposed 
drainage system is intended to reduce the amount of surface water affecting the landslide area but 
does nothing for groundwater. In fact the project, like all new projects will increase groundwater 
through sewage disposal and irrigation. Typical annual rainfall in this area is 15 to 18 inches per 
year. Periodically 30 to 40+ inches of precipitation occurs. Landslide movement in the Malibu 
area is greatest during and shortly after the heavy rains. However, inigation of orhamental 
vegetation and lawns commonly approaches the equivalent of 300 inches per year and sewage 
disposal is typically 300 to 500 gallons per day. Since all sewage waste water and some irrigation 
water infiltrates into the ground, it will have a negative effect on groundwater. As a consequence, 
unless the active landslide that is located below the development is stabilized, the project will 
adversely affect offsite properties . 
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January 4, 2000 

California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast Area 
89 California St., Suite 200 
Ventura. CA 930~1 

Re; APPlication # 4-99-169 

• ... P.L.ir;Jt~i·"t~, 

COASTAL COMMI5!l1'-' 

1(JUTH Cf.NTRP..I COAST 0\:Jt"" 

Applicant: Alfredo and Robin Trento 
Project Location; 25126 Pacific Coast Hwy, ·Malibu (LA) 

Dear Commissioners; 

We have reviewed the Coastal Commission's .staff report on the 
above referred to property at 25126 Pacific Coast Hwy in 
Malibu. We are the owners of property at 25123 Malibu Road~ 
which abuts tha southeast corner of the above property site. 
Although we do not object to plans for the develoPment of 
this beautiful view site property. there are several areas of 
concern which we would like to address. 

1 , DRAINAGE SYSTEM: 

The runoff from the greatest Portion of the building site 

' 

• 

will be drained via open V-shaped swales, downsloped to • 
portions of the old abandoned Puerco Canyon Road and fed into 
an 18" drain pipe at the southeast corner of the property. 
This drain pipe was installed by the County of Los Angeles in 
the early 1980's to replace the natural drainage once 
provided by the now collapsed Puerco Canyon Road. It runs 
south over a failing embankment and then underground via a 
neighboring sideyanl to a storm drain on Malibu Road, The 
drain was installed on an emergency basis with right of 
access and a verbal agreement for the County to maintain it. 
We do not believe an 18" pipe will be adequate to handle all 
tbe surface runoff during extended heavY rains via the swales 
from all the surfaces of the property such as roofs. 
terraces. driveways$ patios and/or tennis courts~ etc, 
We do understand that water collection along swales is 
advantageous by decreasing ground water absorption 
but the run-off will now flow at a larger volume and greater 
speed, We don't tbink this 18" pipe will be able to 
accommodate that volume and a larger drainage pipe may be 
necessary. 

See BxlO's photos; 
#1 -: water. flowing. from the canyo·ns on the Tr~qto property 

{looking north) . · 
#2 - the same water flowing down the lower po.rtion of 

abandoned Puerco Cyn Rd to Malibu Bd stprm drain7 
(looking south) ~-------·---------------------------~ 

EXHIBIT 11c 

Concern 
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Page 2 

The drainage from the westerly area of the Trento property is 
served by a 24" drain which we understand was put in and paid 
for by Cher with the City agreeing to take over all future 
flood control maintenance. After speaking with the City 
engineer we are suggesting a similar project on the eastern 
portion of the Trento property to be coordinated with the 
City of Malibu so that the City takes over and maintains the 
flood control in this vicinity. The maintenance 
responsibility under your SPECIAL CONDITIONS, POINT 6, should 
include a yearly inspection by the flood control division of 
the City of Malibu of all ditches and swales on the 
applicant's property as well as the storm drain now going 
underneath our common driveway. 

2 . FLOOD CONTROL INLET: 

The existing flood control inlet on the southeast corner of 
the Trento property, which the planners state will remain' in 
place, has very little support because it edges on a 3 ft 
drop/slip of the Puerco Canyon Road drainage area. The 
asphalt around it is failing and cracks in the asphalt 
appear on the road above it. We feel it needs better 
anchoring. 

See photos # 3 & 4 

3 • s.LQPE FAILURE; 

Drainage swales over the eastern portion of the propertY have 
a high risk of failure because some appear to cross or are 
adjacent to landslide movement, There are no drainage plans 
in the staff report which show the landslides on this project 
and we don't feel the commissioners can make an informed 
decision without this information. Also rain falling on the 
existing surface of the asphalt apron put there by LA county 
in the 1980's will only continue to grease the landslide 
because of seepage into the large fissures. slippages and 
deterioration of its surface. At this point we are the ones 
who cover these surfaces with plyWood. plastic sheeting and 
sandbags in the rainy season. Any improvements of OUR slope 
below the applicant's property is dependent upon upslope 
property owners correcting their slope failures. The City of 
Malibu was in the process of coordinating plans for the 
remedial repair of the referred to landslide (Qls2) with 
affected property owners. Tbe Geology and Geotechnical 
Engineering Dept from The City of Malibu on 4-28-99 approved 
the Plan "in concept" with NOTICE to tbe applicant, See Don 
Kowalewsky's memo 1-5-00. We feel slope stabilization would 
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Page 3 

correct the slope failurejswale failure problem. 

See copy of memorandum by Don Kowalewsky (Geologist) 
dated 1-14-99 

See copy of memorandum by Don Kowalewsky (Geologist) 
dated 1-5-2000 

See photo II 5 
. . 

Unless the above items are addressed (Drainage and Slope 
Failure} we cannot agree with the staff's approval of this 
project. 

Thank you for letting us voice our concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Albert and Yvonne Weber 
25123 Malibu Road, 
Malibu, CA 90265 
(310 456-8828) 

enclosures: 

\ .. / 

Copies- photographs #1 thro #5 
Copy-a) letter to Christopher Dean dated 7-26-98 

b) mernora.ndum by Don Kowalewsky, Geologist dated 1-14-99 
c) memorandum by Don Kowalewsky, Geologist, dated 1-5-00 

• 
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GLORIA AUSTIN 
25143 Malibu Road 
Malibu, CA 90265 
January 13, 2000 ._ ..... sf Al COMMI~;,r~..

_,~_,,_:H-1 CENTR.A.l COAST DISh.•'- · 

RE: PERMIT 4-99-169 before the Coastal Commission 
Project Site - 25126 Pacific Coast Hwy, Malibu, CA 90265 

My name .is GlorJa Austl:n and J Jive at .~5143 Ma.l.ibu Road. 
My property abuts the southern edge of the above referred 
project site, 

Although I am not opposed to tbis applicant's project in 
general I am nevertheless worried about future drainage 
maintenance or lack thereof, Should the lanse development t s 
water be allowed to spill over the swales along and near the 
old abandoned Pu.erco Canyon R-oad a major landslJde could be 
triggered. Because of the height and steepness of the slope 
behind my house. our driveway would be buried and "out of 
use" for myself and other neighbors . 

I feel that with your approval of this development a recorded 
maintenance contract should be part and parcel of this 
project so that ALL the people affected by this construction 
can benefit from it. We live downslope from the proposed 
development and would therefore benefit by not having to 
worry about hillside saturation and failures from the 
uncontrolled waters. 

Thank you for letting my concerns be read into the record 
to-day. 

i 
GLORIA AUSTIN 
(310 456-8079) 

EXHIBIT 11d 
COP 4-99-169 (Trento) 
Letter from Neighbor (Geologic Concern 



January 3, 2000 

California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast Area 
83 South California Street, suite 200 
Ventura, California 93001 

Re: Coastal Permit application 
Permit No. 4-99-169 

Dear Commissioners: 

------~----·~~ 

Thank you for the notification of the public hearing regarding the proposed construction of a 6, 706 sq. ft. 
residence at 25126 Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu, California (APN(s) 4458..015-002). While we have no 
oqection to the ~nable development of the meutioned site, we do have major concems involving 
CU1'I:ellt and increased ground water }X'Oblems. We have been atterrJplin& to maintain an unstable mass 
diJ:ectJ¥ above our home at 25135 Malibu Road (below to proposed. boildiDg site) subsequent to the COUDty 
abapdoning maintenance oCPuerco Road upon Mah'bu becomiDg a city. Saud bags, a fence to hold beck 
f81liD& ddxis, c:onsaant removal of plaDt growth in the concrete swales, and the fUling of cracks in the 
asphalt of what was once Puerco Road ale all a part of our maintenance to keep water nmofffrom fUrther 
e:rodiD& the hillside behind our home. 

Conoems reprding the proposed septic systems. JaDdscape irrigation and miscellaneous water retention 
resulting from development tbat directly contn'butes to adc:liticmal ground water a~e critical. Stabili2'Ation of 
the existing slopes, an ongoiq monitoring of down-gradient impact and mainfeuance of unstable areas are 
also important issues that must be addressed, and perhaps entered into the 'Iitle that maintenance be 
continued in the CMmt the property is ttansfem:d. 

Olher concems that need to be addressed are the ingress and egress issues. Jfthe ground. water erodes the 
landmass below the proposed building site, the ability to enter and depart our property becomes a major 
problem. Residents could become unable to get to their gamges and, in cases of handicapped individuals, 
that becomes a critical situation. 

Thank you for your time. 

William and lonnie Handley EXHIBIT 11e 
COP 4-99-169 

; . . 
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Letter from Concern 
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Ray & Cindy Schofield 

California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast Area 
89 South California St., Suite 200 
Ventura Ca. 93001 

January 10th 2000 

r-·· 

;:.~ \ 

25129 Malibu Road 
Malibu 
California 90265 

.IAN : EXHIBIT 11f 

. ·,i.::..$1 Al. 
.,i J 1 !l'H r.~~HRI' 

COP 4-:99-169 (Trento) 

Letter from Neighbor (Geologic Concern 

In reference to Application No. 4-99-169 (Applicants Alfredo and Robin Trento) 

We wish to go on record as opposing the plan for the subject development. The current plan fails 
to address certain issues and if approved will create a hazard to our property and to adjacent 
properties on Malibu Rd. 

We are not opposed to the development of the bluffs above our property. In fact we believe that 
a well planned development of the bluffs would benefit the homeowners of Malibu Road. The 
existing plan, however does not conform to section 30253 of the Coastal Act in that it fails to 
adequately address existing geological hazards and includes a drainage plan which is in no way 
sufficient for the size and nature of the development. 
Furthermore, the proposed drainage plan encroaches on portions of our property . 

The site of the proposed development is affected by three separate active landslides. While the 
plan may provide for sufficient protection of the new structures, it does not address the effect of 
future land movement on the properties below the development and the difficulties which will be 
faced by the owners of these properties in mitigating the effects of future slides once the 
development has been completed. 

Our property and adjacent properties below the bluffs are already affected by these land slides. 
Only two years ago my neighbor to the East had his retaining wall completely destroyed by land 
movement created by one of the slides. 

The mitigation of su.ch land movement can only be accomplished by substantial grading, which 
will ~extremely difficult to undertake once the proposed development has been completed. 

The development of the subject property must include a plan to repair the existing land slides 
before construction commences. 

With respect to the draina~e issue, the application clearly does not sufficiently address the needs 
of the site and completely ~gnores the effect of the additional run off created by the development, 
on the properties below. 

The existing drainage plan calls for the run off from virtually the entire site to collect in a catch 
basin directly above and on the northern edge of our property line. The run off is then carried 
through an existing 18" corrugated metal pipe through our property and out to a street drain on 
Malibu Road. 

Hence the key portion of the drainage system for the proposed development is located on our 
property. The drain pipe running through our property was the result of emergency 
access granted to the County of Los Angeles in 1980, when land movement destroyed the 
drainage system existing at that time and created a hazard to the properties below on Malibu 
Road. tt should be noted that NO EASEMENT EXISTS. 

This drain was installed to dewater the slope above our property but was never intended to 
carry the volume of run off which the proposed development will generate. Furthermore, the pipe 

1 



is already twenty years old and, due in part to the City of Malibu refusing to accept any 
responsibility for the maintenance of the drainage system, has not been inspected or maintained 
for many years. 

The existing system has proven to be inadequate for the volume of run off it must currently carry. 
Most recently, during the rains of 1998, the system failed causing a major amount of mud and 
debris to block the access road behind our property. Fortunately no major damage was done but 
the material had to be removed at our expense, since the City will not acknowledge the 
responsibility which it inherited from the County. 

The increased pressure which will be placed on the existing system by the proposed 
development wi11 certainly cause a faUure of the system and clearly presents a hazard to our 
property. The portion of the pipe which runs below our property is adjacent to our foundation and 
incorporated into the slope on which our home is built. Over loading this aging and inadequate 
pipe will inevitably cause a failure to occur which will result in major damage to our property. . 

Aside from the risk of actual physical damage to our home and the safety of its occupants, the 
application does not even address who will be responsible to maintain the portion of the drainage 
system which is located on our property. Clearly we cannot be expected to bear the 
responsibility and expense of maintaining a system which provides drainage to our neighbors. 

It is imperative that an alternate method of disposing of the run off from the site be devised. 
Alternatively the City of Malibu should be compelled to take responsibility for the drainage issue. 
We can not accept the current.applicetion's.dlsr~ard for the effect of the development on the 
surrounding properties and implore the Commiss1on to exercise its' responsibility to protect all 
parties affected by the application. 

If the issues contained herein are satisfactorily addressed we would have no objection to the 
approval of the application and to the development of the subject site. 

Sincerely, 

R~y and Cindy Schofield, Homeowners 

cc. Joan House 
Harry Barovsky 
Malibu Road Property Owners Association 
City of Malibu Planning Department 
Martin Z. Katz Esq. 
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25103 Malibu Rd. 
-Malibu, CA 90265.·'' .. 

/ _...., ' 

January 13,200.'!"1 ~/Y) 
California Coastal Commission y..~~~~~U~ 
South Central Coast Area • '>( t)/ "" 
89 South California St. Suite 200 . . 0?.-y ,..,···~ '>~,r~ 
Ventura, CA 93001 

5

0c~~~o~ c '::-o" '·/~., 
Re: Permit Number 4-99169 · ~-::-;/;q_/<:·t ~7.> ' ' 
Applicants: Alfredo and Robin Trento ~...,, ~;18 · 
Project Location: 25126 Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu,~-
(Los Angeles County) (APN(a) 4458-015-002) 1 o/,.: 

My property Is downhill and to the southeast of the proposed 
development. I have read the staff report on the proposed development 
of thts property. 

First: There Is a correction to be made. Page 6 paragraph 2 states 
there is an existing private road. This area referred to as a road cannot 
be used by vehicles or even easily walked upon, There Is no easement. 
Puerco Canyon Road was a county road maintained by the county from 
1929 to 1970 when it was severely damaged and made Impassable by 
the massive landslides at that time. The road was lifted, tilted and 
undermined and large sections were washed away. The road was then 
abandoned by the county and deeded to the property owners on either 
side January 15,1974. Most of the pavements covered by the land.slide .. 
The county has retained control of the road from the Intersection of 
Malibu Road north 60 feet. 

This Inaccuracy In facts does not lead to confidence In the report. 

MOST IMPORTANT: Page 11, concerning the geology and soils 
engineering. 
My living in this location for 31 years has had its Interesting moments. 

The National Guard was here one rainstorm season to clear the slumping 
hill and to stop the mud from damaging the homes below this property. 
My family and I have spent many hours during the rains digging trenches 
and shoveling mud attempting to keep the water and mud flowing down 
to the storm drain on Malibu .Road. Teachers from various colleges In 
the area have brought study groups to see an example of a slump block 
fault and evidence of an ancient landslide. The hillside continues to 
erode and move. · 

Plans for the protection of my property and all property below the 
• planned development I believe to be Inadequate 

I have a copy of a geology study by the countv In NnvAmhAr that •tatad 

EXHIBIT 11g 
COP 4-99-169 (Trento) 
Letter from Neighbor (Geologic Concern 
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not only is surface water a problem but the underground water adds to • 
the instability of the area. 

That fact is the reason for my great concern that the watering of 
landsc-.plng and u•Et of sepUc systems adding to the ground water could 
magnify the potential for slippage of the slope. 

I see no provisions for mitigating the underground water problem. The 
proposed _drainage v-dltlch I believe to be Inadequate. I have enclosed a 
partial copy of the 1974 geology report. 

I would also ask for assurances that the developers will assume 
responsibility for maintaining the slope and drainage system, And for 
any damage that may occur to properties below their site that occur 
during or after construction be the developers assume the responsllfty 
for repair. As we all know trucks movements are banned on PCH because 
of land movement caused by vibrations they cause. Any large proJect 
using earth-moving equipment and truck to haul away dirt has serious 
potential for causing structural and geological damage to neighboring 
properties. · 

Jeanne Heneghan 
Dan Heneghan 
Loren Wright • 

• 
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h t!'j us t: l 9 , .l : 

!·!o dar.:c.ge occurTed dud.IHJ the \·Jint.cr- of 1979; hm,~evcr, l ... : :-.g the 
t'+:.'c:en1: di.sust.t:ou;; storms, addit.ional earth rrtovemcnt ace:...: ·.:j causinq 
~~·t.HJ slides onto the propert:i.c!; lwl0\·1 Puer.co Canyon Roac: : ;.: large 
crc..cks to tlt!velop i.n the alwnduncd Puel:.·co Ca.nyon roudtvc:.~. ':.he resi.de 
n::LiUE::st·.ed tl:at th~.~ Count·.y t.ak~ i.lct:i.on t.o repair t.hc inh·~~->., drainage 
sy ~;tern. Si nee Puerco Canyon Ruad is no longer a publ i.e _ :..:.d .and 
in accordc.:nce with terms of the Permits to Cnt:cr and Hol:! ::.:::rr.tlfiss 
Agreenents in which it was agr~~d that: the County will nc~ naint:ain 
the system, the County h~s ~akcn no action to restore the drainage 
system. · · 

CAUSES 01:' THE PHOBLErt 

'J.'he geology consultants hired by Count:y Eng i.neer to study Zone n of: 
the C.I. 2607-M published thei~ report: in Nove~ber, 1979. Zone B 
Jnclucles the area surroundiny Puerco Canyon Road. The repoit indicnt 
that: this area has probably been the site of periodic slope failu~c 
::;iace pre-h:iztoric times and jc.Jent.ifi.es the principal problems aff..:ct: 
Uw study are« as the low shear. r;t:r.ength of bt:drock, uncontrollc<.l 
flow of surface draina~e, and the presence of ground water. It indic 
a.lso that modi.f.i.caLion of the natural landscape for local deve1oph1.~nt: 
has in some· i.n~tances added to the inst:.abi.lii:y of alread::t potent:i ally 
unstable earth materlalu. It points out that: grading for t.he allc-:jf 
and build i.ng pads for the horn€:S and apart.ments north of Halibu Roc::c.l -
has uni.ier.·mined t.Of! areas of several sJ. ides and react.ivat . .ed or c,;uscd 
accelerated movement on them. The report also indicated that c,~n
struction o[ Puerco C&nyon Road undermJned the toe of·one slide 
ncar tl:.e i.ntt::rtf:!ction \>li.th l'talibu Road· {this location js still r:tc:dntc:a 
by the Cuunty), and several near-vertical slopes were created ti1at 
~ay fail in the future. 

'.i~he re:port points to the water seepage in the weathered part of the 
bedrock as contributing ~ignificHntly to the slide problecs. It 
furthf~r indicates that: ground \-lat:er at the base of the terrace . 
deposits act as a catalyst to the sliding by adding weigl1t to alread~ 
unstable land masses, by lubricating shear surfaces, and by increasir 
F-Ore pr:..:s.sllre in eart.h ma t:er.ials uhich furt:.her. decreases their s trcn~ 
Accotding to the report, the ground water res~lts partly froc deep 
p.:::rcolc..t: ion of rain fall compounded by poor surface drai.nage, and 
pDrtly from the use of seepage pits for sewage disposal. 

}::.!-;SPONSIB~J.!ITY FOH ~t\R'l'H r·10VEti~~·I~'S 

'I'he ent·. i.r.e area cxt.end:i.nrJ far above Puerco ·canyon Road is affected 
by a.nci~nl: sli.des. It·. i.s ol1r belief that: t.he continui.nq land moverner 
in the Put": reo Cilnyon Ro'!",u nrc.1 arc primar:i.ly caused by t.he. uncortt.rol:J 
f 1 ow ·v f t:ur.f ;:.cc d r.a i naye <:md the presence of gr.oundwat.er and i.ts 
effect on the weakened bedrock. 
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'l'h(! r:ccotil·Lre.J1:iiFJ :;tun\ of l~lt;i) c1nJ Uw 1:.::1in~; of 197.- I'J und 
l'JI!O, (tht~ \H!I".f.(!l;t· t.hn:•t•-yt:'c.lt~ t'vr~iou on rPccn~d) cont·ri: : ::~ost 
of the vM\t·!r. to the pn)ul<~m. The undevclup~:d hi.llsi.dc. ·-~:...r:::r.y 
h.t~; suffen-:d ~c.my l<HHf Jaovt:l:H-!nt·s over t·.he ycar·n and as · · -:.snlt. 

' . ·' .. 

' 

t ltct·e c.Jte 1c..tt"t-JC ct:c:H..:k:.:; and d<~pr:e!~!;ions in tit~ surface. . .~;.3<":! serve 
t n crtt d1 ~~t ()ril runoff: un<l i.lllmv i.l: to percolv.tc i.nto th.:: :.cdrock. 
In r~ddi.t-ion, vhit·.<~r pnxluced by the st:epagc pU:s of t.hc h,_;;ses and 
clp.ll'ftH'"!IltH ubuvc~ Hulibu Road ndd 5.igniflciint: c:n:1ount:::; to the gr.ound¥taf:cJ 
.. t. t.lw Jo\.;cr arl'<U1 of the slide~;. 

\-/hi 1.o 1.lit: g(·Ol.OfJY rcpot:t. jne:licai.cs that consiTuct:i.on of Puerco Canyon 
l:<~.,d l':uy hc·V(! c..:ont·r.·ibuh!d t:.o locaUzed sl.idr?s, i.t is clec1r that: 
in t lw n.ou..: lhun 40 yt;an; sine(: t:ha road v1as bui..lt there were 
Jil.l:lo .ot: IH) [H:oblt:r:\s pJ-:-i.or to 1969. Ot.her L:2ct:ors such as t.he 
n.Jt.u t•c.tl. 'Jt=UJ OCJY o ( t·.he ctr(.'!c1, exce~s :i.vt~ ra i 11 fall and increo~ed dcvt~lopmc: 
\1 i. th :i. t· !i ul h·nd,in t lnct:t.'u sc- i.n g r.ound1r1a tar a1.·c I;tajo~-f'cic tors cout· r i hur::1 
1:o the pr·oLlt•ltiS of the area s i.ncc! that time. 

!lased upon t.he fC:.tct:ol:s r.tat.ed above, and upon consul tat: ion. wi t·.h CounLy 
Couns~l, ther~ appeara t:o be no further County obligation arisin~ 
out of the constt:"uct: i.on or abcmdonment. of Puerco Ca.nyo~ Road or 
approval of Tract. 18868 to implE->\aen.t. or fi.nanct:! any measures a htcJ 
at stabili~ati.on ;.>f th~ area around Puerco Canyon Road. • 

COR11ECTIVF; HEASURES 

'l'he measure-A rt!qui.r.:d for stabil :i.z<)t i.on of th i.s o.l"ea are those s•=t: 
forth i.n the r.epor. t prepared by Count:y Eng it1eer:-f.'ac il i. ties for r.oun t.y 
Improvement District 2607-H. They include controlling surface dr~ittag 
through extensive regrading and construction of drainage struct:ur~s1 
removing of groundwater through horizontal subdrains;· and phys.ic..ll ly 
st(;.lbilizing sliding at·eas. lnAt.all.ati.on of a .sewer system t.o c;.pt.ure 
sew~qe now entering the'gr.oundwat~r is also recommended. 

P~grading anrl construction of drainage structures in itself nay nn~ 
!'.;top t.ht! .cont:lnuing movements, hut such m~asures vJould reduce· t.h• ... arnou 
of ntorm runoff ~eachi.ng ~he groundwater and would b~ beneficial. 
Ilm¥f~v<?r, if the other. nu~aRur.es a:r.c no1: i.mpler1en1:ed~ any grading nr 
d n:d.nage donf~ n·ow could su{ f:er damage· from con t: i.nu i.nc; land r.lovt:-r . .-~nt ~ 
cHld t.lu::t~(~fore, \·li.Ll require OlHJOi.ng r:tain.t:enance. 

rt-. i.s t:f:!'co::-.r::ended 1·1tal". Count:y Eng.i.neer-Facili.t.i.es cont:i.nue to c.~.;Vt"lop 
l,rnpoB.:~.lB for: per.r:t<~rv-::nt·. m~:c.umn.::s clS pc:irt. o( c. r. 2607-H t:o achi-::ve 
~~1.abUiz;:1t:jon o[ l'.hi.n. c.u:ec1. r\+-"!cause of: tlH~ cri.l:i.col si.i:uation t:::d.stlng 

• 
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GeoConcepts, Inc. 
Geology • Geotechnical Engirieering 

'• 

1440 l Gilmore St .• #2 
Van ~uys. CA 91-'l 
Office (818) 994-88 

Fax (818) 994-85 

/~,·-~, 
January 31, 2000 t{ ~ ~~ Project 1436 

·,S(0~~2~ 
~~5~~~~~s~~:0Avenue . /~/·:~·:,: .-~. ··.$(?~ __ 
Malibu, Califomia 90265 ;}bu" coAls c:.q · 1Ac·· ~~i~) 

rt )• l/.J.• • '/.' ~/ 
Subject California Coastal Commission Application ~~~ ..... ~4 . ··~·, __ ,.. 

25126 Pacific Coast Highway 0-<ts.~s'o"l 
Malibu, California .o,j,, 

• .,1_ 

References: 

1) Letter by William and Jonnie Handley dated January 3, 2000 to the California Coastal 
Commission. 

2) 

3} 

4) 

5) 

Letter by. Albert and Yvonne Weber dated January 4, 2000 to the California Coastal 
Commission. 

Geology Letter by Donald B. Kowalewsky dated ~anuary 5, 2000 for Albert and Yvonne 
Weber. 

Letter by Ray and Cindy Schofield dated January 1 o. 2000 to the California Coastal 
Commission. 

Limited Geologic and Soils Engineering report by GeoConcepts. Inc. covering 25126 
Pacific Coast Highway. dated October 23, 1997, March 23, 1998, July 10, 1998, March 
19. 1999, September 1, 1999, September 17, 1999 and October 25, 1999. . 

Dear Dr. Trento: 

Pursuant to your request, presented herein are geological responses covering References 1-4. 
copies attached. Land Design Consultants, Inc. will discuss grading . and drainage issues 
relative to References 1-4. The development history of the subject area and Puerco Canyon 
Road, and a summary of the active landslide adversely affecting the subject site is provided. A 
location map depicting property lines of the subject site and the property owners of References 
1. 2 and 4 is attached. · 

Puerco Canyon Road Vias built for Mr. Philip Wilson in the mid-1920's. Aerial photographs from 
1928 indicate that a substantial amount of non-compacted fill was placed on the down slope 
side of Puerco Canyon Road and within the natural drainage courses. The County of Los 
Angeles acquired Puerco Canyon Road in 1929. The County of Los Angeles reported that the 
roadway was constructed and '?nly minor maintenance w EXHIBIT 

11 
h 

were installed within the natural drainage eourses below 1--------------
pipes were plugged with concrete prior to 1978. COP 4-99-169 (Trento) 

Response to Geologic Concerns 
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Project 1436 

Tentative Tract No. 18868 is located immediately below Puerco Canyon Road and was 
recorded in 1955. A .1:1 (horizontal. to vertical) cut slope was graded down from the edge of 
Puerco Canyon Road to provide space for the. buftding pads and attey behind the fut:tire 
buildings. This 1 :1 cut slope is steeper than the current code of 2:1. Properties that are owned' 
by References 1·. 2 and 4 are part of this development. 

In January 1969, Puerco Canyon Road was severely damaged due to major slumping caused 
by record-breaking rains. Property owners signed a petition in February 1969, requesting that 
the County of los Angeles abandon Puerco Canyon Road. In 1970, the County Road 
Department installed asphalt curbs to channeled runoff along Puerco Canyon Road to ~alibu 
Road. Subsequently, the County of Los Angeles abandoned the roadway in 1974. 

During the storms of 19-78, additional slumping of Puerco Canyon Road occurred and the 
drainage system was damaged. Later in the year, additional drainage devices were Installed 
consisting of asphalt berms and above-ground corrugated metal pipes. 

• 

The report by ~eotechnical Consultants, Inc. (1979) indicated that the bluff slope consisting of 
uncompacted fill, underlying and along the south side of Puerco Canyon Road, had been 
subject to downslope movement. In addition, grading for the alley (1:1 cut slope) with.in Tract 
18868 and below Pu~rco Canyon Road had removed support from the ascending slopes. Th,_. 
slope consists of non-compacted fill, soil, weathered bedrock and bedrock. The combination ~ 
the grading for ·the alley for Tract 18868 and heavy rains have triggered significant slumping of 
the non-compacted fill, soils and weathered bedrock within the natural drainage channels. One 
of these affected areas is the active landslide on the Weber's property. 

Excavation Permits from the City of Malibu were issued to GeoConcepts. Inc. to evaluate the bluff 
slopes on the subject site. Dnlling equipment and hand dug test pits were planned. HoWever. the 
Weber's refused to allow equipment access along the abandoned Puerco Canyon ·Road to 
evaluate the slumping. In addition, they acknowledged that they retained a geotechnical 
consultant to evaluate the slumping on their property in the 1980's. A copy of the results have not 
been submitted to the City of Malibu, nor has a copy been ·provided to their geology consultant 
Donald Ko~lewsky or GeoConcepts, Inc. for evaluation. Details of the active slide could be 
better understood if the information was available. 

The El Nino rains of 1998 have triggered reactivation of a slump that adversely affects four 
properties along Puerco Canyon Road. A meeting was held at the City of Malibu with three of the 
property awners and the undersigned geologist to discuss potential options to mitigate the active 
slump. It was decided that a detaled topographic map of the active slide would be needed as a 
first step. The survey would darify the limits of the active landslide and what percentage of the 
slide is on the respective properties. A proposal was sent to the four property owners by the City 
of Malibu. It is our understanding that no one signed the agreement. Copies of the City of Malibu 
letters area attached. • 

GeoConcepts, Inc. 
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To evaluate the mapped slides on the subject site, a subsurface exploration program consisting o 
. (24} hand dug.test pits and (5) five deep borings were geologically logged, detailed fietd mapp~ 
was perfonned and historical aerial photographs were reviewed. 

No bedrock landslide debris was encountered during the subsurface exploration or exposed or 
the surface. The three landslides mapped by Geotechnical Consultants, Inc., (1979) on thE 
eastern portions of the subject site were evaluated by (10) ten hand dug test pits tha 
encountered in-place bedrock. The subsurface exploration indicated that the exposed terraCE 
deposits along the top of the bluff slope were easily eroded. The upper portions of the bluff sloPE 
exhibits excessive erosion and gully erosion in the terrace deposits and slopewash sediments. 1r 
addition, the siltstone beds, exposed in the eastern portion of the bluff, are highly expansive anc 
easily eroded creating moderately deep gullies extending to Puerco Canyon Road. 

The over steepened cut slopes along and above the western portion of Puerco Canyon Roac 
exposed bedrock that is subject to raveling due the highly fractured nature of the shale anc 
siltstone beds. 

Stereographic aerial photographs from the Fairchild collection, U. S. Department of Agriculture 
Metrex Aerial Surveys and American Aerial were reviewed using an Abrams stereoscope with ~ 
built-in magnifier of 2X and 4X binoculars. Aerial photographs dated 1928, November 19, 1953 
June 15, 1967. and August 25, 1988, exhibit no gross instability of the bedrock on the subject site 
The aerial photographs exhibited surficial slumping of the eastern mid-slope area on the supjec 
site. The slumped areas currently consist of soils slip scars, which were not mapped, as th 
slumped material has since been eroded. In addition, the natural drainage channels on th 
southwestern portion of the property were filled with non-compacted material to suppo 
construction of Puerco Canyon Road that failed in 1969 . 

Based ·on the subsurface explorations, geologic mapping and aerial photographs, slumping alor 
Puerco Canyon Road is attributed to a combination. of improper grading methods, grading tt' 
1:1 cut slope .for Tract 18838, heavy rains and poor drainage. The slumping involved no1 
compacted fill placed within the natural drainage channels, native soils and possibly weathen 
bedrock. Furthermore, instability of the slumps may have been exacerbated by private sewac 
systems installed in the alley and near the slope toe. ' 

The landslides on the subject site have been mapped, evaluated and stability analyses ha 
been provided for review and approved by the Geologist and Geotechnical Engineer for the C 
of Malibu. 

The letter by William and Jonnie Handley indicated that they do not object to reasonal 
development of the subject site. Their concerns specifically address the ascending slope abc 
the alley, which is their property up to the abandon Puerco Canyon Road, see location map. 
should be noted that the geologic concerns expressed by the Handley's are almost comple1 
on their own property and not on the subject site . 

GeoConcepts~ [f!.C. 
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• Essentially, grading of the over steepened 1:1 cut slope for Tentative Tract 18838 up to Puerco 
Canyon Road caused the slope instability. The proposed drainage plan by Land Design 
Consultants. Inc. for the subject site is designed to mitigate PQtential instability of the slope by 
collecting and channeling upslope runoff away from the slope face. GeoConcepts, Inc. looks 
forward to working with the Handley's geotechnical engineer to provide mitigating measures to 
decrease the surficial instability of their slope. · 

The letter by Albert and Yvonne Weber indicate that they do not object to developing the 
subject site. with specific conditions, copy attached. Their concerns specifically address the 
proposed drainage system for the subject site. Item 3 suggest that the proposed drainage 
swale above their property would be installed in a landslide. GeoConcepts, Inc. has mapped 
the active landslide on the subject site, which has been subsequently been submitted and 
approved by the Geologist for the City of Malibu. GeoConcepts, Inc. and the City of Malibu 
would not approve construction of a paved swale drain in the active landslide above the 
Weber's property. A copy of the mapped landslide (colored yellow) and proposed swale drain 
(colored pink) is attached. Plate 1 . 

Rainfall is partially collected and channeled by the existing paved asphalt above the Weber's 
property, (colored blue on Plate 1 ). Most of this runoff is channeled along the eastern edge of 
the asphalt. On site runoff will be collected and channeled away from the active lands·· • 
However, offsite runoff from the other three properties involved in the active landslide shoul 
channeled away from the active landslide. 

There are various geologic maps covering the active landslide. The geologic map by 
Geotechnical Consultants, Inc. depicts the active landslide within a larger ancient landslide. 
copy attached. The geologic map by Geoplan, Inc. depicts the active landslide, but does not 
show it ·located within a large ancient landslide, copy attached. Based on the above 
information, mitigation of the active landslide should not be considered a permanent solution .. 
However, the geotechnical report on the active landslid_e written for the Weber's is thought to 
provide additional geologic information on the limits of the active landslide. 

The geology memorandum dated January 5, 2000 by Donald B. Kowalewsky was reviewed. A 
meeting with Mr. Kowalewsky at the subject site was held on January 19, 2000. He 
acknowledged that the active landslide might be located within an ancient landslide. If that is 
the case, any repair to the active landslide should be considered as remedial and not a 
permanent solution. Mr. Kowalewsky agreed that the only evidence for the new landslide, as 
depicted on his map, was the two "recent cracks" in the asphalt on the abandoned Puerco 
Canyon Road. A test pit dug, on January 26, 2000. extended through the cracking asphalt and 
into competent bedrock, log attached. The test pit exhibited two layers of asphalt and a minor 
amount of sand (road base), overlying competent bedrock. The •recent cracks" did not extend 
through the older asphalt layer or into the bedrock. An animal burrow was exhibited just below 
one of the ·recent cracks. The bedrock did not exhibit evidence of landsliding. • 

Based on the field evidence it appears that the upper layer of asphalt is moving along the upper 
surface of the older asphalt due to nominal weathering, heaving and shrinkage. 

GeoConcepts, Inc. 



1 • ': 

January 31, 2000 
Project 1436 

Page 5 

Mr. Kowalewsky's report noted that the inlet for the 18-inch pipe is damaged and the proposed 
drainage plan depicts a new location for the pipe outside of the active landslide, (Plate 1 ). 

It was suggested to Mr. Kowalewsky that he should have contacted Chris Dean (City Geologist) 
and Craig George (Building and Safety Supervisor) at the City of Malibu prior to making 
potentially misleading statements in his letter. The City believes that the active landslide is a 
civil problem and the City of Malibu does not have jurisdiction. 

The active landslide appears to be on four properties, with the smallest portion on the subject 
site. The City recognized this and, therefore, has not required a remedial repair of the active 
slide on the subject site. A remedial repair has not been required because the active portion on 
the subject site can not be effectively repaired without the Weber's correcting their larger portion 
of the slide. Currently, the Weber's have trimmed their slope and redeposited the earth material 
on the active landslide, which only exacerbates the instability of the slide by adding additional 
weight. 

The letter by Ray and Cindy Scholfield indicated that they do not object to development of the 
$Ubject site. Their concerns specifically address stability of the ascending slope above the 
alley, which is essentially their property up to the abandon Puerco Canyon Road, see location 
map. The landslides on the subject site hCive been mapped, evaluated and stability analyses 
have been provided for review and approved by the Geologist and Geotechnical Engineer fo1 
the City of Malibu. 

In summary. the slope between the alley and abandoned Puerco Canyon Road is generally no1 
on the subject site. The proposed development plans covering the subject site wm mitigatE 
onsite and offsite potential geologic problems and drainage· concerns. However, it is· no· 
designed to eliminate offsite geologic problems. 

It is suggested that the Handley's, Weber's and Scholfield's retain the services of a geologic 
and/or geotechnical engineer' to better understand geotechnical issues associated with thei 
collective properties and how to mitigate their concerns. Hillside properties are subject t• 
hazards, which are not found with flatland properties. It may not be possible to eliminate a 
hazards, but it is strongly recommended that all homeowners properly maintain their propert 
and improve deficiencies. GeoConcepts, Inc. is willing to work with the offsite property owne 
consultants to mitigate instability of the slopes. 

GeoConcepts, Inc. 
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• Should you have any questions regarding this report, please do not hesitate to contact the 
undersigned at your convenience. 

I Distribution: 
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GeoConcepts, Inc. 
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LAND DESIGN CONSULTANTS, INC . 

February 1, 2000 

Mr. Steve Hudson 
California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast Area Office 
89 South California Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001 

Re: 25 126 PCH ~ Trento Parcel 
Coastal Permit No. 4,..99-169 
Our Project No. 98003·001 

Dear Steve: 

~"< ~lPJ[B G lEU ' 

FEB 0 8 2000 

tAi.lfliiiiA 
t:IIASJAl~ 

SOUTH IDT8AI. t:OASI' lllmEr 

This report is being prepared in response to comments provided to theCalifornia Coastal Commission staff 
from property owners located southerly of the proposed development. The attached report addresses the 
comments provided regarding drainage issues related to the above permit application. The geological 
comments are being addressed under a separate report provided by Mr. Bob Sousa with GeoCortcepts,' Inc. 

EXISTING DRAINAGE CONDmON: The existing drainage pattern for the approximately 4.6 acre . 
project. site.located at 25126 pacific Coast Highway, includes two distinct drainage areas currently d!:'ain.Ulg · 
towards the southwest .and southeast~ . Traversing the property at the 'southerly boundary are portions of old 
Puerco Canyon Rood. The old road is partially paved and currently carries suriace·run-off(flows) from the 
site to the existing inlet structure located at the southeasterly portion the site. The runoff fromthe western 
3.1- acre drainage area (including the parcel located to the weSt) is collected ina serjesofsmaller PVC pipe . 
and inlet structures located off-siteand one (1) 24" corrugated metal pipe (CMP) located onsiteall draining 
directly to the south: The flow is than directed in a southerly direction in a 24'' ~ with a minimum slope 
of5.7%, with a capacity of31 cubic feet per second (cfs) to Malibu road, The t:Uriofffrontthe eastern 3~6"' 
acre drainage area is collected in a series of abov¢ ground CMJ>'.s ~d old Puerco.Cariyon Road directed to 
an. existing modified inlet structure and l8" CMP located on site. The existing 1 8~' CMP,drains in a . 
southerly direetion and ·connecting to an existing 24" CMP located on the Schofield parcel Constructed by . 
the County of Los Angeles Road Maintenance Division. The fl()w is that1 directed in a southerly direction 
in a 24" CMP witha minimum slope oflO%, with a capacity of 42 cubic feetpersecond (cfs)to Malibu 
Road. · · · 

PROPOSED DRAINAGE MITIGATION: .As a remedial grading plan, an integral.part is controlling. 
surface drainage from the northerly portion of the property from draining over the stepper natural slope· 
below the bluff which are more subject to ·erosion· and debris flows. This will be ac:complished by the · 
construction of the proposed driveway system,· surface drainage devices located at the top of the bl\lff and 
located at the southerly boundary along with a series of catch basin, pipes and inlet structUre directing flows 

EXHIBIT 11i 

COP 4-99-169 (Trento) 
Response to Drainage Concerns 

225 South Lake Avenue, Suite 600, Pasadena, California 91101/ b:lb•57l~•7000 Fax 626•578•7373 
25570 Rye Canyon Road, Suite I, Valencia, California 91355 I 661"775•3940 Fax 661•775•3942 
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Mr. Steve Hudson 
California Coastal Commission 

Page 2 
February 1, 2000 

towards the two {2) existing drainage system located at the westerly and easterly portions of the site. The 
proposed driveway will intercept flows fi'om the north and collect them into a catch· basin then are·conveyed 
down the slope by pipe and surface drains. 

As part of the westerly system the existing inlet structure located near the southwestern property comer will 
be replaced with a new metal flared end section, CMP pipe, berms and minor grading modifications with 
gunited surfaces to improve the inlet control and allow the required flows to·enter the pipe as required. The 
total flow rate after development will be 25 cfs, which is much less than the design capacity of the existing 
24"CMP. 

As part of the improved eastern system located near the southeastern property comer the exiting modifjed . 
inlet structure will be replaced-with a new concrete inlet structilfe and(~MJ:l pipedesignto.carry ~e.·(jebris · 
flows ~nerated onsite~ A concrete eh8nnel will~ oon.structed 810111 thes()utherly ~~d&cy·to·i~9ePi, ... · ... 
flows from up slope .of the existing homes to prt.v~nt water infiltratioli:,.debris. flows and~erosion·. ])ue to· ·· 
the unstable slope condition (landslide) located ne&t: the most southeasterly property corner, a drainage 
device will be added along the easterly p~rty boundaries te intereept flows and reduce. the amo\mt of · 
wateraffecting the landslide materiaL The total flow rate after the develep'rnent will be 22 cfs, which is 
much less than the design capacity of the existing 18' & 24" CMP pipe. 

METBODOLGY: All of the hydrologic mput data used was based on the "Los Angeles County· 
Departmerit of Public Works, HYDROLOGY/SEDIMENTATION MANUAL. The manual guidelines . 
require that the developed area having continuoUs grade shall be designed for 2S~year frequency· storm and 
the syStem shall ~e anal}tzed for natural areas. are bised on, 50-year.frequency stOmi. All the natural open 
space should be considered for burned condition with a safety-bulking _fac;tOr of1.~7. AS $116wn ,on the 
hydrologic map, the project watershed is located within the soil cllssification ''029" area, rainfall mne "K", 
and debris potential area 7 (DPA~ 7). The approved drainage concept plan also conforms to the CitY of 
Malibu drainage and flood hazard standards. . . 

ALTERNATIVE DRAINAGE SYSTEM~ RESPONSE TO COMMENTS: This section is . 
provided in response to the pi-oject geotechnical engineerS 1.-eport dated J~uary 3.1, 2000. I~ w~s ... · .• ·. c ·· · 

recommended by the projectsoil~ engineer to extend the proposed s\valelocated .at the southeasterly portion 
of the site along 'the easterly boundary to reduce the aril9untofsurface water currently draining towards the ... 
landslide. The extension of the drain would redirect approximately 0.4 acres away from. the landslide. To . .·. · 
avoid increasmg ·the.flows to the existing 18"CMP pipe located on the Schofield prOperty 0.7 of acre can ·.· 
be redirected to the westerly drainage system as shown·on tbC attached drainage st\ldy •. The following · · 
outlines the ~~to the existing homeowner's comments. · · ·· · · · .. · · · · · ' 

a). William.& Jonnie Handley : With the implementation of the propos~ ·drainage. system, sWJ}es 
and channel the amount of erosion and debris flows currently affecting the pi'6perty will be mitigated .. The . 
swales located at the top or"the bluff will reduce the amount of erosion aff~g the naturalsltipes and ·. 
direct flows to the new inlet structures loeatedon the easterly and. westerly sides·ofthe.property. The 
proposed chanriellocated along the southerly boundary will. prevent surface flows and debris from efoding · 
the hillside southerly of the site. All the proposed drainage devices haVe been sized to ca.rrY 150% of on-
site flows and designed to handle debris flows. · · 

• 

• 

. :. 

···,·. . . 

•• 
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b). Ray & Cindy Schofield: All drainage improvements proposed for 25126 P.C.H. will be 
constructed on-site and no portion of the improvements encroaches on adjacent property. The boundary 
reflected on the attached drainage maps are based on a field boundary survey and review of record data 
conducted by this firm. The amount of debris flows will be reduced by the development of the parcel and 
the design of the on-site drainage system have been designed to carry these flows to two new inlet 
structures. The proposed drainage system comprises of two drainage areas and systems. One drainage 
system directing approximately 3.8 acres (Q= 25 cfs) to the westerly portion of the site to a 24" CMP pipe 
and the second system directing approximately 3.3 acres (Q= 22 cfs) to the easterly portion of the site. The 
drainage study attached has been designed to reduce the flows to the easterly side (Schofield pipe) by 0.3 
acres and directing water to the westerly drainage system recently improved by the City of Malibu. The 
existing 18" CMP pipe originally placed by the County was install~d to collect both surface and debris 
flows. The existing drainage pipe has adequate capacity to carr)' both surface and debris flows in an. 
attempt to redirect flows. The existing drainage systempot~ntially failed no.t due toina(iequate cap~city but. 
due to the existing inlet structures inlet control and limited maintenance, The proposed new inlet structure 
has been designed to handle existing debris flows. · · 

c). Albert & Yvonne Weber: As discussed above the propose,d drainage system consists of two 
drainage areas and systems. One located to the easterly side and one on the westerly side. The drainage 
area contributing the easterly drain has been reduced by 0.3 of an acre. Based on our hydrology analysis 
the existing pipe has adequate capacity to handle the flows and the Q' s are not increasing. As shown on the 
attached drainage study the existing inlet structure located on the southeasterly portion of the property will 
be r~laced and realigned .with a new inlet structure designed to carry both surface and debris flows. The 
proposed drainage system has been designed to improve the existing drainage problems affecting both 
neighbors and reduce the amount of surface water affecting the b1ndslide. The updated system will connect 
to the existing 18., CMPpipe and maintains the same drainage pattern. 

d). Donald B. Kowalewsky: On the revised hydrology and drainage study the. proposed concrete 
swales have been modified to follow the existing contoi.lrs and eliminate the need for additional grading. 
The preliminary grading plan design has contemplated the drainage swales would daylight at their 
respective contours. A ftnal precise grading plan will be processed with the City of Malibu department of 
building & safety prior to issuance of the grading permit. 

If you have any questions or wish to discuss the above give me a call. 

Sincerely 

LAND DESIGN CONSULTANTS, INC. 

Steve Hunter 
Vice President 
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LETTERS OF CONCERN 
REGARDING VISUAL 

ISSUES 



January 6, 2000 

Mr. Steven M. Hudson 
Coastal Program Analyst 
California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast Area 

Julie Hoffman 

89 South California Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, Ca. 93001 

re: Permit # 4-99-169 

Dear Mr. Hudson, 

I ' 

• 

We are greatly concerned about the precedence that will be established if the • 
Trento family is allowed to ignore Coastal Commission standards and build 
their home higher than allowed by code. 

We live across the street from their proposed building site and our ocean 
view will be greatly obstructed by their structure. Please don't alter the height 
restrictions that the Coastal Commission designed for good reason. 

Pertaining to the height of walls along PCH ... it is part of the extraordinary 
beauty of the coastal highway to see the ocean. It doesn't seem fair if more 
and more new homes block that view, only to be enjoyed by those residents. 

Thank: you. 

Julie Hoffman 

EXHIBIT 12a 
COP 4-99-169 (Trento) 
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0 SEND CORRESPONDENCE 

1100 ELEVENTH STREET, SUITE 305 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 

(916) 340-2626 
FAX (916) 340-2627 

sfou::cabe@J_,mindspring. com 

January 6, 2000 

Commissioner Sara Wan 
22350 Carbon Mesa 
Malibu, CA 90265 

McCABE & CoMPANY 
0 SEND CORRESPONDENCE 

1930 PuRDUE A VENUE, # 10 
Los ANGELES, CA 90025 

(310)473-6383 
FAX(310) 479-0052 

rrEM8G 

RE: CD.P# 4-99-169 (Trento) Construction of Single Family Residence Located at 25126 
Pacific Coast Highway, Mahlm 

Dear Commissioner Wan: 

I am writing in regard to the above-mentioned coastal permit to request your support for 
deleting Special Condition 1 (a), which would significantly impact the ability of the 
applicants to construct their residence. Special condition l(a) would limit the height of 
structures on the property to 20 feet and to the 175-foot elevation line. We believe that 
this condition will unreasonably restrict the ability of the Trento 's to construct their home 
and that their project with the remaining conditions satisfies the visual protection policies 
of the Coastal Act and the Mah"bu LUP. 

Project Description 

The Trento's are proposing to construct a two-story 6,706 square foot residence, a guest 
house, garages, and a pool on a 4. 78-acre bluff-top lot located on the seaward side of 
Pacific Coast Highway in Mahl>u. The property extends lineally 432 feet along PCH and 
gently slopes downhill to a bluff that extends to Mah"bu Road below. The project 
originally included a 42" masonry wall that extended along PCH but the wall has been 
removed to protect ocean views in compliance with special condition l(c) of the staff 
recommendation. The project is designed to notch the structures into the hillside to 
preserve the natural elevations of the site and lower the profile of the buildings. 
Additionally, the house and accessory structures have been broken up into small, mostly 
one-story structures in order to create a lower profile and less mass and are clustered to 
visually break up and minimize view disruptions from PCH. All structures, as well as the 
driveway, will be set back from the blu.ffby a minimum of25 feet. 

The Project is in Conformity with the Coastal Act and the Mah"bu LUP 

EXHIBIT 12b 

COP 4-99-169 (Trento) 
Letter from Applicant (Visual Concern) 



The Project is in Conformity with the Coastal Act and the Mah)u LUP 

The Malibu LUP contains several policies to protect ocean views from PCH Those 
policies require: 

• Projects be set below road grade on sloping terrain where physically and 
economically feasible. (Policy 125) 

• Development be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean, 
minimize alteration of natural landforms, be visually compatible with and 
subordinate to the character of its setting, and be sited so as not to significantly 
intrude into the skyline, as seen from public viewing places. (Policy 130) 

• Buildings located on the ocean side of and fronting PCH not occupy more than 
80% ofthe lineal frontage ofthe site. (Policy 138c) 

• Development along scenic highways be set below grade wherever feasible to 
protect ocean views. (Policy 142) 

The Trento's architect fully considered these view shed policies in the design of the 
project. The property fronts PCH for a total of 432lineal feet. Of this total, 46% (200') 
will have no view obstruction whatsoever. The main residence is two-stories tall and 
only partially obstructs ocean views and lineally extends 90 feet, a mere 21% of the PCH 
frontage. These view disruptions are substantially less than the 80% view obstruction 
allowed in Policy 138c. The project will not at any point encroach into the skyline and 
will not disrupt any ocean views fur the vast majority of the project. All portions of the 
project will have at least some blue water views. The project has additionally been 
notched into the slope to lower the profile in conformance to Policies 125, 130, and 138 
oftheLUP. 

The City ofMalibu has Reviewed and Approved the V1SU81 Aspects of the Project 

The City ofMalibu in its approval of the project found that the second story of the 
residence "contributes to a reduction of the total lot coverage, consequently decreasing 
the visual impact associated with this project." The City additionally found '7he project 
protects vistas and large open areas that contn'bute to the rural feeling of the area ... '' and 
'Jrovides maximum feaSl'ble protection to significant public and private views." Fmally, 
the City noted that 'GJ'he proposed project is sited south ofPCH and notched into the 
hillside, therefore, public views from PCH will not be impacted because the primary 
views from PCH are south toward the Pacific Ocean and oft:.shore islands." 

Special Condition l(a) is Unreasonable and Unnecessacy 

' . 

• 

• 

Special condition l(a) has the effect oflimiting the project to virtually no view impacts, 
far in exceedance of the visual protection policies of the Coastal Act and the Malibu LUP 
and past decisions by the Coastal Commission. The portion of the condition that limits • 



. . 

• 

• 

• 

structures to 20 feet would reduce the Trento's residence to one-story. As stated above, 
the 90-foot lineal distance of the residence is a minimal view disruption when compared 
to the entire lineal frontage on PCH Additionally, limiting the height of all of the 
structures to the 175-foot elevation unnecessarily reduces the height of the guest house 
and garages and would require design changes that impact the integrity of the 
architectural design. 

In conclusion, we believe that the project as proposed fully complies with the visual 
protection policies of the Coastal Act and the Mahou LUP, noting that the Trento' shave 
agreed to all conditions recommended by staff with the exception of special condition 
l(a). 

Thank you for your consideration of our position on this project. 

Sincerer, 

/~:/ ~/ 
/

,,< t, / 
' ; /_ " --·&1 << <<< cc_ 

Susan McCabe 

Cc: Commissioners <</ 

Steve Hudson, Staff Analyst I/"/ 
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~·~·~ c~~c~ 
South~ Cmurt Area 
89 South cal.ifonrla St., Suite 200 
VRNTURA CA 93001 

Marcll20, 2000 

.. tAt(' -. ;>·>:· 
&fJASTAl. ' 1011 

SOUTH CENTRAL. COAST DISTRitT 

'. 

. Subject CA-LAN..S03 at 2S 126 Pacifie Co21St Highway. Malibu 
Coaatal Development Permit AtDcmdment Application4-99-169(Trcnto) 

Dear Mr. Hudson: 

Thrmk:...l: !or seeking the Offite of Historic Preservation•s (OHP) assistance with~ to 
eva1 tho significance of atthaeologiatl site CA-LAN-803, as$8Ssing ~~of the 
Phue li Study, and commenting on the appropriJie mi1igzqion measures. We have r6Viewed tbe 
inforJ:nption submitted aD4 of:fer the following obsarvations. 

~ aJChaeological site CA-LAN .. 803 ~ a =oant resouroe hinges on the w;Jeq\lacy of '!:he 
Pha&c U Study of the site. The pri;u:Le goal of a n should be to det=mine w11ethet the 
archaeological site hu ~eld.ed, or may be lilcely to yield. infounatiou important in prehistoty 
(Pub&R.eaourcos CodOSectUm21084.l(a)), · 

To daf:ot ~views of the stte•5 arcbaeologigal sianificance have bceJl ~ It was 
bald by KiDg (December 2, 1998) that the site's im~e is :reflected in noti.cc:alble dUfetences 
iA ~aDd mctatcs. He fu:rtber ~that flje artitactP at LAN--803 indicate the~ 
of a te$deat!al base. His reaordation of the site ulti1nAtdy !eSUl1ed in tbe mapping, md8lo~ 
and deliCtiption of 626 st:aflce atfifaCUJ. Tlw site, ftCcorcling to King (January 10, 1999), was 
~ ~ 6000-4000 B.C. aud is the best example of an Barly Period ptebistoi!c 
zesidCntial seulement in the City ofMaliblL · 

Stickel's (1999) Phase llte$t ~vation wascompriJed.ofa total of31 Surfiwe Teat Pi~ (STPs). 
and fola' 1 x 1 meter excavatiOJt units. Little beyond what King identified on the sur.6tce, wu 
l'eGOveted durlna Stickers Pbue II ex:Ga.vation. AcconUng to Stickol (1999), arcllaoological 
''site CA-LAN .. 803 is not a bigbly sign!ficant site (Lc. it J.aCb major habitation indl~ lacks 
bul'Jals and/or cr.m.ctetiea. lac.b religio'LJ$ site data, atld it lacb unique data that woul4 make it a 
highll significant .tte)',. He conoluded that th.e site. likely $etVed as a "productlo"- &lite for lithic 
tool~ , att4 u "a f1Ql'8l resoun:es processing sitet~. SticbU acknowledges, however.~ "if the 
site does.~ in filet date to the Barly Period. it docs provide data important to ow: tmde:r~ of 
the period. (albait on a limited data set ~)". 

While K.iaa and Stickel appear to disagree on why CA-LAN-803 is m historical res~ they 
appear to sa= that tbe site is. or may be, an important E~Jrly Period site. Conscq~. it is safe 
to~ the tlite is an historical :resource in a.Ccotdl:mce with PR.C 21084.1(a). Wl'Qlo Stickel 
(1999) clzdm.s that the site does uot poascs nonarcbaeologic.t values, it \VU not cler# bow he 
arrived at that conclusion. Was this decision n:wde in eonsultation with the Native~ 
community? .. 

EXHIBIT 13a 
COP 4-99-169 (Trento) 
Letter from Office of Histori 
Preservation 
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Mr. Hudson 
March 20, 2000 
Page two 

iiJclude avoidaDce ofai:cbaeological ~ thro~ 'Dt01Ea RdasiiiD. 
situ arctu.eDI.oRiaal ~or features with sterile 
recovery aud ~ of archaeological material discovered during cantl'ti:\U::UOD. 
consi4efed; a fuliotion of successfUl~ 

Ifyou have quesdons about my COI1U11Nl'tS, ploue do D.Otheaitate to contaot Stoveal CiraQtham at 
(916) 6S3-8g'20, 01' at sr.ran@olrpiQerl'ftS.coY· , 

• • 

• 

• 

• 

•• 
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GRAY DAVIS Governor 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE 
COMMISSION 

• 

915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
(916) 6534082 

• 

• 

Fax (916) 657-5390 

February 23. 2000 

Mr. Steve Hudson 
California Coastal Commission 
89 South California Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001 

RE: Trento- 4-99-169 

Dear Mr. Hudson: 

The concerns of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) regarding the 
Trento Project deal with whether or not there was meaningful consultation with the 
appropriate Chumash Native American groups and individuals. I was contacted by Susan 
McCabe acting on behalf of Mr. And Mrs. Trento and provided her with a list of the 
appropriate Native Americans who should have been contacted regarding any concerns 
they have about cultural resources on the property. I spoke with Ms. McCabe and she 
stated that she passed the list on to the Trentos. From conversations that I have 
conducted with a random group of the people on the list, I have determined that (1) they 
were aware of the project (through the grapevine) however, (2) there was no formal 
written contact by Dr. Stickel for input regarding any concerns they might have nor were 
they invited to the site. Some of these individuals stated they can trace their descendancy 
directly to the site. No one expressed to me any concerns about the monitoring on the 
project. 

I would recommend that all of the groups and individuals on the list provided to Ms. 
McCabe be invited to view and comment on the site before construction begins. 

It is not NAHCs responsibility to evaluate the methods and procedures that were used in 
the archaeological study of the site by Dr. King and Dr. Stickel, this would need to be 
done by either a peer groups review or a new archaeologist completing an independent 
study. 

If I can provide you with any further information, please do not hesitate to contact me at 
(916) 653-4040. 

Sincere~ foe~ 

~Wcy cr 
Associate Program Analyst EXHIBIT 13b 

COP 4-99-169 (Trento) 

Letter from Native American Heritage 
Commission 



California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast Area 
89 South California Street, Ste. 200 
Ventura, CA 93001 

City of Malibu 
23555 Civic Center Way, Malibu, California 90265-4804 

(310) 456-2489 Fax (310) 456-3356 

Harry R. Peacock, City Manager 

February 1, 2000 {PJ~~~DW~[DJ 
FEB 1 o 7'100 

L'AlfDIINIA 
CIIASTAL ~ION 

SOIIm I8JBAI. COAST DISllllCT 

Attn: Jack Ainsworth, Regulatory Supervisor 

RE: ApplicationNo.: 
Applicant: 

Dear Mr. Ainsworth: 

4-99-169 {Trento) 
Dr. Alfredo Trento 

The City ofMalibuhas learned that the Coastal Commission at its January 2000 meeting, 
reviewed and postponed the above application based, in part, on testimony received from the City 
Archaeologist, Dr. Chester King. It is my understanding that Dr. King has testified against the project, 
claiming that it will adversely impact an important cultural resource. 

This letter is to inform the Commission that the Dr. King'sknowledge of the project comes 
from his work as City Archaeologist. Specifically, Dr. King is contracted by the City to advise the 
Planning Director on the potential effects of projects on important cultural resources. Included in this 
assignment is the review and comment on studies prepared by other archaeologists. In accordance with 
the City's ordinance, the final decision on cultural resource protection is vested in the Planning 
Director. · 

From the City's records, it has been clear for some time that Dr. King disagrees with the 
methodology of project archaeologist, Dr. Gary Stickle. These concerns were presented to the 
Planning Director over the course of the last fifteen months, and the Director has reviewed them with 
the City's own Cultural Resources Study Committee. Following a detailed investigation by Dr. 
Stickle, a review by the City's study committee and of Dr. King's own reports, the Planning Director 
concluded that the Trento project will not have a significant detrimental effect on important cultural 
resources. Conditions of approval were part of the City's decision, including the preparation of a 
Phase Til Mitigation program (see attached letter of May 25, 1999). 

EXHIBIT 13c 

COP 4-99-169 (Tre 
Letter from City of Malibu 

• 

• 

• 
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It is very disappointing to learn that Dr. King now feels compelled to raise this issue to you. 
Based on information he developed and reviewed as the City Archaeologist, he has decided to step 
outside his role as an impartial consultant to the City and become an advocate for his own point of 
.view. We respectfully request that you review the materials attached, and recognize that the City has 
struck a fair and objective balance on the cultural re.source protection issues raised by this project. 

The City of Malibu appreciates this opportunity to comment on the above project. If you have 
any questions about this letter, feel free to contact Mr. Craig A. Ewing, Planning Director at City Hall 
(ext. 234). 

Enc: 
cc: Dr. Trento 

Sincerely, 

CITY OF MALIBU 

,/ 0~ 
;VtUUj- I(.' ;_/#.d-

Harry fl. Peacock 
City Manager 



May 25, 1999 

Dr. Alfredo Trento 
6851 Femhill Drive 
Malibu, CA 90265 

City of Malibu 
23555 Civic Center Way, Malibu, California 90265-4804 

(310)456-2489 Fax(310)456-3356 

Craig A. Ewing, AICP - Planning Director 

RE: Phase Ill Mitigation Program for 25126 Pacific Coast Highway (PPR 98-235) 

The direct evidence produced by the Phase II Evaluation suggests that it is a production site. No house 
structures, shell fragments, fire-altered rock or bone fragments were found. Only stone fragments 
(debitage) and a limited number of tools were recovered. However, Dr. King's remarks regarding the 
nature of habitation and burial sites - in particular, their tendency to be sparsely scattered - suggests 
that there is a potential for the existing Phase II Evaluation to have missed more significant artifacts 
and data. Nevertheless, the absence of any non-lithic material leads me to conclude that this possibility 
is very small in the area of the project. 

Consequently, I have concluded, as follows: 
1. The project may adversely affect important cultural resources, and a Phase Ill 

Mitigation Program is required (Malibu Zoning Ordinance Section 9.3.83.0.1) 
2. The Phase Ill Mitigation Program shall be designed and implemented by a qualified 

archaeologist, and conducted in consultation with a qualified Chumash cultural resource 
monitor. (Section 9.3.83.G.l) 

3. The Phase Ill Mitigation Program shall be designed to include the following provisions: 

:: . 

• 

a A complete surface collection of all formal artifact tools (manos, hammerstones, • 
choppers, etc.) (Section 9.3.83.G.3.c) 



• 

• 

• 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

b. An excavation plan for the small concentration of Pismo clams located 
immediately south of Pacific Coast Highway, slightly east of the center of the 
site. {Section 9.3.83.G.3.c) 

c. Mitigation of the guest house garage through one of the following measures: 
1. Elimination of the structure, 
n. Relocation of the structure such that it does not require excavation, 
111. Complete archaeological excavation of the garage site, or 
tv. Other measures acceptable to the Planning Director. (Section 

9.3.83.3.b.l) 
d. Preparation of a landscape plan that avoids use of trenching for irrigation, unless 

suitable archaeological investigations are conducted, subject to approval by the 
Planning Director. (Section 9.3.83.3.b.l) 

An alternative Phase III Mitigation Program in which any or all structures are placed on 
fill to avoid foundation excavation would be considered, subject to approval by the 
Planning Director. (Section 9.3.83.G.3.b.3) 
All reports resulting from this evaluation and mitigation program shall be filed with the 
Regional Historical Resources Information Center. (Section 9.3.84.A) 
All artifacts discovered in this evaluation and mitigation program shall be recorded in 
the manner required by the State of California. All site records, field notes, maps, 
photographs, notes by Native American monitors, reports by consulting archaeologists, 
and other records resulting from this evaluation and mitigation program shall be 
cataloged in accordance with the United States Department of the Interior Guidelines. 
(Section 9.3.84.B) 
Any person who discovers important cultural resources during the course of 
construction for a project shall notify the Planning Director of the discovery. Once 
important cultural resources are discovered, no further excavation shall be permitted 
without approval of the Director. (Section 9.3.85) 

Please contact me after June 14, 1999, if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Craig A Ewing, AICP 
Planning Director 

c: Dr. Gary Stickle, P. 0. Box 480074, Los Angeles, CA 90048 
Dr. Chester King, City Archaeologist 
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Received at Commission 
Meetin0 

.JAN 1 3 2000 

SURFe·R:S &NWRONM:It;IIJi<~liANCE. 
101~ casitas P$s$~··~d;id,:.$uit~ 1Q~~/~f.tP.~~~eti.a., CA. 9.3013 .. 

. . ' . . ,.' ........ · :.· . . 

.. 

~:u:~ ;a~~\~;~~r~····· 
~:}~1~:;oo1 · .• . ·. .. • .... 
Fax (805)·~1-17-5'2 . 

116i2000 

Dear Com1f•sloners: 
t 

. The .· uowrng· o,C;J.mm~rlls~-•te-<subrn..,:®~*''·.Qf·.$u:rter:s : : 
Envlro·n_rhe . al A1il.-n.~:·($.i.;A):,i~ ·rlpn•prot1f; · . . · . ·_Ji()rt:dedfeilted ~to tne · 
protection . d presetv•tt~rt ... ~,.:~e·~aStai::Jrr.· ... Km.ant~ ·-nd_-man~~ ·. · ... 
resou~s. EA app,._~~t~$;~tti.~~p~rtti~~~:~6.)eo.t.~t1. this·matter.:and 
wlsh8S to th · ok you ror· )tour: ct)Oetdera•otiJif~'-ft-lf comments. · · 

Th?o1re -~m~ln only ~-··r.w . . ·~mca'~t! ·. :· ' •' ... ·.···. qgiea(sites :in t~e· Maiib,u 
coastal· : · · :that hav.E;·oot~ffit.ft arab· ld :b· ·the carele~s · · 
constructio ' <Jf mansforiJ al~~~1fl&.:·&ef··· .·' . . .. ·. :·:·· '~~~~J>: eoa$t. '. . 

, .. ·.~ ·.:,:::··.:: ·.:. . . ~.-.::~~.:.·:},.//r :: . . _=· . . . . .. 

Com ' . un·~r~g. f;le :p~b.,~m'9t_p .. _e.rV~t"kWtij1 ~rcha~ologfcaf:sit~ Js 
the cOntinu : \ise of'J"ti~~ ... :~tj)~s:i).·y·_:;~~-~~ .'The.e -experts a~.·' 
h. d . · · k ···· ·m ;;..·""-~··.·. · ... ~~~~ · · . .. d .ue ,,o. ma. .e· ·!la_ . e~f~~~~" ;~·-~:i'JAh~'! •. lt1t'~t~:J~t~ .. ~n~. · QO$~J?P9rte .. · 
opinions, to upf'Jort ooa•••~d,~~~m~rit;,P.!W.'-!lMl•tt:$iqnincant .. · · 
resources e $l The Comtti.ls&lei't1. :Starr s ·:· ·· · .. · ,~Qtftl-. -Oh ·such· . · . , 
oon~)l~n~. ' '.·_ll•~m~o~·:·~i~~.~yltl.~·~pp,._. r ,#' --~·:.:~:~:~1iL exp&_rts .. ~spedaily 
when ·conftr lnst ~,q,•rt' opfni.~_rf·iJ.$.::~nt ::-.:r··.\~ ::.:·· ~· .. :::< ·.. ·.. · · . · 

The . 'mrn1$si~ner:&:eH~t-.·~h.~~g~·::t~~:.09nsi~er~h~. 'xpe~ : 
opiniOn of I • Che* Ki!\9i"~~aeo·~e :01(yiirMa1ibU: Mr • 
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FROM : 

• 
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Calimmii Coastal Cmnmi.ssion 
South Central COIIII AI-. 
$9 South Catifomia St., Suite lOO 
Vem.ura. CA 9300l 

Dear Califi)mia C~ Commision: 

FAX NO. Jan. 11 2000 11:41AM Pl 

Ia.nuary 9, 2000 

Please ~ application no.: 4-9!it-J 69 lllCl applicant:. AU\'edo and Robia Treato. I liD writin& aut of 
CODi:leiU tor the~ of an wly period (6,000 to 8,000 BP) IXlUtal sett1mneat site (LANw803) 
whidl j$locatod oa a mostly level ml Bligbtly slamed (about 7. 7 dejrees) marine tea'ril:le adjacent aDd to 
'lh$ We$t ofPCH in Mah"bu, CA Mu.ch oftbis arc'*""osl~ ei:w i5 on tbc laDd owned by the applicam 
and will etl«lti~y ~ destroyed by the propoaed residential developmeftt 8Mm m thu stu.ti report. 

I have couiderablc expcrl~ ~and rec:orclini Native American cultural litu in tbe Santa M'DDica 
Mouatains and Simi Hills under dWI ~on of'Dr. CheMet JCiag. I have .ecu in detail man)' sit•s t'tDiinl 
in age from the earliest period of oceupadoo m soutblm CalifonJia to thole occupied as J'e(:CIIltly .. the late 
1700's. Oftbese many ClOIItain reoopi28blc frequencies of· storut tDols that 'VIIJ by pos.ition atld which can 
be mated dJrectty to ~1\ ~of activities IIUC1l as p.rocel8iag plam mat.aials or wood~ lt~ 
amalpm.s also CMiaiA ap!lei&c tool typ\'1$ a!!!IQOiated with hoUies aud atbl!r ~ ateu. of Mltivity tllo 
dte fs viewed aa a place of &etl:lemlrmt. Often these 'viii• sites' are lltnd:iogntph.iea11y eomptex. because at 
long )XII'iods of oontim1aua use audlat d.isjuttet ~It 'Widely separated tbne&. Sometimoa tbey are 
badly damilted by 4ll'Diioft or other environmcmtal tbrc:es ~ ., by 1M I80II1t activitiea of puople . 
B.eeoD&tmd:iou. of bow people lived anc& how ~ wert~ Qf81111ii!Od at dift'erem time periods at tbese 
sites cao be dltlleult. 

One of tho rvmarbble tllatut:w ofl..AN- 803 il that It is-. mod«ately largo (tbr early period) aud wl1olly 
intact settlement s1te tbat 8J)pf$t$ to have beorl UHd COldimloualy tbr a relatively AhM p!l'iod (maybe SOO 
years) with no otMou& replac.ement aDd na liauificant mensunble diBbD:banu aceept tbt recent~ 
diJkin&. This nta1ce1 LAN· &03 a. model vi1Jaae site 1bt resarcb. slacl!l such a site poSM~Se~ a very olear and. 
dinctJy interptetable ~" t\'lCOtd. Also. LAN- 803 C!OIIhiins tM complete~ of tool types to 
be seen in an early site with a very 1Arse (ovet 700) art.ifaet acatter on the surfilce owt M area wbi~h I 
cafw1ated ttom. Dr_ king• s map to be abom 1,840 tqlllll1t m&tlr&. If ODfl were to Include tilt ~.'~taws tbe 
~area~ tho m~pped artifaots is about J 2,.540 square mltM'S. 'Ibo spadal reiatiomilips of 
the mapped aur:fiCfl artifacts at LAN-803 app;v wry much. i:araclt and. too!» UIIOCiated &pflcificdly with 
tdtclJens inside houses in an fllrly site (e.g.IIWIOI tbd meta~e~) artd !:DID's anu (e.g. &ldns .ba.tnmen. 
buriDs, Jll'IIVIll'&, eto.) are consiatemly SCBa in the~~ and in well deftaod ......,._ 
wberewr tb.y IJQI.1Qf in the site. Also. I pcdbrmod a toM of rando~ usCn& the joist point Dell'e8t 
neighbor :rnetbCid ofC.L BitCheJer em. the mapped IUriluse ardActa whidl alw provided au estimete of the 
expected deoaity fot the art.ifacts under the IIUll hypotbeti• ~ ~ (or ao ll:nldure ia their $ 
pa1iaJ ammaement.). Thcacmclusion th)m tbeiJ'IIlysis istbat theuuU hypotbe&is is 1'11jected and tba 
atl:if.ael$ are ll'l'lll.1pd irs pllf:tema of atrona ~ Al110 tho observed deDslty of aurfttce ~ us1na 
the largflr of the above ati!l$1$ is about .06 arti&.ctJcquare metM which i8 U tbnw great« dum the deality 
~ (.04 amtaai/SQWW metet) if the artitict& were nmdomly scattered on a bounded plaae w.kh 
strai&bt sides. A complete outlint:t of die analysis is available upaa l"aluat• 

Abo, I have personally visited !l.te LAN..$03 ou moN than one oa:ui.on with Df. Kina IIIIi havo lliMII1 a. 
reasonable portion of the resnabUDa knoWJl eedy period m. bltwMn Point Muau and T~ ~ em 
the hhmediate cout. ot ali of these LAN-803 ia the or.dy remainius camplcta .-Jy "vtUa,e ske'' and is in 
~beet state of preservation. LAN~803 almo$t ~ raDb a the meet~~- eu1tuna1 
Bite ~lo for Pl'OVid.ins a. ddailc:d. pic:Cure ofllow the earliest people of' Mal~ Jivlld • 
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Destruction or danii\Me at any lcrvel to thia site WGI.dd be 1111 act of malfeuuK:c asa1na nati~ people and 
will MSUlt in the 10111 of CDDBiderahle, UDique.and incalculably important ~on ways people 
lived in ~ caiy soutbem Calf:tbrnia 'I'bak )10" tbt receivi111 my Jette'. 

~*riD 
5341 w. ~ Snet 
w~.CA90025 

~:~ ~~fl 4.., .. ~ WfQ\- ~"11c. m:.~;,d :s..'\l·dtQS. 
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CA~FORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, LOS ANfiELES 

;, I :11 STATE UNIVERSITY DRIVE, LOS ANGEL.ES, CA 90CJ,H 

Mr. S. Hudson 
California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast Area 
89 South California St, Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001 

Dear Mr. Hudson: · 

RE: Application 4-99-169 

Received at Commi<-:;,....., 
MRet;.,. 

JAN l 3 2000 

The purpose of this letter is ro request that the determination that the archaeological site 
known as CA-LAN-803 is not highly significant be re-evaluated and to express my 
concern regarding the plan to allow this rare example of a large early period site to be 
destroyed without adequate data recovery. 

My credentials include: Prof-essor of Archaeology and Anthropology, California State 
University, Los Angeles~ 1989-present). Appointed as Prehistoric Archaeologist for the 
State Historical Resources Con1mission by Governors Deukmejian and wilson 1990-
1997. Senior Archaeologist t<>r the I ,os Angeles District, Anny Corps of Engineers, 
1977-1989 (CV provided upon request). 

It appears that this determination was made on the ba3is ofless than a 1% sample of the 
site area. Based on my experience with similar sites that have been graded after minimal 
data recoveryj it is highly probable that significant cultural features and burials are 
present within the 99% of the site that. was not. tested and that these will be destroyed if 
the present plan requiring monitoring is implemented. 

The site has been identified as a large Early period site with substantial stratigraphic 
integrity. There are very few sites of this tim(; period remaining in southern California 
and a search of the literature will show that we know very little about the early prehistoric 
settlers of California. Given the lack of information regarding this important period in 
the development of native societies, the fact that sites of this time period are disappearing 
at an alarming rate, and the fact that this site appears to be intact and to contain the 
materials that can address important questions, 1 am convinced that the site can address 
many important questions and that additional study will result in a significant 
contribution to our understanding of California prehistory. 

Ideally, CA-LAN-803 or ar least a witness area should be preserved for future 
generations. However) if this is not feasible, a data recovery program based on a research 
design that identifies the data gaps in our knowledge of the lifeways of people living in 
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Califomi_a 6000-4000 BC and includes current state of the art systematic sampling 
procedures should be implemented prior to any ground disturbing activitiy. In addition, 
the research design and the archaeologica.l recovery program should be subject to peer 
revtew. 

Sincerely, 

Patricia Martz, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - ! - - :.. .. ·' 
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Sor. Diego Srote llllivm•,ily 

Depar1menl of A~th1opology 
Collegn ot All~ on1j Lencr1 
SSOOCcmponiln DriVe 

• 

• 

• 

S~11 Diego C.4 92187-44·13 
619· S94 • ~527 
lAX- 619· '>94 ·11~0 
f;noil: tlllth•o@muil.sd~u edu 

California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast Area 
89 South California St., Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001 

RE: Application No. 4-99-169 

Dear Commissioners, 

Received at Commission 
Meetinp 

JAN 1 3 2000 

From: ______ _ 

January 12, 2000 

It has been brought to my att~ntion that CA-LAN-803 in the City of Malibu is 
under threat and that at least portions of the site may be destroyed. The artifact 
assemblage at the site indicates it is an Early period site that may be 6000- 8000 years 
old. The site is in the region that historically was occupied by the Chumash Indians. 
Many sites in Malibu and other coastal regions of southern California have been 
destroyed because of heavy development along the coast. 

CA-LAN-803 has a high density and a wide range of artifacts on the surface . 
Artifact types include groundstone such as manos and metates, stone scrapers, burins, 
gravers, hammerstoncs, and choppers, as well as other artifact types typical of the Early 
period. The abundance of artifacts and the wide range of tools indicate that the site was 
an important Early period settlement. Many Early period settlements that have similar 
artifact assemblages in the Santa Monica Mountains and elsewhere in the Chumash 
region have cemeteries associated with them. 

I recently co-authored a published article (Middle Holoceltc Sertlement 
Distribution in the Santa Monica Mountains Region) on Early period sites in the Santa 
Monica Mountain region. Many archaeological sites from this time period in Malibu and 
elsewhere in the Santa Monica Mountains have been destroyed or severely damaged. 
Much of the work on sites from this time period lacks information on spatial organization 
of settlements and data resulting from fine me.sh screening. Very little analysis of floral 
remains has been collected from sites of this time period, as few archaeologists have 
conducted flotation as part of their excavations. Moreover, this region lacks a large 
corpus of radiocarbon dutes from Early period sites. Given the limited knowledge that 
we have on sites from this time period and the fact that many sites of this era have been 
destroyed, CA-LAN-803 is even of greater significance. I recommend that the Coastal 
Commission deny the project until the site can be further evaluated. 

Sincerely, 

k~~~% 
Lynn Gamble 
Assistant Professor 
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Steve Hudson 
California Coastal Commission 
89 South California Street 
Suite 200 
Ventura, California 93001 

Dear Steve Hudson, 

Dr. Gary Stickel requested I communicate with you regarding 
his cultural resource investigation in.progress at CA-LAN-803, a 
proposed building site (applicant Dr. Alfredo Trento) in the city 
of Malibu. At issue, it seems, are two differing philosophies of 
how such investigations should be conducted - that of Dr. Chester 
King and that of Dr. Gary Stickel. 

I have reviewed such information as was provided to me by 
Dr. Stickel - a 47 page (plus attachments) document consisting of 
excerpted review comments by Dr. King and Dr. Stickel's response 
to each of them. I believe this has been previously submitted to 
your attention or is available for your evaluation. 

.. . ~ .. 

• 

I can't judge how well you know these two individuals, but I • 
can assure you that both Drs. Stickel and King are highly 
motivated professionals and thoroughly qualified to conduct (or 
review) cultural resource investigations of the type in question 
and have been doing so for many years. Both men are sensitive to 
the concerns of Native Americans and employ Native American 
monitors of unquestioned (or reputed) direct lineal descent. 

What may appear to you as petty bickering over trivial 
points of procedure and methodology by Drs. Stickel and King 
(i.e. business rivals) may be viewed in another way. I suggest, 
that once the rhetoric is distilled down to it's essence, it may 
be viewed as an honest difference of opinion between two experts 
and reflective of fundamentally differing personal philosophies, 
temperaments, and divergent avenues of approach to site 
investigations. 

BACKGROUND 
Both of the gentlemen in question hold doctorate degrees 

from the UCLA Department of Anthropology. During it's heyday 
(1960's-1970's), it was one of the strongest and finest such 
departments in the world. With it's emphasis on regional field 
studies and a rigorous academic program, it was not an 
environment in which the incompetent or ill-prepared student 
succeeded. 
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Although I have a layman's interest in American prehistory, 
I am not an anthropologist or archaeologist. My area of interest 
(since 1960) is basically zoological in nature, the 
identification and analysis of animal remains (bones, teeth, 
etc.) recovered from paleontological and archaeological 
{including historic) sites. For example, 

Reynolds, Richard L. 1979. Preliminary Analysis of the Mammalian 
Fauna from CA-VEN-261, in Jack Prichett and Allen Mcintyre. 
The Running Springs Ranch Site: Archaeological 
Investigations at VEN-65 and VEN-261. Monograph XII 
Institute of Archaeology, University of California, Los 
Angeles, pp. 157-189. 

2 

I first met Dr. King (possibly still a student) in the 
1960's at the UCLA Archaeological Survey Office to discuss some 
now forgotten matter of mutual interest {probably Chumash bone 
tool/ornament technology) . I recall feeling satisfied with the 
constructive nature of the discussion and being impressed by his 
extensive knowledge of Chumash material culture. Although I 
cannot recall meeting him since then, I know him by reputation 
(i.e. published works). He is, and should be regarded as, an 
expert in Chumash culture. His personal approach (philosophy) may 
perhaps be characterized as strongly traditional (typological) 
and narrowly focused, for example, 

King, Chester D. 1971. Chumash Inter-village Economic Exchange. 
The Indian Historian 4(1) :30-43. and 

King, Chester. 1978. Protohistoric and Historic Archaeology, in 
Handbook of North American Indians, California (edited by 
Robert F. Heizer), Smithsonian Institution, Washington 8:58-
68) . 

I first met Dr. Stickel (as a student) between 1967 and 1970 
at Dr. Rainer Berger's radiocarbon laboratory at the UCLA 
Institute of Geophysics while I was working (staff research 
associate NSF Grant) on the extraction of collagen amino acids 
(for radiocarbon dating) from fossil animal and human bones from 
the Rancho La Brea asphalt deposits ("tar pits") and elsewhere in 
California (see, 

Berger/ Rainer, Reiner Protsch, Richard Reynolds, Charles 
Rozairre 1 and James R. Sackett. 1971. New Radiocarbon Dates 
based on Bone Collagen of California Paleoindians. 
Contributions of the University of California Archaeological 
Facility 12:43-49. and 

Reynolds, Richard L. 1985. Domestic Dog associated with Human 
Remains at Rancho La Brea. Bulletin of the Southern 
California Academy of Sciences 84(2) :76-85) . 

Through discussions with Dr. Stickel, I found his interests 
(personal philosophy) to be worldwide in scope, strongly 
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theoretical and forensic (clinical) in application, for example, 

Stickel, E. Gary and Adrienne E. Cooper. 1969. The Chumash Revolt 
of 1824: A Case for an Archaeological Application of 
Feedback Theory. Annual Reports of the University of 
California Archaeological Survey 11:5-21, Los Angeles. and 

Stickel, E. Gary. 1979. More on Theory Building in Archaeology. 
Current Anthropology 20(3) :621-624). · 

I have consulted on a number of Dr. Stickel's projects over 
the years and have found no short-comings. He is always willing 
to try innovative technology to enhance resource discovery (e.g. 
remote sensing, side scan sonar, magnetometer, etc.). His early 
studies and continuing investigations in Chumash territory also 
qualify him as an expert in Chumash culture. 

COMMENTS 

.. . ... ,. 

• 

I will limit my comments to those areas I feel I can provide 
constructive observations, mainly faunal content and recovery 
methods. I cannot, for example, offer comments on the placement 
of test pits/units because the application of sampling theory to 
archaeological sites has become so mathematically complex that I 
cannot grasp the rationale for determining locations and minimal 
numbers, sizes, and depths of test excavations necessary, under 
probability theory, to provide a statistically reliable level of • 
sampling (I've long suspected this involves as much luck as 
science) . 

Dr. Stickel and crew excavated a total of 32 STP's and 6 1x1 
meter units and used 16" mesh wet screening. Recovery of 
artifacts (and ecofacts) was by field picking (sorting) without 
magnification. Only three bones were recovered from CA-LAN-803. 
All three specimens are poorly preserved, show no evidence of 
exposure to fire nor other modification indicative of use as a 
food resource, and are unidentifiable to a specific taxonomic 
level. These specimens are: 

#724, unit 5, 10-20 em. One vertebra fragment (cf. pre- or 
postzygopophysis) of a deer-size mammal. 

#uncat., unit 5, 40-50 em. One curved enamel fragment from a 
cheek tooth of a deer-size artiodactyl (?deer, sheep, 
goat, antelope). 

#162 surface find. One bone fragment of a cow- or horse-size 
mammal. 

Despite promising early period artifacts on the surface 
(observed by both Drs. King and Stickel) which suggested the 
possible existence of a buried habitation site and possible 
cemetery, subsurface investigation (by Dr. Stickel) failed to 
demonstrate that this portion of CA-LAN-803 was a habitation site • 
and he found no evidence suggestive of a cemetery. 
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Dr. King's comments regarding picking (sorting) 16" mesh wet 
screened samples under magnification in laboratory conditions are 
well received by me. To digress, for five years (1989-1994) I 
contracted (as senior research scientist) to the paleontological 
resource assessment program of the San Bernardino County Museum. 
Here, we removed fine grained sediments (matrix) containing 
microfossils from assessment projects in bulk (tons at a time) by 
truck in 55 gallon steel drums (to prevent construction delays) 
to off-site wet screening stations. We used 20 mesh over 40 mesh 
stacked screens in processing (Note that these are finer meshes 
than are used in archaeology] . The resulting concentrate was 
dried, bagged by mesh size, weighed, and transported to the 
laboratory. Here the 40 mesh concentrate was always picked under 
magnification (dissecting scopes 2X-25X). However, the 20 mesh 
concentrate was picked with or without magnification, depending 
on the individual preference of the technician. I strongly 
maintained that all 20 mesh samples should be picked under 
magnification. On two occasions, I repicked (under magnification) 
samples that had been picked without magnification. Although I 
always found a few specimens that pickers had missed, I could not 
prove a statistically significant bias. 

So, contrary to my preconceived expectations, I was forced 
to concede that the picking of 20 mesh samples by normally 
sighted technicians did not create data biases. I thus accept Dr. 
Stickel at his word that nothing of significance was missed by 
picking 16" mesh samples in the field without magnification. 

As to the matter of the possible human bone reportedly found 
by Dr. King in his surface mapping of artifacts (and ecofacts} at 
the Trento portion of CA-LAN-803, I understand that the surface 
was plowed (weed abatement?) between the times of surface mapping 
by Drs. King and Stickel, thus possibly accounting for the 
disparity of reported artifact (and ecofact) observations. The 
single bone found by Dr. Stickel (#162 near Datum 3), I can 
assure you is not human and can be made available for independent 
evaluation by an expert in human osteology. 

Actually (as both Drs. King and Stickel well know}, finding 
isolated bits and pieces of human skeletal remains in 
archaeological sites lacking cemeteries is quite common. Most 
common are teeth and elements of the hands and feet (fingers and 
toes) which can be lost through accidents or disease. Less common 
are long bones (arms and legs) . Least common are elements of the 
central body (head, spine, ribs, girdles). The last most 
frequently result from overlooked fragmentary elements in 
temporarily interred individuals (death occurring during the 
seasonal round of movements at a distance from the home village) 
who are later retrieved for reburial in a mortuary village (see 
Reynolds, Richard L. 1985. cited above, pp. 81-82 and literature 
cited therein) . 



I have general comments on two more subjects, both of which 
lie outside my area of competence - the two sterile level rule 
and the matter of the possible sweatlodge. 

5 

Regarding the two sterile level rule, I have carefully read 
Dr. Stickel's response to Dr. King's comments. It does not appear 
to me that Dr. Stickel excavated deeper once he encountered two 
sterile levels. However/ he assures me that he closely inspected 
the sediments in the sidewalls of the deep (?8 feet plus) Gee
trench which was placed through STPs 1 and 2 and found no 
indications of a more deeply buried cultural level. Certainly the 
nature of the subsurface soils are known to the planning 
department through the various foundation investigations that 
were conducted to determine the suitability of this parcel for 
development and the construction of a residence and associated 
structures. Based on my limited experience when working on 
archaeological projects, once two sterile levels are encountered 1 

it is a practice of some archaeologists to use a pick and dig 
down a foot or more in the center of a suspected sterile unit, 
both as a test and to protect themselves from later criticism of 
the type in this case. 

• 

On the matter of the possible sweatlodge, since it is no 
longer going to be directly impacted, it might be as well to 
leave it as it is for now. Perhaps at some future point it can • 
(with Dr. Trento's cooperation) be investigated by private 
research funding? 

I am satisfied with Dr. Stickel's responses to Dr. King's 
review comments and feel that the work performed by Dr. Stickel 
was adequate to fulfill the requirements of the Malibu Planning 
Department and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) . 

Sincerely yours, 

-R~/~t~L-
Richard L. Reynolds 
Research Associate 
George c. Page Museum 
5801 Wilshire Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90036 

cc.or. E. Gary Stickel 
Dr. Chester D. King 
Dr. Alfredo Trento 
Planning Director, City of Malibu 
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Nancy Sue Pearlman 
1783 South Wooster Strut 

Los Angeles, California 90035-4332 
(310) 559-2773 

Mr. Steve Hudson, California Coastal Commission . 
'89 South California Street Suite 200, Ventura, CA 93001 )1Jur~c:-sr4£ ~c/'' '"· 

. C.fNTi<A. MMIS,s, 

Mr. Larry Myers, Director, Native American Heritage Commission· l coAsr 0451,, _ 
915 Capitol Mall, Room 288, Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Dr. Chester King's critique of Dt. E. Gary Stickel~s archaeology at site CA-LAN-
803 on the Dr. Trento property in the City of Malibu, California 

Dear Gentlemen: 

As a Community College Instructor in Anthropology, I have had the opportunity to 
work with Dr. Stickel when he was a guest speaker in my classes. As an 
Environmental Broadcaster and environmentalist for over thirty years, I have been 
privileged to have Dr. Stickel as a guest on my national ECONEWS television show 
and Environmental Directions radio series. His archaeological experiences and 
knowledge have provided my audiences with new insights and understanding of 
the field of human cultures. Since I was first referred to him by UCLA in 1992, I have 
followed his work and been impressed by his careful utilization of archaeological 
techniques and his good relationships with local Native Americans . 

It come as a surprise to me to see some of the critique that Dr. King has distributed 
about Dr. Stickel's work at the Malibu site referenced above. Unfortunately, non
profit organizations with whom I volunteer, did not receive copies although 
apparently other conservation groups did receive information. To whom has this 
material been distributed? I further learned that King's critique was sent to 
organizations although King apparently never communicated with Dr. Stickel about 
this critique prior to such mailings nor did King communicate with the Chumash 
Native American monitor, Ms. Carol Pulido, about the critique. Certainly, 
professional protocols require that such communications should occur before 
involving the public in this manner. 

I am also concerned about Dr. King's claim that "one piece of large bone, possibly 
human, was observed on the surface of LAN-803" three years ago. If it were 
human, then procedures would have required getting it identified, reporting it to 
the relevant Chumash people and notifying appropriate authorities. Since this 
seemingly did not occur, it would not be appropriate to use this .. discovery" to 
discredit Dr. Stickel's work. 

If you have any questions, my business/message machine number is (31 0) 202-75q3. 
Thank you for your consiaeration of my concerns. 

Sincerely yours. 

;¥~ 
Nancy Pearlman 
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Thomas F. King, PhD 
P.O. Box 14515, Silver Spring MD 20911, U.S.A. 
(410 Windsor Street, Silver Spring, MD 20910-4242) 

Telephone (301) 585-9572 Facsimile (301) 589-5049 E-mail tfking106@aol.com 

January 15, 2000 

California Coastal Commission (Attn. S. Hudson) 
89 South California Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001 

Dear Commission: 

I have recently received a copy of the staff report on Application No. 4-99-169, 
for construction of a residence and associated facilities at 25126 Pacific Coast 
Highway in Malibu. I hope it is not untimely for me to comment on this matter 
for the Commission's consideration. 

Among other things, the staff report documents the potential for impacts to 
archeological site LAN-803. Apparently there are conflicting opinions about the 
significance of this site as articulated by Dr. Chester King (no relation) on the one 
hand and Dr. E. Gary Stickel on the other. 

Without commenting on the merits of either Dr. King's or Dr. Stickel's position, I 
want to remind the Commission of its responsibility - or that of the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration- to comply with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A) in considering approval ofthe 
proposed construction. As you doubtless know, Section 106 and its implementing 
regulations (36 CFR 800) provide for the resolution of adverse effects on historic 
properties through a process of consultation and agreement, where a "federal 
undertaking" may result in such adverse effects. Section 301 ofNHPA includes 
in the defmition of the word "undertaking": 

... a project, activity, or program fimded in whole or in part under the direct or 
indirect jurisdiction of a Federal agency, including-

(D) those subject to State or local regulation administered pursuant to a 
delegation or approval by a Federal agency. 
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Neither the statute nor the regulation is clear as to whether it is the responsibility 
of the State or local regulator or of the delegating or approving Federal agency to 
comply with Section 106, but since Section 106 requires the review of 
"undertakings," clearly someone is responsible for carrying out the review 
outlined in 36 CFR 800. This process, with its focus on resolving conflicts 
through consultation, could provide a perfect context in which to clarify and 
resolve the issues involved in the importance and proper treatment ofLAN-803. 

I urge you to contact your State Historic Preservation Officer in the Department 
of Parks and Recreation, and initiate Section 106 review of this project as required 
bylaw. 

Cc: State Historic Preservation Officer 
Dr. Chester King 



January 18, 2000. 

Caliifornia Coastal Commission. 
So. Central Coast Area. 
89 So. Calif. St. 
Ventura, Calif. 93001 

Dear Mr. Hudson, 

r.o)f2. ©rnD\fl~\11\ n)IE- ~~j 
.. JAN 2 0 REC'O --

.:._,;.,urOr:r.,;il>. 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DIS TRIO...' 

This letter is in response to a complaint that has been sent to your office, concerning the 
Archeology on the property of Dr. Alfredo Trento Ca -Lan 803, located in Malibu, Calif.It has 
been stated by Dr. King that the Archeology that was conducted by Dr. E. Gary Stickel and crew 
was in his opinion not performed correctly. 

As the Chumash Monitor of record, of this project, it is in my opinion that Dr. Stickel connducted 
the Archeology in a professional and ethical manner, and from the onset of this project to it's end 
both the Archeologist and the developer, were always in concern for the issues of the Native 
Americans. 

• 

During this project Dr. Stickel employed no less than 3 Native American crew members, 2 of • 
Gabrielino descent, and 1 of Chumash descent, making a total of 4 on field at all times. From the 
time of setting up the units to the lab data count, there was continous and through supervision 
from our Native Americans on site. 

ram also aware that my monitoring and or qualifications are now being questioned by Dr. King. I 
feel very fortunate that I have been born of two parents of Chumash descent, from numerous 
villages in our State, and this has left me as a 'Lineal Descendant' to many of the projects for 
which rve been a Monitor. 

I, along with my sons are on the M.L.D. list, with the State Native American Heritage 
Commission. Mr. Hudson, I have been a 'Cultural Protector' of our sites for over 38 years of my 
life and acted as a Monitor, before there was such a term used, or an agency formed to handle our 
Cultural issues 

I believe that there is not a factual basis for Dr. Kings complaint, and your office can be assured 
that the Archeology was in fact done meticously, and all of the Native Americans worked as a 
team, and that above all, and most important, I as a documented Chumash, with all the proper 
lineal descendency, in order, and the rights to be on these projects, would never in any way 
sacrifice the welfare of my people past or present. 

Mr. Hudson, I take my position very seriously, and with great pride and conduct it in the same • 
manner as I have conducted my life. 

EXHIBIT 13L 
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If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (805) 649-4231, or John Johnson, 
Department of Anthropolgy, Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History (805) 682-4711 ext-306. 

Sincerely~ 

Carol A. Pulido. 

cc; Larry Myers. 
Dr. Alfredo Trento. 
Dr. E. Gary Stickel. 
Craig Ewing, City of Malibu 
Planning Dept . 
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Topanga Anthropological Consultants 

California Coastal Commission 
89 South California Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, California 93001 

Dear Steve Hudson, 

P.O. Box 826 
r~ti~· ...... , · ,~·· •. .. 90290 
: !.·1 J· ' ..... ·''· \ ·~-:. : ·J .. I . . \ .. 
: . 

J t\ j\1 :.; 11 n~·(··· : . r,_ , .. 
Application No 4-99-189 

-\J"''~r At .. co... .. 
J0UTH CENTR MM/SSION January 3, 1999 

AL COAST DISTRICT 

The enclosed two groups of documents concern archaeological site LAN·803. The first group of 
documents relate to the Phase 2 study. The first document in this group was prepared to define the 
recommended scope of work. The second was prepared as a review of the initial work plan pro. 
posed by Dr. Stickel. The third was a review of a resubmitted work plan. The forth document is a 
review of the Phase 2 program. It is clear from these documents that Dr. Stickel conducted a pro
gram that was contrary to the. program I had outlined and that his conclusions are very different 
from mine. He ignored the information obtained during the Phase 1 study. He was given a map of 
artifact locations and a list of all the surface artifacts keyed to the map before he conducted his study. 

The second group of documents includes a map of artifacts observed on the surface, a Jist of the 
artifacts observed on the surface that is keyed to the map and illustrations of selected artifacts that 

" 

• 

are referred to in the artifact list. This is the basic information obtained during the Phase 1 study. • 
The list of artifacts and the illustrations document the similarity with collections from the 
Sweetwater Mesa site (LAN-267), the Zuma Creek site and many other Early period settlements in 
the Malibu and Santa Barbara coastal areas. Counter to Stickel's assertion that the site has little 
variability, it has the full range of artifacts usually found in Early period Phase x sites and these are 
found in similar ratios. 

The presence of distinctive residential areas, men's working areas, a possible sweat lodge depression 
and flat areas with few artifacts surrounded by artifacts indicates that many of the features of historic 
Chumash settlements, including sweatlodges, dancing areas, shrines. playing courts and cemeteries 
were present in settlements 7000 years ago. Recent discoveries of earth mound complexes in the 
southeastern United States indicates that features of historic settlements were present at a similar 
time in other areas of North America. In anthropological circles, it is commonly believed that 
societies living during Early period Phase x did not have complex settlements. If the depression is 
the remains of a sweatlodge, its excavation would be the earliest documentation of sweatlodges in 
North America. Further study of the site could document the organization of ancient native society 
in Malibu and dispel many racist beliefs about native peoples. 

I suspect that the Phase 2 archaeological study which exceeded 2 square meters of excavation was 
conducted without the required coastal permit. A phase 2 study should be conducted using state of 
the art archaeological procedures to determine the positive value of different site areas for under
standing the organization of a whole settlement. This study could be used to carefully design a 
program to salvage significant information. The design and conduct of the testing program should 
be conducted under the supervision of a panel of expert archaeologists. 

t9 EXHIBIT 13m Sincerely,~ 
COP 4-99-169 (Trento) 
Letter from Dr. Chester King 
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Memo to Craig Ewing 

Archaeological Evaluation at 25126 Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu, California, PPR-98-235. 

From: Chester King 

October 21. 1998 

On September 16, 1997, I completed a Phase 1 archaeological study for the parcel at 25126 

Pacific Coast Highway. During the Phase 1 study, I mapped 626 surface artifact locations 

in the project area. I observed that the distribution of different frequencies of artifact types 

in different areas of the site indicated the presence of the organization of a settlement and 

observed the presence of a slight depression that may indicate the presence of the location 

of a semisubteranian structure. The artifacts found at the site indicate that most occupation 

at the site occurred during the early part of the Early period approximately 6000-8000 years 

ago. The organization of surface artifacts and features indicates that this early settlement 

contained many of the features characteristic of historic California native settlements. 

Of the 105 archaeological sites recorded within the jurisdiction of the City of Malibu. CA

LAN-803 appears to be the most intact whole site. It is probably the best preserved site 

that was occupied during the Early period that remains along the coasts of Los Angeles and 

Ventura Counties. Archaeologists have not mapped the organization of the sites that have 

been destroyed or damaged by development Damage or destruction of site LAN-803.will 

result in the loss of important information concerning lifeways and social organization of 

early Malibu residents. 

One piece of a large bone, possibly human was observed on the surface of LAN-803. One 

or more cemeteries are expected to be associated with the settlement. Cemeteries have been 

found near the crest of hills at many Early period settlements. A cemetery may be located 

north of the probable house cluster or may be in other places. 

Site LAN-803 covers a large part of the parceL In my Phase 1 report, I recommended that the 

project be designed to avoid impacting potentially sensitive areas. The project design submitted for 

planning review has not avoided the site. A larger area of the site will be impacte_d than~~· 
1
n 

the preliminary plan submitted when the Phase 1 report was prepared. ~~(~ dtl\ct 
a Phase 2 study. Phase 2 studies are defined in the Zoning Ordinance: \ ~ )\ c\ \ - i~ 
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Section 9383. Cultural Resource Review 
F. Phase II Evaluation 

1 . Applicability 
Where, as a result of the Phase I Inventory. the Director determines that the 
project may have an adverse impact on cultural resources, a Phase ll 
Evaluation of cultural resources shall be required and a negative declaration. 
mitigated negative declaration, focused environmental impact report. or an 
environmental impact report shall be prepared. All Phase II Evaluations 
shall be conducted by a qualified archaeologist and, where the Phase I 
Inventory indicates the presence of prehistoric or ethnohistoric Chumash 
cultural resources, the evaluation shall also be conducted in consultation 
with a qualified Chumash cultural resources monitor. 

2. Defmition 

3. 

Phase IT Evaluations are investigations intended to gather any additional data 
necessary to assess the importance of the cultural resources identified in 
Phase I Inventories, to defme site boundaries of the cultural resources, to 
asses the site's integrity, to evaluate the project's potential adverse impacts 
on cultural resources, and to develop measures to mitigate potential adverse 
impacts. Phase II Evaluation proposals shall be designed on a project
specific basis and must be guided by a research design/work plan that 
clearly identifies the study goals and articulates the proposed methods of 
data collection and analysis with the goals. 

Data collection methods may include a number of subsurface exploration 
techniques, including excavation of auger holes, test pits, or trenches. 

City Review and Approval 
The Director shall review and approve all Phase II design/work plans prior 
to any testing or excavations. The Director shall also review and approve all 
reports resulting from Phase II Evaluations. Where, as a result of the Phase 
II Evaluation, the Director determines that the project will not have an 
adverse impact on important cultural resources, no further cultural resource 
review of the project shall be required. 

I understand that it is desired to excavate an additional geotest trench in the site area. The 

trench project can be evaluated separately as a geotest project or can be evaluated as part of 

the total project. If it is desired to first evaluate only the test trench, a Phase 2 proposal can 

be submitted for the trench project. 

The following sections from the Phase 1 report have been modified in the light of recent 

information including following_ field visits and the plan submitted for the proposed project 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR A PHASE 2 STUDY 

After a project is submitted for planning review, the project applicant should obtain the 

services of a professional archaeologist to prepare a Phase 2 archaeological study. Phase 2 

archaeological studies are conducted to determine significance of archaeological sites and 

design mitigation programs to recover or preserve significant information and cultural 

.. 
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values. Proposals for the Phase 2 piQtgiam must be submitted for review to the City of 

Malibu prior to conducting the program. The Phase 2 report should provide information 

necessary to prepare a mitigated negative declaration or a focused EIR. Testing programs 

for evaluation of archaeological sites in Malibu are required to be conducted under the 

supervision of a Chumash cultural resource consuhant The testing program should be 

designed to efficiently obtain information necessary to evaluate the site and design 

mitigation programs. 

After the locations of earth disturbing elements of the project have been determined, test 

programs should be conducted in the areas that will be effected by the project. It is 

recommended that the test program include controlled unit excavations. Controlled 

excavations are used to determine site area boundaries, to determine small artifact content of 

site deposits, acquire information concerning soil development and to develop mitigation 

programs. The types of excavation should be based on initial information concerning types 

and frequencies of remains and the types of impacts which are expected. Procedures which 

are relatively standard in Santa Monica Mountain archaeological studies were used at Oak 

Park Zone m (King with others 1991). The research design for Phase 2 evaluations 

should include a map indicating placement of excavations . 

The number and density of excavations should be based on the types of impacts that are 

expected and the apparent significance of areas that will be disturbed as a result of project 

construction. Soil disturbing activities will probably include: 1) ~xcavations for 

foundations for structures, 2) grading for a driveway, 3) excavations for utility lines 

(water, gas, telephone, cable and electricity),4) excavations for septic systems and 

associated pipelines, 5) excavation of pools, 6) excavations for landscaping (holes to plant 

trees and shrubs), and 7) excavations for slope stabilization. All possible impacts should 

be identified in Phase 2 evaluation studies. 

Excavations should be placed in areas that will be excavated during project construction. 

Cemeteries may be less than 20 feet in diameter and testing should be conducted at intervals 

of 10 meters (30 feet) or less in areas which will be excavated or graded to provide a 

reasonable opportunity to locate them. It is estimated that the site deposits are less than a 

meter (3 feet) deep. It is recommended that the test excavations be dug in 10 em levels 

soils to subsoil. Soil from the excavation units should be screened through 16 mesh per 

inch screen and all residues laboratory sorted. Sidewalls of excavation units should be 

profiled by a person with training in geomorphology of archaeological soils. During 

excavation, indications of features or burials should be looked for. Information concerning 
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the types of plants and animals parts which are recovered should be reported. If dateable 

artifacts are not found in large numbers, shell or carbon should be submitted for 

radiocarbon dating. The soils of the archaeological site should be described by a soils 

geomorphologist with experience studying archaeological sites. 

The scope of the construction project should be precisely defmed. A commitment should 

be made concerning the extent of grading to allow for the design of a data recovery 

program. One purpose of monitoring will be to ensure that earth disturbing activities stay 

within defined bounds and do not unnecessarily damage site areas both inside and outside 

project boundaries. In addition to impacts caused by grading within the defined 

boundaries, issues such as stockpiling of soil removed during grading and loading and 

unloading of equipment must be addressed. 

The significance of site areas to the Chumash should be detennined. The significance of 

the sites to all archaeologists conducting research concerning Chumash prehistory must be 

considered when assessing their scientific significance. If the depression near the 

southwest edge of the site is the remains of a sweatlodge. it is the earliest recognized 

religious structure in California. The Phase 2 report should compare the condition and size 

of the site with other sites of same time period. 

Proposals should provide information that demonstrates familiarity with research interests 

of archaeologists who conduct research in the area. Proposals should provide a research 

design that clearly relates procedures that will be used to accomplish project goals. 

Proposals should provide detailed descriptions of field and laboratory procedures that will 

be used. Proposals should make a commitment for curation of collections. 

.. 
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To Mary Ann DeHaven 

Chester King 
P.O. Box 826 

Topanga, California 90290 
(310) 455-2981 

December 2, 1998 

Concerning 25134 Pacific Coast Highway Phase 2 proposal 

Background 

I have reviewed the scope of work for a Phase 2 program at 25134 Pacific Coast High
way prepared by Gary Stickel. The Phase 2 testing program is to assess impacts of 
construction of a new single family residence on prehistoric archaeological site CA
LAN -803 and design measures to avoid or reduce identified impacts. The Phase 2 

testing program is proposed in response to requirements of the Malibu Zoning Ordi

nance. 

Section 9383 Section F2 of the Zoning Ordinance defines Phase 2 evaluation programs: 

Phase II Evaluations are investigations intended to gather any additional 
data necessary to assess the importance of the cultural resources identified 
in Phase I Inventories, to define site boundaries of the cultural resources, to 
asses the site's integrity, to evaluate the project's potential adverse impacts 
on cultural resources, and to develop measures to mitigate potential adverse 
impacts. Phase II Evaluation proposals shall be designed on a project-specific 
basis and must be guided by a research design/work plan that clearly 
identifies the study goals and articulates the proposed methods of data 
collection and analysis with the goals. 

Data collection methods may include a number of subsurface exploration 
techniques, including excavation of auger holes, test pits, or trenches. 

What additional data is necessary to accomplish the goals of a Phase 2 evaluation? 
The following discussion evaluates the need for additional information to accomplish 
the goals of a Phase 2 study as defined by the ordinance. 

Assess the importance of the cultural resources identified in Phase I Inventories 

• Although the Phase 2 program will gather more information concerning the importance 
of the cultural resources at the project area, available information including observa-
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tion of artifacts on the surface of the site, the site's situation, and similarities and 

differences with other sites provide most of the information needed to assess the impor. 
tance of the site. Assessment of the importance of sites requires comparison with the 

other prehistoric sites in the area. It is only by comparison with other sites that sites 
can be determined to be large or small, well or poorly preserved, situated in more or 
less easily defended ~ituations, etc.. The surface artifacts and what is known about 
the distribution of artifacts at site LAN-803 indicate that the site is a medium sized 
settlement that was occupied during the early part of the Early period when manos 
and metates were the most important milling implements. On the basis of differences 

in manos and metates, I suspect that occupation at the site is contemporary with the 
early occupation studied at Sweetwater Mesa (LAN-267). 

Excavations may discover features or burials that will further document the signifi
cance of the site. Because the test excavations are small and do not cover areas where 
cemeteries are most expected on the basis of comparison with other sites, they are not 
expected to encounter or identify burials or features. It is expected that the testing 
program will provide additional information concerning the importance of the site. The 
information will enhance our understanding of the site; however, this additional infor-
mation is not necessary to evaluate the importance of the site. • Define site boundaries of the cultural resources 

Boundary definition is necessary for determination of impacts and development of 
mitigation measures. The distribution of surface artifacts indicate that all of the area 
to be developed except possibly the northeastern comer of the project site is within the 

boundaries of LAN-803. 

Within LAN-803, the distributions of surface artifacts, differences in soil color and the 
presence of an apparent depression in the ground surface indicate areas where resi
dences were located and areas where men conducted various activities away from the 
residences. Often, boundaries can not be accurately mapped on the basis of surface 
observations and measurement of changes along a transect or groups of transects of 
excavation units can enable more accurate determination of boundaries. If the distance 
between excavation units is relatively short, information about absolute and relative 
frequencies of artifact types at different locations can be used to generate maps indicat
ing artifact frequency or graphs that indicate where major changes in frequencies 
occur. The maps or graphs can be used to document the locations of boundaries . 
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Asses the site's integrity 

It appears that the project area contains intact soils except in areas where geotest 
trenches have been excavated. Enough data should be gathered while conducting the 
f~st stage of test excavations to determine the integrity of the site deposits. 

Evaluate the prqject's pqtential adverse impacts qn cultural resqyrces 

Evaluation of impacts involves first determining the areas of soil disturbed by the 
project. This is done through study of the grading plan, landscape plan and knowledge 
of the types of earth disturbing activities that can occur during and after construction 
of a single family residence. After areas that will be disturbed are defined, data con
cerning the boundaries of different site areas can be used to determine the degree and 
significance of disturbance that will be caused by the project. 

Excavations that will occur outside of the areas covered by driveway, other paved 
areas, house, and pool and septic system include trenches for lawn and yard watering 
systems, trenches for utilities, holes for tree planting, walls for planting beds, terraced 
planting beds, and retaining walls, and supports for fences and gates. It is probable 
that areas, outside the paved area, will be used for staging while the project is being 
built. Creation and use of staging areas can cause significant impacts. All the impacts 
that will be caused by the project must be identified. 

Develqp measures tQ mitigate potential adverse impacts 

Mitigation measures are described in the Zoning Ordinance. Costs of mitigation pro
grams are limited and it will be necessary to estimate the costs of proposed mitigation 
programs to determine if they are feasible mitigation measures. The Zoning Ordinance 
describes mitigation programs: . 

Measures to mitigate potential impacts may include, but shall not be limited 
to, the following: 

a. In-situ preservation of the important cultural resource site. 
b. Avoiding damage to the important cultural resource site through 
the following approaches: 

!)Planning construction to miss important cultural resource sites. 
2)Planning parks or other open space to incorporate important 
cultural resource sites. 
3)"Capping" or covering important cultural resource sites with a 
layer of soil before building tennis courts, parking lots, or similar 
facilities. Capping may be utilized if all the following conditions are 

3 
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satisfied: 
a) The soils to be covered will not suffer serious compaction; • 
b) The covering materials are not chemically active; 
c) The site is one in which the natural processes of deteriora
tion have been effectively arrested; and 
d) The site has been recorded. 

4)Deeding important cultural resource sites into permanent conser
vation easements. 

c. Scientific data recovery of an appropriate sample of the important 
cultural resource(s) via surface collection and archaeological excavation 
as provided for under this Chapter. 

4. Limitations on Mitigation 
The limitations on mitigating adverse impacts on important cultural re
sources shall apply as provided in Appendix K, 14 Cal. Code Reg. § 15000, et 
seq., as may be amended from time to time. 

Measures to mitigate damage that are relevant for the proposed project are avoidance 
and scientific data recovery. Accurate determination of the boundaries ofthe site and 
boundaries of different site areas is necessary to either design a data recovery program 
or design the project to avoid sensitive areas. It is possible that a program involving a • 
mix of avoidance and data recovery will be necessary to mitigate damage that will be 
caused by the proposed project. The design of avoidance programs may require testing 
in areas within the parcel that are not affected by the proposed project. 

- The costs of conducting Phase 2 excavations in different site areas can be used to esti
mate the costs of mitigation programs. The costs of mitigation programs need to be 
estimated to determine if they can be conducted within cost limits. 

Goals of the Phase 2 Study 

The Phase 2 study will gather additional information to 1) define boundaries, 2) evalu
ate the project's impacts, and 3) develop measures to mitigate potential adverse im
pacts. 

The proposed first stage testing program will gather information useful for determin
ing relative costs of data salvage programs for the proposed project. Figure 2 of the 
proposal indicates the locations of excavations that will be conducted as part of the first 
stage of excavations. Information concerning the costs of data salvage will be used to 
determine whether salvage is a practical or feasible means of mitigation. If data sal
vage is not a feasible mitigation measure, it will be neces_sary to determine if the 
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project can be redesigned to reduce impacts to a level where data recovery is feasible . 

Mter completion of the first stage of the Phase 2 program, the scope of additional field 

work necessary to define boundaries, evaluate impacts, and design mitigation pro

grams will be determined. 

In addition to field work, analysis of the proposed project is necessary to determine the 

impacts of project elements. 

Recommendations 

I recommend approval of the Phase 2 study subject to the following conditions. These 
conditions describe modifications to the procedures to conduct excavations, conditions 
to preserve the site from disturbance during test excavations, procedures that will be 
used to process material that does not pass through 16 mesh per inch or larger mesh 

screens and the procedures that will be used to analyze the material. Procedures that 
will be used to report the results of the Stage 1 excavations are outlined. 

Condition 1: All excavations will be conducted to subsoil. 

• Condition 2: The site will be protected from unnecessary disturbance during 
excavation. Sifting of soil will be conducted off site. It appears that the west
ern edge of parcel is off site. The screening station should be located beyond 
areas where artifacts were observed on the surface. Care will be taken to 
avoid disturbance of the surface of the site. Unless a controlled surface col
lection is conducted, artifacts will be left in place. No motor vehicles will be 
permitted to drive on the site. Buckets and wheelbarrows will be used to 
transport soil to the screening station. Excavations will be backfilled with 
clean sand. 

• 

Condition 3: The following discussion describes procedures that will be used 
for processing screen residues and cataloguing the collection. The emphaSis 
of laboratory procedures will be consistent recovery and identification of 
cultural materials. The catalogue will be submitted to the City at the conclu
sion of the Stage 1 study. It will be submitted as a printout and on disc as a 
computerized text file with columns separated by tabs and rows by returns • 

During screening, residue materials will be sorted into several sizes: greater than 4 
mesh per inch, between 4 and 8 mesh per inch, and between 8 and 16 mesh per inch. 
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Washed screen residues will be dried on screens, and put into bags marked with prove- • 

nience information. Residues of different sizes will be placed in different bags, but all • 
mesh sizes from a level in a unit will be kept together in a larger bag. All levels from a 
unit will be delivered to a laboratory and be inventoried by a laboratory director. This 
inventory will be compared with the field inventory to ensure that no material is miss-
ing. 

The residues retained by the screens will be sorted in the laboratory. Residues will be 
separated into cultural and non-cultural constituents, cultural objects will be identi
fied, a catalogue of artifactual material will be created, and cultural materials will be 

prepared for curation. All materials including non-cultural screen residues will be 
stored until completion of Phase 2 studies. The catalogue will include an inventory of 
what is found in different mesh sizes according to the sorting categories listed below. 

All laboratory personnel will be trained in pertinent recovery and identification tech
niques. A laboratory director will 1). coordinate work in the laboratory, 2). check the 
identification of cultural materials, 3). met regularly with the project director to discuss 
progress in the laboratory and scheduling of tasks, and 4). work with cataloguers to 
manage the database and reduce errors in the catalogue. Other specific duties should 
be delegated to various laboratory workers. An important duty is maintaining inven- • 
tories of materials that are removed from the laboratory for study. 

Sorting: The purpose of sorting the screen residues is to recover artifactual material 
retained in screens. This is accomplished in three steps. The first step should occur 
during wet-screening activity when residue materials pass through screens of gradu-
ated mesh size (4, 8 and 16 mesh per inch). The second sorting step involves separat-
ing screen residues into cultural versus non-cultural residues. The final sorting step is 
a check-sort to recover cultural materials not seen in the first sort and to remove non
cultural residues from cultural materials. At this time the laboratory director will 
identify artifact tY}>eS and materials. The sorting procedure is elaborated upon below. 

Sorting Categories: Laboratory personnel will sort screen residues into categories 
including shell, bone, flakes, and non-cultural materials (the exact categories are listed 
below). Microscopes and magnifying lenses will be used on occasion to make identifica
tion of materials in the 16 mesh per inch size. All sorting work will be checked for 
thoroughness and accuracy by the laboratory director or another experienced person. 
Sorting categories that will be used in the laboratory processing are described in this 
section. The categories consist of cultural and non-cultural materials. • CHIPPED STONE. Projectile points, flakes, flake fragments and flake cores will be 
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sorted out of each size mesh. Lithic material will be identified and the chipped stone 
artifacts will be counted per mesh, per level. Cataloguers will enter this information 
into a computer database. The chipped stone materials may include: fused shale, 
chalcedony, chalcedony with quartz crystals, chalcedonic chert, Monterey chert, silty 
chert, quartzite, rhyolite, andesite, basalt, other igneous rock, and obsidian. 

Objects of debatable cultural significance will be also identified. The two classes of 
objects will be chunks and spalls. Spalls are defined as lithics displaying recently 
broken surfaces that might have been the result of fire alteration, natural battering, or 
cultural activity. Chunks are lithics that have been modified by cultural means; the 
diagnostic features are not sufficiently complete to merit further identification. 

GROUNDSTONE. Groundstone or possible groundstone, manos, metates, etc. will be 
identified by the laboratory crew. 

AsPHALTUM. Asphaltum will be identified by two properties: 1). its appearance, 

and 2). it will melt when touched with a hot soldering rod. 

BoNE. Bone pieces will be weighed and counted. Bone should be sorted into 
categories such as rodent, small mammal, large mammal, and fish . 

SHELL. Shell should be sorted out of all mesh sizes. Shell should be identified to 
species. 

FIRE-ALTERED RocK. Fire-altered rock and concretions may indicate the presence 
of features. Fire-altered rock and concretions will be sorted out of the 1 inch and 2 inch 
meshes only because it is difficult to distinguish in smaller meshes. Pieces of fire 
altered rock will be counted and weighed. 

HISTORIC. Historic remains such as lead shot, plastic, skeet, asphalt, glass, and 
metal will be sorted for all mesh sizes. This class of remains may be useful in identify
ing disturbance. Historic items will be weighed and catalogued. 

CARBON. Carbon will be sorted out of all mesh sizes. Carbonized material can be 
used to identify features and the types of plants found in a site. 

R.EsmU:E. Residue is a combination of natural rocks and gravels recovered from 
the site. Residue types expected at LAN-803 are shale, sandstone, and pea gravels 

Weighing: After the remains are classified and checked they will be weighed. Items 
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under 1800 grams in weight will be weighed in .01 gram increments. 

• Cataloguing: Cataloguing of cultural remains and non-cultural residues will occur 
after the remains are sorted, weighed, and checked by appropriate laboratory person
nel. Cataloguers will enter data into a computer database. The database will be used 
to generate printed labels for bags containing catalogued artifacts. 

The laboratory catalogue will serve two purposes. The catalogue will serv.e as a list of 
the materials retrieved from the sites and it also will serve as a database for current 
and future analyses. Cataloguers will check the inventory for errors regularly. Some 
errors will be found by sorting columns to look for inconsistent or anomalous entries. 
In addition, errors will probably be found when using the data ftle for preliminary 
analysis. Anomalies and other clues will be used to identify errors. Laboratory person
nel will investigate and correct all discovered inconsistencies in the database. 

Condition 3: A report will be submitted prior to approval of further Phase 2 
studies. The report will include: 1. tables listing the artifacts found by exca
vation unit and level, 2. a table listing the times spent excavating soil, times 
spent sifting soil and drying and sorting and bagging screen residues, and 
times spent cataloguing material for each excavatio~ 3. conclusions concern-
ing the results of the Stage 1 study, and if necessary, 4. a work plan for far· 
ther Phase 2 studies. 

• 
The report will include discussion of differences in interpretation of Early period sites 
reflected ·in the literature. The report will include discussion of issues related to the 
study of Early period sites in the Santa Monica Mountains and adjacent areas. Reports 
describe observations of distribution of artifact types at Early period sites in the Santa 
Monica Mountains at VEN-1019, LAN-451, and LAN-266. The discussion will describe 
the potential of site LAN-803 to resolve issues and provide useful information concern
ing early Malibu society. 

Groundstone tools, chipped stone tools, residues resulting from the use and retouching 
of tools, and stone tool manufacturing debitage recovered will be described in the re
port. The descriptions will assist in the identification of the types of activities such as 
food and material processing and tool manufacture that occurred at areas tested. 
The report conclusions will discuss the utility of the information gathered for distin- • 
guishing site boundaries and explain how further excavations will provide information 
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necessary to accomplish the goals of a Phase 2 evaluation. 
The report will provide information concerning the amounts of time spent for excava
tion, sorting and cataloguing for each excavation unit to enable comparison of costs of 

excavating in different site areas. 

A complete list of causes of soil disturbance that will result from construction and use 
of the project will be included in the Stage 1 report. The Stage 1 report will include an 

analysis of the impacts to the archaeological record that will result from the distur

bance. 

Condition 4: Second stage procedures will be designed to obtain the types of 
information necessary to 1) define boundaries, 2) evaluate the project's im
pacts, and 3) develop measures to mitigate potential adverse impacts. 

It may be possible to make a map of soil color (or an enhanced air photograph of soil 

color) and use it with the map of surface artifacts, and the data from the Stage 1 pro

gram to define many parts of the site. 

The map of the project indicates that the area developed for the pool is in the area of 
the possible structure depression. To determine if the depression is an indicator of a 
buried pit structure it will be necessary to excavate a trench through it to observe and 
record the soil profile. If a buried structure is present, features may be discovered 

below. or near its floor. 

At sites of similar age, cairns of metates are often found in cemeteries. Probes or re
mote sensing could be used to locate concentrations of rocks that may be me tate cairns. 
If concentrations of rocks are located, excavations adequate to identify their contents 
should be conducted . 
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To Craig Ewing 

Chester King 
P.O. Box826 

Topanga, California 90290 
(310) 455-2981 

January 10, 1999 

Concerning 25134 Pacific Coast Highway Phase 2 proposal 

I have reviewed the revised scope of work for a Phase 2 program at 25134 Pacific Coast Highway 

prepared by Gary Stickel on December 21, 1998. The first 18 pages of the proposal are identical to 

the proposal prepared on November 16, 1998. 

Approximately two pages of discussion are added to the original proposal. The additions do not 

address my concerns with the previous proposal. The added material includes a discussion of 

sampling procedure to be used for the second stage testing program and a discussion of analysis and 

report writing. The discussion of sampling does not define the boundaries of the areas to be 

• 

sampled, it does not describe the sizes and frequencies of the activity areas or features that are to be 

identifled or the required level of probability that pertinant features will be identifled. Discussion of • 

the parameters of the sampling program would enable the scale of the second stage testing program 
to be estimated. The proposed stratified random sampling program will probably require extensive 

excavations if statistically signiflcant results are to be obtained. 

My main concern is that the proposed program may result in a product that fails to satisfy the re
quirements of the zoning ordinance and fails to provide information adequate to enable the planning 

department to prepare a CEQA study. 

In my previous review, I did not discuss my concerns but rather proposed a set of conditions that 

addressed my concerns. The conditions I proposed were similar to those proposed for another 

project that Dr. Stickel is working on in Malibu. The procedures described in the condition are 

procedures I have used and are the procedures I would use if I was conducting the Phase 2 study. 

The conditions were for the purpose of clarifying the procedures that would be used to conduct the 

study because the proposal did not describe procedures that would be used. Dr. Stickers response to 

my proposed conditions for the other project revealed that he is proposing to use procedures that 
differ signiflcantly from my conditioned procedures. In the proposal, he does not describe his initial· 

sorting procedures. The procedures are apparently referred to by the phrase "All recovered data" on. 
page 19 first paragraph and by the phrase "recovered artifacts and ecofacts" on p'age 20 last para-

graph. 
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FIELD SORTING OF SCREEN RESIDUES 

Dr. Stickel's response to my proposed condition describing procedures to recover and process 

artifacts indicates he has his field crew sort out the materials that are to be further analyzed in the 

field. Material not bagged is dumped in the field. Each person screening determines what is sent to 

the lab. 

Most archaeological excavators in the area where Chumash languages were spoken prior to Spanish 

colonization stopped using field sorting procedures over 20 years ago. Archaeologists have regularly 

sorted all material remaining in screens in laboratories. In Santa Barbara County, County guidelines 

require laboratory sorting of material remaining in screens from excavations conducted for Phase 2 

and Phase 3 studies. 

Field sorting of materials that remained in screens was standard procedure in 1960 when I started 

working on archaeology projects. We most often used 4 mesh per inch screens although occasion

ally we used 8 mesh screens or 2 mesh screens. Excavations were often square and measured 5 feet, 

or 2 meters on a side. There was a greater emphasis on excavation of features and less emphasis on 

small artifact recovery. Most funded excavations were for the purpose of salvaging information 

from sites that were being destroyed by reservoir or highway projects. Excavations were not con

ducted for environmental assessments. There were no legal procedures that allowed for preserva

tion. 

When we used dry screening, soil wa:s often shoveled directly from an excavation into a screen. The 

screen was then shook until soil fell through; remaining soil was rubbed through screens as well as 

could be done; and the remaining residues were then shook to the end of the screen away from the 

screener. The residues were then moved in small quantities across the screen toward the screener. 

Artifacts that were observed during this process were taken out of the screen and placed in a bag. 

As material was sorted, chunks of soil and rock were allowed to accumulate at the end of the screen 

near the sorter. The field sorting process could be repeated until few artifacts were found and the 

remaining ~on tents of the screen were then dumped into the pile of screened soil. All observed 

artifacts were placed into bags. The contents of the bag were later further sorted in a laboratory. 

Mter the screen was dumped, the excavator shoveled more soil into the screen and the screening and 

field sorting process was repeated. Often we did not save flakes bones without articular ends or 

many other categories of artifacts during field screening. We mostly collected shaped artifacts and 

tools that are usually large enough to be retained in 4 mesh screens. Each individual that sorted 

material from the screens independently decided what to save and·what to discard. Eight mesh 

screens were the finest mesh screens used. It is not possible to field sort most artifacts out of 16 

mesh screens. 
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Since the late 1970s, wet screening and laboratory sorting of all screen residues has been standard 

procedure for cultural resource management studies and archaeological research studies in the • 

Chumash area. Cost and the needs of management studies have led to excavation of smaller samples 

using techniques to consistently recover small artifacts. The excavation of smaller samples is driven 

both by cost considerations and desires to minimally damage sites that might be preserved. The 

Santa Barbara County guidelines for Phase 2 and Phase 3 projects requires laboratory sorting of all 

materials that remain in screens. Laboratory sorting of all material that remains in screens has been 

adopted to obtain replicable results and reduce differences between samples that inevitably result 

from errors. I have found that no archaeologists are perfect and that we all make errors of observa-

tion and recordation. The adoption of strict standardized procedures for collecting data reduces 

errors and usually allows for identification and correction of errors that do occur. Some of the 

reasons that laboratory sorting has become standard procedure in much of California are: 

1. If field sorters are extremely conscientious and try to recover all artifacts it takes more time to 

sort material under less than optimal conditions and lengthens the time spent in the field. Even if the 

sorters are conscientious individual differences in visual acuity is apt to introduce differences in 

recovery and the difference can not be measured. By saving all material that is retained in the 

screens it is possible to check all sorts and standardize recovery rates. 

2. Small objects that pass through 8 mesh screens and remain in 16 mesh screens are not possible to. 

differentiate from small gravels and large sand while they are wet. They are most efficiently sorted 

in the lab. They are also most efficiently sorted under magnification. 

3. Frequencies of different gravel sizes in different parts of the soil profile reflects the length of time 

that soil has developed since abandonment I have found that consistent collection of non-cultural 

materials can unexpectedly aid in interpretation of the distributions of cultural materials. Non

cultural materials can be compared to cultural materials to determine if they have similar histories of 

being sorted by gophers and earthworms. In the Sweetwater Mesa report, I discussed the distribu

tion of different sizes of non cultural and cultural materials in the soil profile of a control excavation 

that I laboratory sorted. 

4. Laboratory sorting reduces the amount of observer error. Standardized recovery is necessary if 

samples are to be statistically compared. Statistically significant differences between collections 

from different site areas can easily result from errors or differences between sorters. I analyzed a 

collection made in the early 70s by a field class for community college teachers to help them im

prove their weekend field classes. The students in the class had master degrees in anthropology and 

many had experience teaching archaeology field classes. I attempted to map the frequencies of 

animal bone recovered from the excavations to show where bone was concentrated in the site. The 

collection had been made by sorting the residues remaining in screens in the field. The soil from • 
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some excavations was sifted through 8 mesh per inch screens arid the soil from other excavations 

was sifted through 4 mesh per inch screens. I found that differences in recovery were sometimes 

greater than differences that apparently reflected differences between site areas and found it impos

sible to map more detail than presence of bone in excavated areas. In two adjacent excavations, 

more small bone was recovered by excavators using a 4 mesh per inch screen than excavators using 

8 mesh screen. The differences were probably due to a multiplicity of causes. Perhaps the excava

tors in one excavation excavated faster and encouraged the screeners to empty their screens before 

removing as many artifacts. Perhaps there were differences in degree of dedication or understanding 

of the purpose of the research. Perhaps there. were differences in eyesight. Perhaps there were 

differences in training. The affects of these differences can be reduced by reducing the number of 

decision makers and the number of differences between decision makers. 

REASONS FOR REGULARLY RECOVERING SMALL ARTIFACTS. 

Small artifacts can be the main indicator of cultural activity. During salvage excavations at 

Vandenberg AFB a crew under my direction excavated an area with a hearth and a flat floor visible 

in sidewall profiles. It was apparently a temporary house used while gathering. In addition to a few 

fire altered rocks, the only artifacts near the floor were small flakes that passed through 8 mesh 

screens. These were probably flakes that passed through mats placed on the floor . They may have 

been the result of tool use. Outside of the house area, a concentration of larger flakes was found in 

an area where stone tools were apparently manufactured. 

During salvage excavations in 1970 at Pitas Point, I unknowingly discarded most of the beads that 

were present in the site through 8 and 4 mesh screens. I excavated 1 meter square control units and 

screened them through 8 mesh screens and lab sorted the residues. I found few beads. Later after I 

conducted research for my dissertation and after I analyzed beads that had been recovered from the 

midden at Talepop using different screen sizes and recovery techniques, I realized that over 90 

percent of the beads used during the main occupation at the site passed through the 8 mesh screens. 

I should have used 16 mesh screens for the control samples to get close to representative samples of 

beads. 

Consistent recovery of small artifacts usually greatly increases the number of artifacts recovered 

from an excavation. When small holes are excavated, fewer artifacts are expected to be recovered 

than when large holes are excavated. To recover enough artifacts to enable statistically· meaningful 

conclusions concerning the boundaries of activity areas, it is necessary to recover small artifacts. 

When I first started doing archaeology in the 1960s, we collected small samples (column samples), 

water screened them through 16 mesh screens, and sorted the screen residues in a laboratory . 
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THE TWO STERILE LEVEL RULE 

Dr. Stickel claims his two sterile level rule for cessation of excavations is the most common practice. 

in California. In 1960 when I worked on archaeological projects I was told stories of archaeologists 

who stopped digging just feet above buried occupation deposits. The two levels Stickel refers to 

only total eight inches in thickness. I was never taught nor have I practiced any two level rule. By 

excavating small excavations, sorting in the field and deciding to stop excavations after two small 

levels without observing artifacts, it is possible that significant areas of the site will be ignored or 

determined to have no significance. Stickel refers to his two sterile level rule in his old text on the 

top of page 19 and in the second paragraph in his added material on page 20. I recommend that all 

excavations be conducted to subsoil. 

OTHER PROBLEMS 

The mapped location of the planned geotest trench differs from the location indicated on the map 

submitted to the City geologist. It indicates placement of the trench south of the previously exca

vated trench. The excavation of small test holes may fail to identify artifacts in areas where few 

artifacts are found on the surface. Inconclusive results may require stage 2 testing to assess the 

impacts of the trench prior to its excavation. 

On page 18 it is stated that originally the pool was placed over the possible sweatlodge depression • and the developer agreed to move the pool to avoid the possible structure. I believe the original plan 

referred to was a plan that was used by the geologists during escrow related studies. On this older 

plan, development was restricted to the east half of the parcel and the development resulted in 

disturbance of less of the site than the present plan. On the attached map, the plan included in the 

proposal is shown with the information presented in Figure 2 of my Phase 1 report superimposed on 

it. It appears that the depression is in the developed area. 

MEASURES TO AVOID UNNECFSSARY DISTURBANCE OF THE SITE DURING EXCAVATION 

I have observed that frequently archaeological studies can result in a significant amount of site 

disturbance. Dr. Stickel has stated that he is sensitive to the issue of site preservation and Native 

American concerns and presumably does not object to conditions whose purpose is maintenance of 

the site's integrity. I recommended: 

The site will be protected from unnecessary disturbance during excavation. Sifting of 

soil will be conducted off site. It appears that the western edge of parcel is off site. 

The screening station should be located beyond areas where artifacts were observed 

on the surface. Care will be taken to avoid disturbance of the surface of the site. 

Unless a controlled surface collection is conducted, artifacts will be left in place. No 
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motor vehicles will be permitted to drive on the site. Buckets and wheelbarrows will 

be used to transport soil to the screening station. Excavations will be backfilled with 

clean sand. 

PuRPoSE OF THE PHASE 2 STUDY 

In my review of the November proposal, I discussed the status of existing knowledge and outlined 

the goals of the Phase 2 study. I concluded that the Phase 2 study should gather additional informa

tion to 1) define boundaries, 2) evaluate the project's impacts, and 3) develop measures to mitigate 

potential adverse impacts. These are not the goals of the proposed study: 

Dr. Stickel states his goals at the end of his proposal: 

Once the salient information of the test phase results are obtained (including the 

combined data from Stages I and II and the results from the tests of the hypotheses 

are available, the assembled data will then be compared to the CEQA guidelines and 

the data based significance of the portion of the site established. 

A complete draft Test Phase (Phase 2) report will then be written that will include 

recommendations for the mitigation (Phase 3) CRM work period. 

Apparently Dr. Stickel's goals are to determine significance according to CEQA and propose a 

project that would spend time excavating at the site. The statement of goals raises more questions 

than it answers. What is the salient information? Is it differences in frequencies of midden constitu

ents? How will the hypotheses be tested? What measures will be used to test the hypotheses? 

The site is significant according to CEQA guidelines. Determination of significance should not be 

the focus of the Phase 2 study. In addition to designing measures to work at the site, measures to 

avoid impacts should be proposed. There is no indication that the proposed Phase 2 study will 

attempt to identify significant impacts or develop measures adequate to mitigate them. 

In my previous review, I suggested how the proposed Stage 1 program (assuming that careful recov

ery procedures would be used) could provide important information. I suggested: 

The proposed first stage testing program could gather information useful for deter

mining relative costs of data salvage programs for the proposed project. Figure 2 of 

the proposal indicates the locations of excavations that will be conducted as part of 

the first stage of the Phase 2 study. Information concerning the costs of data salvage 

can be used to determine whether salvage is a practical or feasible means of mitiga

tion. If data salvage is not a feasible mitigation measure, it will be necessary to 

determine if the project can be redesigned to reduce impacts to a level where data 

recovery is feasible. 
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After completion of the first stage of the Phase 2 program, the scope of additional 

field work necessary to define boundaries, evaluate impacts, and design mitigation 

pro grams will be determined. 

I proposed a condition that described the contents of a report that would be useful for environmental 

review. I described the contents of the Stage 1 report: 

. A report will be submitted prior to approval of further Phase 2 studies. The report 

will include: 1. tables listing'the artifacts found by excavation unit and level, 2. a 

table listing the times spent excavating soil, times spent sifting soil and drying and 

sorting and bagging screen residues, and times spent cataloguing material for each 

excavation, 3. conclusions concerning the results of the Stage 1 study, and if neces

sary, 4. a work plan for further Phase 2 studies. 

The report will include discussion of differences in interpretation of Early period sites 

reflected in the literature. The report will include discussion of issues related to the 

study of Early period sites in the Santa Monica Mountains and adjacent areas. Re

ports describe observations of distribution of artifact types at Early period sites in the 

Santa Monica Mountains at VEN-1019, LAN-451, and LAN-266. The discussion 

will describe the potential of site LAN-803 to resolve issues and provide useful 

information concerning early Malibu society. 

Groundstone tools, chipped stone tools, residues resulting from the use and retouch-
. . 

ing of tools, and stone tool manufacturing debitage recovered will be described in the 

report. The descriptions will assist in the identification of the types of activities such 

as food and material processing and tool manufacture that occurred at areas tested. 

The report conclusions will discuss the utility of the information gathered for distin

guishing site boundaries and explain how further excavations will provide informa

tion necessary to accomplish the goals of a Phase 2 evaluation. 

The report will provide information concerning the amounts of time spent for excava

tion, sorting and cataloguing for each excavation unit to enable comparison of costs 

of excavating in different site areas. 

A complete list of causes of soil disturbance that will result from construction and use 

of the project will be included in the Stage 1 report. The Stage 1 report will include 

an analysis of the impacts to the archaeological record that will result from the distur

bance . 

I suggested several approaches for documentation of features and activity areas at the site during 

second stage studies. I observed: 
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It may be possible to make a map of soil color (or an enhanced air photograph of soil 
color) and use it with the map of surface artifa.c.ts .. and the data from the Stage 1 
program to define many parts of the site. 

The map of the project indicates that possible structure depression is in the develop

ment area. To determine if the depression is an indicator of a buried pit structure it is 

necessary to excavate a trench through it to observe and record the soil profile. If a 

buried structure is present, features may be discovered below or near its floor. 

At sites of similar age, cairns of metates are often found in cemeteries. Probes or 
remote sensing could be used to locate concentrations of rocks that may be metate 

cairns. If concentrations of rocks are located, excavations adequate to identify their 

contents should be conducted. 

CoNcLUSIONS 

The revised proposal does not address concerns expressed in my review of the initial proposal. On 

the basis of his comments concerning another project it appears that Dr. Stickel will refuse to re
spond to comments in a constructive manner. I suggest that the City refuse to accept the proposal. 

This review and my previous review describe the components of an adequate program. Dr. Stickel 
can devise an acceptable program from my comments. 
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Review of A Phase 2 <Test Phase) of Archaeological Site CA-LAN-803 at 25126 Pacific Coast 
Highway. Malibu. California. prepared by E. Gary Stickel 

Project address also listed as 25134 Pacific Coast Highway (PPR 98-235) 

Analysis of data gathered by the Phase 2 excavations 

I analyzed the data contained in the catalogue from the test excavations before reading the test 
report conclusions. The information gathered indicates the presence of small artifacts below the 
plow zone in the vicinity of STP 5, 6 and 7 where few artifacts were obseJ1ed on the surface. The 
infonnation gathered from the other test excavations is consistent with my observations of the 
distribution of artifacts on the site surface. 

For my analysis, I summarized the catalogue data so that I could compare with data from other 
sites and compare the different areas excavated within the site. I tabulated the catalogued artifacts 
according to the mesh size needed to recover them. I used width of artifacts as a proxy for mesh 
size. I used measurements of the diagonal spaces of hardware cloth (screens), and sizes of beads 
recovered from different excavations (King 1982) to estimate the widths of flakes that would pass 
through different mesh sizes. Objects wider than 7 mm were classified as being retained in 4 mesh 
screens and those with widths greater than 3.5 mm were classified as being retained in 8 mesh 
screens. Objects with widths greater than 2.0 mm will be retained in 16 mesh screens. 

Many artifacts I have tabulated as small enough to pass through a larger mesh size are probably 
thick or irregularly shaped and would actually be retained in a screen with a larger mesh size. The 
table therefore contains larger numbers of artifacts for smaller meshes than would be found if the 
artifacts were actually size sorted through meshes. The frequencies of small flakes and shatter is 
less than expected if all the products of stone flaking were present in the excavations. Less than 
2% of the artifacts from the test excavations were less than 3.5 mm in width. Either stones were 
flaked at workshop locations away from the tested areas or the artifact recovery procedures failed 
to collect most small flakes and shatter. Artifact materials listed in the catalogue include cherts, 
chalcedony. fused shale, quartzite, and metavolcanic (apparently andesite and rhyolite). The 
relative frequencies of these stone materials is similar to the frequencies of chipped stone materials 
observed during surface mapping in the areas tested. The following tables summarize infonnation 
from the catalogue . 
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Table 1: Frequencies of Chipped Stone Artifacts from Shovel Test Pits • 4mesh 8mesh l6mesh 
·Excavation ::bert chalc metavo quartzite chert lchalc metavo quart2 chert chalc Total rr'm2 
iSTP 1 2 1 3 12 
ISTP4 1 1 1 3 ~~ 

;STP5 8 1 1 3 13 52 
iSTP6 5 3 1 9 36 
!STP-7 12 1 4 1 18 7'2 
!STP-8 • 1 1 4 
iSTP-9 8 1 3 2 1 15 6(J 

ISTP-10 4 1 1 1 ., 28 
iSTP-11 5 1 {J 24 
STP-12 3 1 1 1 6 24 
ISTP-13 7 .1. 9 127 
ISTP-14 3 2 1 6 85 
ISTP-15 2 2 28 
ISTP-16 4 1 5 71 
ISTP-17 1 1 14 
STP-19 2 1 3 42 
STP-20 3 1 4 Sl 
STP-21 1 1 J. 28 
STP-22 2 1 1 4 Sl 
ISTP-23 1 1 1 J 42 • STP-24 2 1 1 1 5 71 
,STP-25 j+1 1 1 chop . (j 1 16 22(j 

:ore 
iSTP-26 2 .1. 28 
!STP-27 1 1 "i. 28 
ISTP-28 2 3 5 71 
!STP-31 1 1 14 
Total 81 14 4 3 31 (j 1 1 1 1 151 

Table 2: Frequencies of Chipped Stone Artifacts from Test Pit 1 

4mesh 8mesh 16mesh 
Excavation Chert chalc metavo quartzite chert chalc metaV<J quartz chert chalc Total 
TPI, 0-10 17 8 1 1 9 4 40 
TP1, 10-20 15 7 1 10 5 38 
TP1, 20-30 26 5 1 1 12 1 1 2 55 
TP1, 30-40 A 15 7 4 3 1 1 31 
ifP1, 30-40 B 13 6 1 3 1 1 25 
iTPl, 40-50 5 1 1 3 1 1 12 
!Total 91 34 4 3 . 41 21 1 1 2 3 201 
also two 8 mes t1 stze fused shale flakes found tn T PI one in 10-20 other in 2( ·30 em level • 
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T bl 3 F fCh. dSt A "fi f T tPit2 a e : ·requenctes o 1ppec one rt1 acts rom es 
4mesh 8mesh 

Excavation phert chalc quartzite chert chalc Total 
TP2, 0-10 I J. 1 3 1 14 
TP2, 10-20 3 i. 1 ~ 

Total 10 4 1 3 2 2(] 

Table 4: Frequencies of Chip~ Stone Artifacts from Test Pit 3 
4mesh 8mesh 16 mesh 

Excavation :bert chalc metavo quartzite chert chalc chalc Total 
TP3, 0-10 9 2 11 
TP3, 10-20 3 J. 1 1 7 
TP3, 20-30 6 J. 1 :l. 1 . 1;;. 
TP3, 30-40 2 J. 1 5 
Total 20 (j 1 1 5 1 1 35 

Table 5: Free uencies of Chipped Stone Artifacts from Test Pit 4 
4mesh 8mesh 16mesh 

Excavation ~bert chalc metavo quartziteJ chert I chalc chert Tota1 
TP4, 0-10 10 5 1 1 t/ 
TP4, 10-20 13 4 1 1 1 4 24 
TP4, 20-30 6 2 8 
TP4, 30-40 1 1 :J. 

Total 24 Hl 1 8 5 " 5 
also one 16 mesh metavolcanic in 20-30 em level 

After tabulating the artifacts, I mapped the frequencies of artifacts recovered from the excavations. 
To map the relative frequencies of artifacts found in different size excavations, I computed the 
relative areas of a 30 em circle and 50 and 100 em squares to enable comparison of the amounts of 
material found in different site areas. I multiplied the numbers of artifacts from 50 em squares by 4 
and the artifacts from 30 em diameter holes by 14.15 to estimate the number of artifacts that would 
be expected per square meter. (The actual area sampled in lower levels of many of the 30 em 
diameter excavations was less than estimated because many pits were conical shaped and less soil 
than estimated was excavated from lower levels- the report does not provide infonnation 
concerning volumes of soil excavated from different levels). Figure 1 presents infonnation 
concerning the densities of artifacts found in test excavations. The size of the squares around test 
excavation locations indicates the relative frequencies of artifacts found in the test excavations. The 
highest density of artifacts was found in STP 25. A core and a chopper were found in this 
excavation. Artifacts were also recovered from deeper levels in this excavation than most nearby 
excavations. It appears that this excavation was in or near the edge of the main residential area at 
the site. 

The second and third highest densities were near the eastern edge of the area with the highest 
density of chipped stone artifacts. The test excavations were near the edges or outside the areas of 
highest concentrations of artifacts mapped on the surface of the site. The test excavations 
recovered 461 artifacts. Over 626 artifacts were recorded when I mapped the surface of the site. 
No test excavations were placed in the area containing a concentration of types of artifacts 
associated with houses. The test excavations did not significantly increase knowledge concerning 
CA-LAN-803. They do not provide information that changes evaluation of the significance of the 
~te. . 
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Discussion of Stickel conclusions 

The following discussion is an analysis of the conclusions in the Stickel report. In most cases I 
strongly disagree with the conclusions. My co~clusions are .based on th~ results of ~e test . . 
excavations, my observations of the swface arttfacts at the s1te, my studies at other s1tes of Simdar 
occupation period that contained similar artifacts, and my extensive knowledge of sites in Malibu 
and southern California. I believe I am uniquely qualified to evaluate the significance of CA-LAN-
803. 

I have specialized in the study of California archaeology and ethnohistory. My dissertation 
Evolution of Chumash Society explains changes in beads and ornaments in the Santa Barbara 
Channel during the last 7000 years. It also organizes important background information 
concerning changes in technology and site locations. I am the author of a chapter concerning the 
archaeology ofprotohistoric and historic native sites in the California Volume of the Handbook of 
North American Indians published by the Smithsonian Institution. I have conducted archaeological 
studies in Malibu since 1961. I am presently inventorying archaeological sites in the SMMNRA 
for the NPS and my research has involved recording Early period sites. One of my research goals 
is the discovery of changes in settlement distribution over time. My research involves establishing 
historic baselines with information concerning the locations of historic settlements and the 
identification of the sites of the historic settlements that contain early historic period artifacts. The 
distributions of historic settlements is then compared with the distributions of sites of earlier 
periods. This comparison has enabled the identification of shifts in settlement locations and 
changes in settlement distributions. 

I am a recognized expert concerning Early period sites in southern California. I was recently 
requested to write the section: The Early Southern California Tradition (southern California Early 
period) 8000 BP- 3000 BP for the Encyclopedia of Prehistory- North America Volume. The 
Encyclopedia will cover the world and all of human prehistory and is being organized by Human 
Relations Area Files. I have submitted my manuscript. The Encyclopedia will be published by 
Kluwer Academic. I also recently co-authored a chapter "Middle Holocene adaptations .in the Santa 
Monica Mountains" (Gamble and King 1997). The chapter discusses Early period sites. The 
chapter is in a collection published by the UCLA Institute of Archaeology. I have discussed 
research needed concerning Early period sites. 

Dr. Stickel's conclusions begin on page 41 of his report. The first conclusion is Dr. Minch's 
intetpretation that the possible sweatlodge depression was made by the recent actions of a tractor. I 
first observed the depression during my mapping of surface artifacts in 1997. After its discovery. 
equipment used to conduct geological studies drove through the depression. The site was disked 
for weed abatement in the spring of 1998. The driving of equipment through the area decreased 
the clarity of definition of the depression. The tractor tracks that Dr. Minch describes as causing 
the depression were left after my discovery and were probably the result of disking in 1988. They 
could not have caused the formation of the depression. I have excavated semi-subterranean houses 
in California. Utah and Idaho. I have discovered pits remaining from sweatlodge structures in 
southern California sites. On the basis of my observations experience and on site consultation with 
geo-archaeologist Jeff Parsons, I believe that there is a good possibility that the depression 
indicates the presence of a subterranean pit structure. 

Stickel concludes that only a few tools were found in comparison with a site he excavated in Palos 
Verdes. In evaluating LAN-803, he consistently compares it to a site he excavated in Palos Verdes 
that he designates OTPV -5. No report concerning the site is referenced, use of a temporary 
designation indicates a site record form has not been filed at the UCLA Information Center. It is 
not possible to assess Stickel's comparisons when he controls the information available concerning 
the site. It is not clear from Stickel's discussion when the site was occupied, Stickel says "initially 
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hypothesized to be the same age as LAN-803." There are reports (published and manuscripts on • 
file at UCLA) concerning sites in Malibu that were occupied at the same time as the project site. 
Information from these reports should be used for comparisons not information available only to 
Gary Stickel. The proportions of artifact types from other Malibu sites such as LAN-267, LAN-
266, and LAN-958 are more relevant to evaluating LAN-803 than a site in Palos Verdes. 

The observed proportion of shaped tools to refuse from making and using stone tools is not 
unusual for an Early period site in Malibu. The amount of debitage in a site is largely due to the 
ease of acquiring material and the quality of stone. The quality determines the amount of waste 
material the stone produces. The relative frequencies of debitage .to tools also varies between 
different areas of sites. If Stickel had excavated in the area that artifacts indicate houses were 
present he would probably have found lower proportions of debitage to shaped tools. The 
proportions would probably be more similar to those from S'IP-25. 

Stickel states that no stone bone or charcoal was recovered. These types of remains are probably 
mostly broken up or dissolved. There may be remains preserved in the area not investigated where 
artifacts associated with houses are concentrated. Faunal and floral remains are often found best 
preserved in the vicinity of house locations. The length of occupations at sites influences the 
degree of preservation of animal remains. The greater amount of shell and bone deposited at a site 
the greater are the chances of preservation of bone and shell. Soils at sites that have been enriched 
in calcium caused by the decay of shell and bone preserves remaining bone and shell better than 
soils with less calcium. Two of the largest sites in Malibu that were occupied at the same time as 
LAN-803 are LAN-267 and LAN-30. These sites had higher densities of shell and artifacts than 
LAN-803. The preservation is the result of occupation at these sites for a longer period of time 
than LAN-803. The length of occupation at a site results in different opportunities for 
archaeological research. At sites occupied for shorter lengths of time, activity areas are often more • 
distinct than they are at sites occupied for long lengths of time where the use of particular areas is 
more apt to change. 

Stickel states that no diagnostic or time marker artifacts were recovered. He does not define what 
characterizes a diagnostic or time marker artifact. Perhaps he would consider no artifact found in 
early Early period sites to be temporally diagnostic. Al1 artifacts observed during mapping of 
artifacts on the surface and from excavations are similar to artifacts found at sites that date to Early 
period Phase x (6000-4000 BC). The artifacts include distinctive types of manos. metates, 
unnotched points, and other tools. No artifacts that are commonly found in sites occupied after 
4000 BC including notched points, contracting stem points, mortars and pestles were found. 

Stickel states that no human bone was recovered Cemeteries are expected on the basis of 
discoveries at similar sites. Human bone has only been found in cemeteries at other early Early 
period sites. If any of the test excavations were placed in a cemetery they apparently missed hitting 
burials. Burials found in Early period Phase x cemeteries often have spaces between metate cairns 
large enough to accommodate a 50 centimeter square. The size of cemetery expected to be present 
at LAN-803 is small enough to have been completely missed by the testing program. It is most 
probable that the testing program failed to excavate in cemeteries. 

Stickel states that the site covers the relatively flatter upper slopes of the property. It was originally 
recorded on the parcel adjacent to the east and an area of the site is present on the adjacent pareel • 
I agree with Stickel that the entire project area is within an archaeological site. This is supported 
both by surface observations and the results of the test excavations. Stickel states the site area is 
10,859 square meters. This number appears smaller than the area where artifacts were found. A 
very exact number is given. It is not explained how the measurement was made. Stickel excavated. 
8.3 square meters for his testing program. This is 0.076% of his· estimated site area. The test 
excavations were not scattered randomly or uniformly across the site but were located within areas 
identified by particular project elements. 
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Stickel discusses the depth of the site. The smaller volume of soil excavated from lower levels and 
a procedure that is biased toward finding artifacts near the surface probably affected the 
determination of depth. If Stickel's two level procedure is used and two artifacts are present in the 
0-10 em level they will be discovered using his procedure. If they are in the 30-40 em level they 
will not be discovered because the excavation will not be excavated past three levels without 
artifacts being found. Testing was all marginal to the main activity areas defined on the basis of 
concentrations of artifacts on the surface of the site. It is probable that soils are deeper in some of 
these areas. 

After abandonment of a settlement, wood and thatch are destroyed by termites, molds and other 
organisms, the earth covered roofs of sweatlodges collapse and basins formed by excavations for 
houses and subterranean sweatlodges begin to be filled by soil that washes in. Soil is dynamic and 
if observed over time moves. Earthworms bring large amounts of small soil particles to the surface 
every year. Gophers bring particles up to two inches in diameter to the surface. Over time the 
actions of biological and geologic process continue to alter the composition of sites. Different 
sized artifacts begin to be sorted by size in the soil with large objects concentrated near the bottom 
of the active soil and medium sized objects concentrated near the surface of the soil. Models ron 
on computers have generated distributions that match observation of artifact distributions at sites 
abandoned for different lengths of time. The longer a site has been abandoned the greater it is apt 
to be altered. 

Stickel states that no house remains were found. He avoided excavation in areas where artifacts 
associated with houses were found. Expectations of house floors in an over 6000 year old site on 
the crest of a ridge in Malibu is unrealistic. Features including clusters of artifacts and rocks are 
apt to be found but compacted house floors are probably no longer present. Mter abandonment of 
a settlement, wood and thatch are destroyed by termites, molds and other organisms, the earth 
covered roofs of sweatlodges collapse and basins formed by excavations for houses and 
subterranean sweatlodges begin to be filled by soil that washes in. Soil is dynamic and if observed 
over time moves. Earthworms bring large amounts of small soil particles to the surface every year. 
Gophers bring particles up to two inches in diameter to the surface. Over time the actions of 
biological and geologic process continue to alter the composition of sites. Different sized artifacts 
begin to be sorted by size in the soil with large objects concentrated near the bottom of the active 
soil and medium sized objects concentrated near the surface of the soil. Models run on computers 
have generated distributions that match observation of artifact distributions at sites abandoned for 
different lengths of time. The longer a site has been abandoned the greater it is apt to be altered. 

Stickel apparently confuses the activity areas that I defined during mapping of surface artifacts with 
features that he found in areas less than 1 meter square. The areas I defined were over 100 square 
meters in area. Stickel appears ·unable to understand anything I have said concerning the site. He 
claims that his failure to discover small clusters of artifacts refutes the presence of large areas I 
identified with different artifact frequencies. The different frequencies are documented by the 
mapping of surface artifacts. Stickel has a copy of my map and notes yet he does not use the data 
in his analysis. Figure 4 summarizes my observations from surface mapping and test excavations 
at CA-LAN-803 Stickel avoided excavation in all of the hatched areas indicated on the map. If the 
areas indicated on the map are separate activity areas I would consider the site very complex. 

On page 44 Stickel concludes that the site is a factory for stone tool manufacture used by people at 
an unidentified adjacent settlement. The artifacts at LAN-803 indicate the presence of a residential 
area at the site. Stickel's excavations were outside this area and other areas of highest 
concentration of surface artifacts. He explains the manos as indicating a kind of bakery site where 
flour is ground to be taken to peoples homes. In all California and Southwestern settlement sites I 
am familiar with, grinding implements are concentrated in houses. Stickel's determination is 
reminiscent of another archaeologist's determination that the ethnohistoric village of Mescalitan 
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considered by members of the Portola expedition to be the largest town they saw in California was 
a seasonal fishing camp. Stickel's detennination is unacceptable. His failure to reference pertinent 
literature concerning similar Early period sites in the Malibu area demonstrates a lack of 
professional responsibility. 

Significance 

The City Zoning Ordinance defines important cultural resource 
9381. Definitions 
D. "Important cultural resource" shall meet one of the following criteria: 

1. Is associated with an event or person of either 
a. recognized significance in California or American history or 
b. recognized scientific importance in prehistory; or 

2. Can provide information which is both of demonstrable public interest and useful in 
addressing scientifically consequential and reasonable archaeological research 
questions; or 

3. Has a special or particular quality such as oldest, best example, largest, or last 
surviving example of its kind; or 

4. Is at least 100 years old and possesses substantial stratigraphic integrity; or 
5. Involves important research questions that historical research has shown can be 

answered only with archaeological methods. 

The site is at least 100 years old and possesses substantial stratigraphic integrity. Stratigraphic 
integrity means that the site has not been altered so that the locations of features such as houses are 
obscured. The site was occupied between 6000-4000 BC and is the best example of a whole 
residential settlement site left in the City. It is also one of the older sites identified in the City. 
There is apparently relatively little overlap of deposits at the site from later occupations. Sites with 
greater time depth of occupation are more apt to have specific activity areas obscured. CA-LAN-
803 is probably the best preserved whole site that was occupied during the early Early period that 
remains along the coasts of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties. Archaeologists have not mapped 
the organization of any of the sites that have been destroyed or damaged by development. Damage 
or destruction of site LAN-803 will result in the loss of important information concerning lifeways 
and social organization of early Malibu residents. The organization of surface artifacts indicates 
that this early settlement contained many of the features characteristic of historic California native 
settlements. Understanding the organization of the site and the types of activities conducted at 
different areas of sites will result in appreciation for our native history. The site has value for the 
development of a society that values all people. The site has value for destroying European colonial 
racist attitudes that were used to justify the expropriation of lands from native peoples and continue 
to linger as their settlements, cemeteries and shrines are destroyed. The site can provide important 
information concerning the development of native societies and the evolution of religion. If the site 
were properly excavated it would provide information that would challenge theories concerning the 
evolution of North American societies. Discovery of early ceremonial mound complexes in the 
Eastern United States and other infonnation concerning early societies is changing our perceptions 
of the development of societies in North America 

The site can provide important information concerning the development of native societies and the 
evolution of religion. If the site were properly excavated it would provide information that would 
challenge theories concerning the evolution of North American societies. Discovery of ceremonial 
mound complexes in the Eastern United States that date from the same time period and other 
information concerning early societies is changing our perceptions of the development of societies 
in North America 
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Inventory of Malibu archaeological sites. 

Table 6 provides infonnation concerning all sites recorded at the UCLA infonnation center and 
additional as yet unrecorded sites identified by the City archaeologist during recent surveys and 
seed gathering expeditions. This table provides a context for assessing sites 

The categories in Table 6 are: 

List - sequence generally goes from east to west 
~- Official site number- preceded by prefix CA-LAN- . Blank entries are sites not officially 
recorded 
General Location - Area of Malibu 
Site type - Classification as settlement , camp or other type of site. Settlements are· generally 
distinguished from camps on the basis of types and frequencies of artifacts. Historic settlements 
are identified in the mission registers. 

• 

Occupation periods- Periods are defined in King 1990 and Bennyhoff and Hughes. Early ca 
6000-800 BC, early Middle ca 800BC- AD 700, late Middle ca AD 700-1200, Late Phase 1 ca AD 
1200-1500, Late Phase 2 and early historic AD 1500-1804. The choice of the periods used is 
based on ability to accurately assign sites to particular periods. 

The Early period is approximately 5,000 years long and major changes in artifact frequencies and 
choices of locations for archaeological sites occurred during the period. 
Sil& - This is a somewhat subjective measure. Sites that have large areas are not always listed as 
large. If only a few artifacts were found over a large area or concentrated in small areas the site 
may be listed as small. The size relates to estimated settlement size more than area covered. Sites 
that are similar in size to the sites of the historic settlement of Humaliwo are classified as large. • 
The largest sites of earlier time period are classified as large. Within time periods sites are 
classified in relation to the other sites of the time period. 

Present Condition - statement of disturbance and context 
half or less - less than half of the site remains 
bad dama&e - the site is badly damaged, the extent of damage is often not clearly documen~ 
many of these are probably over half destroyed. · 
future plans - projects that are or have been proposed on the site. 
Ownership - private, government, or other public entities (MWD, MRT) 
Year record - the year that the site was recorded 
Recorded by - the person or persons that recorded the sites 
Comment- Historic name and other information concerning the site 
:risi.t- site visited by City archaeologist Chester King 

There are a finite number of archaeological sites in Malibu. The 108 sites listed are a large portion 
of the total number that are or were present Many of the recorded sites have been totally 
destroyed. At any one time, there were between 3-15 settlements in the City of Malibu. During 
the last 10,000 or more years of human residence in Malibu, settlements were abandoned and new 
settlements were formed. Movements of settlements and camps to new locations resulted in the 
formation of new archaeological sites. 

All of the historic villages listed in the San Fernando and San Buenaventura Mission registers were 
recorded as archaeological sites before 1960. No medium or large sized Early period or other 
period settlements have been recorded since Malibu became a City. Most of the Phase 2 studies 
that have been required by the City of Malibu are at sites that were recorded prior to 1980. New 
sites continue to be identified. It appears that most unidentified sites are parts of or adjacent to • 
recorded sites or are small sites. Most unrecorded sites are probably small camp sites near the 
coast between Zuma Creek and Steep Hill Canyon. · 
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Table 6: Status of Malibu Archaeological Sites 

List Site General Site type Occupat- Size Present Condition half tru Future plans Ownership Year Rocordcd Comment 
-, 

v 
# Location ion or dam recor by i 

periods less age d s 
i 
t 

1 265 EofCarbon Settlement Early? sml unknown, bulldozing ? X cUffing. Road private 1961 C. King - X 

Canyon ? has recently occured in improvement 
area after slides 

2 268 EofCarbon Settlement Early? sml remains of site lost in X cUffing. Road private 1961 C. King X 

Canyon ? landslide improvement 
after slides 

3 450 EofCarbon Settlement Early sml- unknown private 1971 Matis Lab 
Canyon med 

4 517 EofCarbon shell ? sml under road- possibly X pwand 1973 Leooanl X 

Canyon midden destroyed orivate 
5 195 EofCarbon burial, Middle sml under highway - X road maintenance Cal trans 1951 Eberhart X 

Canyon shell and Late? possibly all destroyed possibly 
midden private 

6 1306 EofCarbon shell Middle sml small area of intact X cUffing. Road Cal trans 1985 Romani X 

Canyon midden and Late? deposit remains in road improvement possibly and Palmer 
cut after slides orivate 

7 190 EofCarbon Settlement Middle med under houses- possibly X private 1952 Eberhart c 14- X 

Canyon date most of site destroyed 3460+200 
8 1415 EofCarbon Settlement Middle med under parking lot at X private& 1988 Romani X 

Canyon and Late? Dukes, probably most possibly 
destroyed Cal trans 

9 1415 EofCarbon Settlement PhaseL2a med under pavement, X pwand 1988 Romani X 

Canyon probably much private 
destiQyed 

10 1105 Central Settlement Early sml damaged by grading X House private 1981 Singer and X 

Malibu oossibly most intact construction Romani 
11 1106 Central Settlement Early sml removed by grading X private 1981 Singer and X 

Malibu Romani 
12 471 Central Settlement Early? sml removed by grading X private 1972 Coleman X 

Malibu ' -- - -·---···-·~-----



13 267 Centtal Settlement Earlyx med large part desttoyed by X private 1961 C. King X 

Malibu -lg grading, intact areas aOO 
remain GJassow 

14 1449 Centtal disturbed Middle . dislurbed midden found X Cal trans 1988 Romani, 3' below X 

Malibu midden and Late? between LAN-264 and & private Larson, pave 
690 Lotahs 

15 690 Centtal Town Middle lg under pavement, much X Cal trans 1983 Aycock/ Historic X 

Malibu and Late of site desttoyed by & private Singer Humaliwo 
construction of Dean 
Witter building 

16 264 Centtal Town Middle lg most in State Park pw, State, 1959 R.S. Historic xj 
Malibu and Late. under oarts of Serra Rd Drivate? Watson Humaliwo 

17 387 Centtal Ranch Spanish lg appears good private 1969 T. King Tapia mnch X 

Malibu center ani center 
Mexican 

18 404 Centtal ardfact ? sml possibly damaged by ? possible fill site school 1969 Olartk.off X 

Malibu cluster- grading &Gutman 
core tools 

19 1417 Central shell ? unk buried under ? pwand 1988 Wlodarski under4-5' X 

Malibu midden now development- possibly private "and Larson fill, midden 
n intact areas ~RSent ca 3' thick 

20 266 Centtal Settlement Early med dislurbed field planned to be private 1961 C. King X 

Malibu capped for Hotel 
construction 

21 1715 Centtal artifacts '! sml disturbed field ? planned to be private 1990 RMW mano, 3 X 

Malibu probably graded away fer Paleo cores. many 
Dart266 Hotel flakes 

22 255 Puerco Settlement Early sml- field and unknown ? X private& 1960 record lost X 

Can von ? med destroyed Cal trans 
23 479 Puerco Settlement Early sml- site in yard ? X private 1972 J.Jones 

Can von 1 med 
24 19 Puerco Town Early, Jg various degrees of ? X House private 1949 Biennan X 

Canyon possibly development, some construction and aOO 
MiddleiLa open field comercial Eberhart 
teareas develomnent 

25 1151 Puerto Settlement Early med main area removed by X private 1984 VanHorn X 

Can von aradinJ! - -----~ -------

• • • 
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xi 26 803 Puerco Settleme Early me field, limited House private 197 Hector, 
Canyon nt d disturbance by construction 8 Reringt I 

Jo!eOIOfo!ical testin2 Hart I 

27 263 Puerco Settlement Early sml residence built on site, X private 1960 Verburg I 

Canyon ? possibly intact parts aOO 
remain Redelings 

28 310 Corral& Settlement Early sml field private 1965 Romoli 
Solstice Cyns ? 

29 311 Corral& Settlement Late sml- field, historic house private 1965 Romoli & X 

Solstice Cvns med site AP<>Stolides 
30 1298 Corral& Settlement Late? sml field private 1987 Dillon 

J Solstice Cyns 
31 226 Corral& shell ? sml destroyed or severely X private 1960 Verburg & 

!Solstice Cyns midden "" Redelings 
' 

32 0 Corral& shell Early sml plowed field X MWD 1999 King et al X 

Solstice Cvns midden 
33 210 Corral & Settlement ~iddJeiLate med much destroyed by X private & 1950 Eberhart Historic X 

Solstice Cyns -lg grading, significant Cal trans Lojostogni 
buried areas remain 

34 189 ~dido Settlement Early med muclt destroyed by X private 1950 Eberhart X 

Canyon grading intact areas 
remain 

35 1107 Escondido Settlement Early med disturbed by bouse and X House private 1980 Singer and X 

Can von roads, much intact construction Wessel 
36 1879 Escondido Settlement Early med field, dirt road House private 1989 Becker- X 

Can von construction RMW Pale 
37 2049 ~dido Settlement Early sml destroyed or severely X private 1992 .c. King X 

Canyon damas!:ed 
38 223 Escondido cave ? - natural area private 1961 King and from Ken 

Can von Cbandonet Camenter 
39 207 Ramirez Large Middle/Late lg destroyed or severely X private 1948 Peck Historic X 

Canyon Settlement . Sumo 
40 Ramirez Settlement Middle? med pasture, geological test private 1999 C. King X 

Canyon -1~ trenches 
41 222 Ramirez Settlement Early and lg areas destroyed by ? X private 1950 Eberhart X 

Canyon early grading intact areas 
Middle remain .. --- ---



42 30 Ramirez Settlement Early lg areas destroyed by X private 1967 C. King X 

Canyon grading intact areas 
remain 

43 1425 Ramirez Settlement Early med most destroyed by X private 1988 Love X 

Canyon grading intact areas 
remain 

44 1131 Ramirez chipped Late? sml unknown, good when private 1983 Dillon 
Canyon stone, retmled 

steatite 
45 2172 Ramirez Camp? ? sml in area of dirt road ? House private 1993 Bmndon X 

Can von construction Lewis 
46 458 Above Point Camp? 1 sml destroyed by grading~ X . private 1972 Leonard pismo clam 

Dume Salls 1988 and mussel 
20x30m 

47 1734 Above Point Camp? ? sml unknown 1 private 1990 Stickel bead. 
Dume flakes, shell 

48 Above Point Camp? Early sml plowed field House private· 1998 C. King X 

Dwne construction 
49 2048 Above Point Settlement Early sml plowed field· some House private 1992 C. King X 

Dume . damage from discing construction 
50 Above Point 1 Early? ? plowed field private 1996 C. King 

Dume 
51 451 PointDume Settlement Early med large part of site in House private 1972 Bell, Evans, X 

·lg developed residential construction Coleman. 
lots Leonard. 

Jones 
52 452 PointDum.e Settlement Early? med destroyed or buried by X private 1972 Leooatd X 

development of stteet 
and existing single 
familv residences 

53 453 Point Dome Settlement Early med destroyed or severely X private t9n Coleman, X 

damaged Leonaid. 
Namnan 

• • • 
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54 454 PointDume Settlement Early-Late lg with both well and X House public and 1972 Coleman, X 

and camps poorly preserved rueas construction private Leonard, 
? Nawnan 

55 2036 PointDume part454 Late? sml some intact areas - X private 1992 Singer X 

buried deposits 
unknown extent 

56 198 ZumaCreek Camp? Early- Ig houses etc. on site, X House additions pw& 1948 Peck X 

early most of site appears private 
Middle intact 

51 1012 ZwnaCreek: Settlement Early sml field ? private 1978 Singer 
? 

58 40 ZwnaCreek Settlement Early mOO destroyed or severely X private 1947 Mohr X 

~ed 
59 196 ZwnaCreek Settlement Early sml destroyed or severely X private 1948 Peck 

~ed 

60 174 ZumaCreek Settlement Early and mOO destroyed or severely X private 1947 Mohr 

I 
early damagOO 
Middle 

61 199 ZwnaCreek Camp? Middle or sml destroyed or severely X ? 1948 Peck X 

Late? ~ed 
62 200 ZwnaCreek Settlement Early sml destroyed or severely X private 1948 Peck 

_,_ _. 

63 201 ZwnaCreek Settlement Middle or mOO rueas destroyed by X Cal trans, 1948 Peck X 

Late? . grading intact rueas C. Beach, 
remain private 

64 292 ZwnaCreek Settlement Late sml- development on site, pw& 1963 Leonard X 

period mOO much of site probably private 
Phase 1 v•~ v~ under fill 

65 Trancas Camp? Early sml field private 1994 . C. King X 

66 1121 Trancas Camp? ? sml field school 1981 Singer and 
district Martinez 

67 2384 Trancas Camp? ? sml- yard areas of developed private 1996 Bleitz and X 

mOO lots Bleitz 
68 Trancas Camp? 1 sml field House private 1998 C. King X 

construction 
--



I 

69 Trancas Camp? Middle? sml yard House private 1999 C. King X 

consrruction 
70 Trancas Camp? Middle/Late sml yard tennis coon private 1999 C. King X 

71 2143 Trancas Camp? early sml field House private 1993 C. King X 

Middle consrruction 
72 335 Trancas Camp? Early- sml- field wilh flll House private 1965 Singer X 

early med consrruction 
Middle 

73 513 Trancas Camp? Early- sml· destroyed or severely X House private 1972 Dedcer X 

early med damaged consrruction 
Middle 

74 197 Trancas Settlement early med destroyed or severely X commercial private 1969 Beaton X 
Middle ? redevelopment 

75 1065 Trancas Camp? 1 med field private 1980 Rosen, 
Hector, 
Dillon, 
Beroza 

76 499 Trancas Camp? ? med field House private 1972 UCLA- X 

consrruction SAMO 
77 500. Trancas Camp? ? med dirt road through part House private 1972 UCLA- XI 

of site consrruction SAMO 
78 2028 Trancas Camo? ? med field private 1992 C. King xi 
79 1429 Trancas Camp? ? med desuoyed by grading in X private 1984 C. King 

·h! 1998 
80 1621 Trancas Camo? MiddleJLate sml unknown private 1988 Singer 
81 2101 Trancas Camp? MiddleiLate sml part of site intact X private 1993 Singer X 

unknown amount 
deslroyed by 
consrruction 

82 1041 Steep Hill- Settlement Middle sml a large part of the site private 1979 Chace 
EncinalCyn intact 

83 958 Steep Hill· Settlement Early sml totaly deslrOyed by X private 1978 Chace X 
EncinalCyn grading 

84 1402 Steep Hill- Settlement Early and sml unknown private 1988 Bleitz-Salls 
EncinalCyn PQSS later 

• • • 



•• • • 
~ 

85 114 Steep Hill- Settlement Middle/Late lg housing tract on site, X pw& 1956 Rozaire X 

Encinal Cyn intact areas remain private 
86 2268 Steep Hill- Settlement Middle/Late med residence developed on X Studio constr private 1994 C. King X 

Encinal Cyn ? -Ig site, probable intact 
~ 

87 1714 Steep Hill- Settlement Early sml unknown private 1990 L. White 
Encinal Cyn 

88 1029 Steep llill- Camp- Late sml unknown private? 1979 Breitborde, 
Encinal Cyn Settlement Zak, Handy, 

Padon 
89 478 Channalee rsw ~iddle/Late sml field private 1972 Jones X 

Park midden ? 
90 470 Channalee rs w Late sml field private 1972 Coleman 

Park midden 
91 472 Chrumalee rs w Late sml park Malibu 1972 Nauman, 

Park midden Parks Leonard 
92 966 Chrumalee open !Early, Late sml park Malibu 1978 Romani 

Park Camp Parks 
93 1057 Channalee open Late sml park Malibu 1980 Singer 

Park Carnv Parks 
94 1058 Chrumalee open Middle/Late sml park: Malibu 1980 Singer 

Park Carnv ? Parks 
95 512 Chrumalee open ? sml destroyed for park: X Malibu 1972 UCLA-

Park Camv entrance Parks SAMO 
96 1030 Charmalee rsw Middle/Late sml park: Malibu 1980 Piper 

Park midden t? Parks 
97 1056 Channalce rsw Middle/Late sml park Malibu 1980 Romani, 

Park midden ? Parks Corbin, 
Sin2er 

98 1082 Chrumalee open 1 sml park: Malibu 1980 Piper 
Park CamD Paiks 

99 217 WofEI Settlement early sml much destroyed by X private 1967 C. King X 

Matador Middle? house construction, 
State Beach intact areas remain 

100 384 WofEl Settlement Early/ med field, bigbway cut- X private 1969 Mayhew X 

Matador S.B. Middle/Late 1 much intact deposit 



101 480 WofEI Camp? ? sml Freid with areas of ftll private? 1972 Coleman 
Matador S.B. 

102 29 WofEI Settlement ~iddle/Late med housing ttact. one or X House private 1967 Leonard X 

Matador S.B. ? ? more vacant lots construction and T.King 
103 28 WofEl Settlement Middle/Late med field, roadcut, historic X private 1967 Leonard X 

Matador S.B. ? ? house site andT.King 
104 2017 WofEl Settlement Middle/Late unk buried site Cal trans 1991 Neil 

I 

Matador S.B. ? and private K.aptain 
105 718 WofEI shell on ? sml unknown private? 1973 Leonanl I 

Matador S.B. ridl!e 
106 269 WofEl bmied ? sml buried shell midden - MRT 1969 West 

Matador S.B. midden possibly since 
destroyed 

107 352 WofEI Settlement Early and med tennis club X MRT 1967 Leonanl Early x & X 

Matador early development destroyed andT. early Middle 
State Beach Middle much King period 

cemeteries 
found at site 

108 180 WofEI Settlement Early med reservoir dug in, X private 1967 West X 

Matador landscaped for new 
State Beach develop. 

109 641 WofEI rockshelter ? sml park not recently MRT 1974 X 

Matador S.B. 
-- --- --- -- disturbed- poss not site 

• • • ... 
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803 surf artifact list 

• "' -~-~-J 25' ~!.§ .9~~~~Q~ny __ £()~~j~craper/graver ! 8/5/97! g: ·------·-,-··------ ------·- -- -------
~Q_~ ______ L__!_g_§_~_ ~Z5:qiJ~~iJ~ J!Ci_k~_()!f !lammer 8/5/97! 16! 

'·-----·------·· -~----4~-~~--~-· -·-· ---- ··-~ ·-·-· ------·-· 

"!Ob ___ j _ _1_ 25 ~--~?-~]gl:!artzite__f?jlopJ!_~_r _ __fra_g_ment : 8/5/97 1 17/ 
..... L ·----~---- . 

~Oc _ i 1251~75 iguartzit~core _f!!l.9!!!_ent. _ . t - :~:;:~~= 12t:::_ -___ 41 L 1 25 i ' uartz flake s~raper____ . _ _ __ 
42 1501 37 ert flake ______ _ __ . 

~---·--··-

! 8/5/97r I 
43a 1 001 325iandesite flake ' 

8/1 0/971 -· ----- ___ l .. -~-. ---------·-· ---- - ~-- . 

i 141 43b I 1 OOI 325 [chert scraper _______________ 8/1 0/97 
"" .. ··- ~ -------- ·-;--

44a 100 3 2 Sj andesite core/hammer ____ i 8/1 0/971 17 
~- ·--··- --. ----~- . 

44b 100; 3 2 5 'andesite manq fragment ___________ . ___ .... . ________ L_ 8/1 0/97 ? 
45 100 325 andesite spall i 8/1 0/971 ------ - -·- ~ "- . --- . - ·+·- . --
46 1001 325 Quartzite scraR_~----- ____ i 8/1 0/97 221 - -- . ---- -----~--i--·- ----
47, 100 1 325 schist? tool i 8/10/97 6 ----- --· ·----- ----- --,.--
48 100 325 andesite scraper lane I 8/1 0/97 21 --- .. ---- -----~. -- -· -------r- --
49 100 325 chert chunk ~IJ~a~t __ -~-~-=~~=------1 u--:~~ ~~:; 

I 

50 100 350 bone fragment· deer, 
51 100 3 50' chert chunk 8/1 0/97 ------·-· -----· .. ---·-- -------· 
52 100 350 andesite flake 8/1 0/97 

----------··---~------·--··- ·~-·- ----- ---·---'-- -----
53 100 350 chert flake 8/1 0/97 

--------~- ----· ---·--·--
54a 125 325 andesite chunk 8/1 0/97 

··-~--- ---·---- -- -- ----
54b 125 325 chert flake 8/1 0/97 -- - ~--···-. --- ---·-·----·- - --1-·-

• 55 125 350 pismo clam shell 
-------~-' --· ·- 8/1 0/97 

56 125 325 !quartzite small hammer/chopper I 8/1 0/97 7 
57 a 125 325 ·Quartz scraper or point fragment 8/1 0/97 8 .. 
57b 125 325 andesite chunk or scraper plane 8/10/97 21 

58 150 325 sandstone biface mano 8/10/97 1 -
59 150 32~=e chunk·flake 8/1 0/97 

~---

60 150 3 2 5 deslte flake ·----------------- 8/1 0/97 
61 150 325 chert flake scraper 8/10/97 -----------·-·----- ___ .,. __ 

62 150 325 andesite chopper/hammer 8/1 0/97 16 -----------... ---------- - ·-
63 150 325 chert flake scr~r 8/1 0/97 13 ----- ---------~--~ --- -~--

64 150 325 chert chunk or_ core~!!Q__ch~rt __ .f:!~.!~~~-- ____ ._ ____ 8/1 0/97 12 
65 150 325 andesite flake_______________ ------------·· -----1------~L1__0/9!._ 

·--------~---

_.,. _______ 
66 150 325 quartzite core 1 8/1 0/97 -----·--f-----------·~--------. 

.... . .... "" ---. . ... --,----
67 150 325 andesite flake ' 8/1 0/97 .. -·•w-----~ • ·••·•-• ._. .. ----·-- -t- ---------
68 150 350 chert flake 8/1 0/97 

----~ ~---- .... ,._ .. ~------ --·· .. -.... --- -- r-----sTio/97 ---···-
69 150 350 andesite core ------ ------- _____ ,__,. __ --· .. . .. ------ ··-·· --~-----·----- ·---
70 150; 350 chert core L_ 8/10/97 ---··-··· .. -.. ... --'"-'""''"-

71 150 350 chert flake I 8/1 0/97 .. -~-------~------.- .,.. _____ - . - .. ----1-----

• 
72 150 350 chert large flake 

! 

8/1 0/97 ! -------------·-· ---- ---- ' ·-----·---r-· 
73 175 325 andesite chqpp_~------------------· - ·-·------- ----+-- 8/11/97_, ____ _j]_ ----
74 175 325 chert flake . _ , _____ !L11197I _____ --·---------- -----------··-·- -- ·-

;l§.~ 175 350 1 andesite cho~er _________________ . __ _ L __ 8/1.!1~~---- 171-----
75b 175 350 chert sc!aper _________________ 

-~ ---L~:g-~;:~ __ :=-~~r:~~--- .. 

--~_1_75 350 andesite hammer 
3 50 I chert worked 

---·--- . ., ... - .. 

77a I 175 i 8/11/97 14! 
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803 surf artifact list 

• ___ 1_H~ i ?.I~.; ~ O_Q4.ii.!!Q.~E;i!~.Jiak.e . . L _ ~ {1__gf.9 7J_ __ _ _____ ; unplowed 
c1J.?a __ ~_.?_Z.§l_{3.!~ 1 ch~f1 f~~k~ . . . . L §/J 2£~!L....... . .J~!!Pl5?Wed 
~J} b I! 2_I~ ~ 7 5 i£hert~crap~r'-9!~ver ~ ... ~112/ ~-Z.L_ --~-Wnplowed 

118 300' 375 chert flake ' 8/12/97' lunplowed 1- . ____ .... . . . . ... . . J_ ..... -.:;;;..:.__c:_;;;::.:...;::_'+--------+=~-:...;..;...=:...::.t 

119 300 375 chert flake ___ . . . __ ----·--·· _ j_ 8/12/97 unplowed 

12;r ~~~ m.:~ ::: -~~=~=--~-~--~~--- -~+ =~m=~ == 
122b 275i 300 chert flake ---·--------------------------- 8/12/97 unplowed 

123 275 325!quartz flake _____________________ .. _____ .. ______________ 8/12/97 unplowed 
1241 275 325 chert flake _____ _ _______________ 8/12/97 unplowed 

125a 275 325 chert flake -----------·---------------- 8/12/97 unplowed 
125b 275 325 chert flake -------------------.. ·------------- 8/12/97 unplowed 
126a 275 325 chert flake _____ .. _______ .. ________ 8/12/97 unplowed 

12Gb 275 325 chert flake ---------------·--'8::..:/-=1...:::2:..:.../.;::...9..;_7+-----t=un.c:.o;\P:..:...IIo::..:w.;;_;ed~ 
127 275 325 chert flake ------------·----- 8/12/97 unplowed 
128 275 325 chert flake ··--- 8/12/97 unplowed 
129 275 325 chert point fragment ____ r-- 8/12/97 8 
130 300 350 chert flake ______ 8/12/97 unplowed 

131 300 350 andesite flake --·-----------·------------- r-- 8/12/97 unplowed 
132 300 350 chert flake 8/12/97 

• 133 225 300 andesite flake 8/12/97 
----~~~~~------~----~ 

134 225 300 chert chunk 8/12/97 unplowed 
135 225 300 chert flake 8/12/97 
136 225 300 !auartzite flake 8/12/97 
137 225 300 chert chunk 8/12/97 
138 225 300 chert flake 8/12/97 .. -+-·____;;;,..:_:...:;;;;.;_~1----+-----t 

139 225 300 chert flake 8/12/97 
140 225 300 chert flake __ 8/12/97 unplowed 
141 225 300 chert flake ______________ ..... ---------·-- ------l---=8:..:../...::...1 2=/:....;;9:....:7-+----+------t 
142 225 300 chert chunk-core 8/12/97 unplowed 

1-_:_;'-=t-~~.....:::._;;~;;:...:.;..::.;:...;_::..;..:..;:;.c..:..:..:..--:....;:.cc...:;c._ ___________ ,. __ --···--·- ··--·-r-·_.;;;_;;...c...;;;:;;:..:.....::....-'-+------r;;,:..,;o:;;.=~ 

143 200 300 andesite chunk-core --··-----------·------l------=-8-'-/1.c...:.2=..:/c...::9:....:7-+----+-----l 
144a 200 300 andesite hammer.J~.!!l-~_!!!_ _____ .. ----~-- ~8..;_/_1_2_/_9;;....7-+------1-'-6+------i 
144b 200 300 chert scraper __________ ........ _ .............. _________ __;:8:...;../_..:..1..;.;;;2~/9;:;....7-'-+-_---'1_;:0+. -----1 

145 200 300 andesite chunk 8/12/97 ----- -. _____ ............... _________ .. ----+--·;;;;..:._;:...=;:._.;::;....;_~-----t----1 

__ 11§.. 209 _300jslate_-schist knife _____ . _ ______ _ __ 8/12/97 _ 6 -----t 

147 2001 300 sandstone biface mano fraQI'T!!~-----. ___ -t _ _j!/12/97 1 

15~:: m m:~::.ChUnk ~~--~~~~=~-~=~= . =~m:~l- -~ !unplowed 
- ... _. ___ .. --- ----·- ·-· ----------------- -----:--·--"'-'--.=.;_"'----1r-----+----f 

150b 200 300iquartzite flaking hamm~ _________ ....... _________ · 8/12/97 7 

• 
_ : ~ _ ~~~~ ~~~ 

1 
:..n:~•:ra":e~===: -~: :::::::_:::::---===-~-··· ~--· =~ ~ ~~:~I ... 1 3 unplowed 

153 goo 275jchert flake ________________ . __ ... _ 8/12/97,_ 'unplowed 

~m-·i-¥o~~~:·:~~~s~~;~ke ______________________ . ___________ ...... -~;~ ~~:;, · _ .. ~~~:~::~ 
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803 surf artifact list 

• f--~~l .. 15Qi ~Q_Q+~!ld~~~-~--~~QPper(t'lamme.r ___ .j _ J~/1~/.~?.L____ 1m _________ _ 
__ _1_~?J .. 15Q~;3_QQ1chef!~~~~r. __ ! .. ~/J~L~Z~.-- .... J.gl---------· 
_196j 150\ 300!chert_~re ______ -·--- __ ·- _______ J _____ 8/1.§1~"0-----l-----·- _ 

197: 1501 390'andesite? _manoJr~gmer:t~- _ _ ___ --+- _ 8/16194------~----
198 150 300 1quartzite •tJake··chopper'L_____ _ ________ j__ __ 8/16/971 l ___ _ 
199 175 300 schist metate? fragment _ ···- ___________ J_ ____ 8/16/97 -----il-..----
200! 175 300 chert scraper. ______ ---·--- _____________ l__ 8/16/971 . 1 0

1

1 

20:~1! ~ ~;J ~~~,~~:~s~::~:ke -·--------·------------·-·--- i -- :~~ :~:~1 -----1-4+------

202b [ 17513oolguartzite chunk-choPP8i? ~:::-_:~--=::::_ ---t:::_a/16/97 ----.:......:.+-----; 

203 1751 3001andesite flake.-------·--··---··· ·----·------ ! 8/16/971-!, ----1 
204 175 1 300!quartz flake ... ______ ___ __ ______ J 8/16/97 
205 175 300.quartzite flake ----·--·---- __ ______ _ _________________ 8/-'-1~6.:.._/9=-7=-+----+----t 

206a 175 300 chert chunk ____________ _ __________ ,.... ____ .;;8,.:../..::..1-=-6:.....:/9=-7'-+----+---t 
206b 175 300 chert chunk ________________ ----·--------+---8-'-/_1-'-..;:_6/;_.;9;_..;7-+----+---·-t 

207 100 275 chert core 8/16/97 
-----·--·~---

208 100 275 sandstone possible mano fragment _______ ,__ _ _____;;.8..;__/..;__16.::..;/.-'9'--'7-+-----+-----1 
209 100 275 sandstone biface mano pit in one face, __ on~ f~~ 8/16/97 3 --=-r-----1 
210 100 275 sandstone FAR 8/16/97 

~----=-~_:;.....::..-=..t-=___;;;_~;..;..;:;_;:--'-'-'-.:..::....:....:...;.:..;;__ _____ --------------,--·--..:._:_:....;:....;;.....=....:.-f-------1-----l 

~:---=2=-1:..:1:...;-1.::..0,=-0::..r-=2::;.;:7.....::5'-+c::..:h=ec:.:rt:.....:s:...::cc:.:ra:::r:lpe:...::::..:...lr ---------------·-· _________________ -···- ----=-8~/-"-1-=-6.:...;/9::;_7=-+------9.:::-r----I 
212 100 275 chert scraper -----------,··-------------+-------'8'--/_1_;;..6.;_/9=-7=-+-------1--=-2;;----...-.f 

• 213a 100 275 andesite hammer fragment ______ r-----_;8:...:../....:..1..::::6.:..../9=-=--7t-----+-----f 
213 b 1 00 27 5 sandstone possible groundst~ne -----------r-----8..;._/,_1_6;;...;./__;;9_7+----+------t 
214a 100 275 .quartzite flake 8/1 6/97 
214b 100 275 chert core/chunk 8/16/97 
214c 100 275 chert chunk 8/16/97 

215 100 275 chert scraper _ 8/16/97 __ .....:1:....::0+----t 
216 100 275 chert flake 8/16/97 

--·--+------~~~t------+----~ 

217 100 275 sandstone metate fragment ____ _ 8/16/97 5 
218 100 275 andesite flake 8/16/97 

---------------------~- -----+----
219 100 275 andesite flake I 8/16/97 
220 ~ ~~ ~~~ :~::s:~r:ake ·--=--~=~~=~ ~--· =-:~==~·-+-~-_;8;..:./...:.1--=-6..::/--=-9;;_7+-------+-----f 
221 ---------- --·---- ·-·---------- 8/16/97 
222 125 275 andesite hammer 8/16/97 16 

·------------ ...... --- ------------·-- __ ......:...:; _ __;__:~~---.;.....;;..,f--------1 

223 125 EP.. sandstone mano f~agment_ -----·----------- ____ 8/_!-=.6.:..../9-=-7·"-f-----·-'4+----r 
224 125 275 chert flake 8/16/97 

• 

~l~: ~~:J:;~::n:a!':J~:',,~~~-~~~~ o~~~=-~~ ~~-=~--fr----~ 
227a 0251 275,andesite scraper pi~~~----------·------------ ----~1.16/97 _m ____ _ 
227b 125j275

1
andesite flake ----------------··· -------~_!_6/97 ----~-__ 

227c 1_g_§__2~~uartzite ~craper ________________________________ _j!/16/97 ----?4----
228 125 ~~t!!~!!.f!..~_~R_____ ____ _ ···----- ___ _______ _ 8/16/97 .---;i----1 

~~~igJ~ii~i~~~~~mi~~=kaQ:~-=-~-~-~t. =~:;:~ :-~~+= 
231 125 275,chert flake i 8/16/97 i 
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271: 100; 250fchert flake ! 8/17/97: , 

__ 2~?.Ci oQJ~~-gJ~D.~esJ!~_ti~~~---- _ _ 1. -~11].(9?_:-·=-~~ -~-~=-~--~··-----~-=-
"--· 2731 1 OOI _ _?.50~ston_~_bi!_ac~.111~nQ_Jr~g'!'_e_nt I 8/17/97! __;2=+-1 __ 

274! 1001 250!chert do~d scraper________ _ _ _ _____ ---· --_;----_8/1-7t97j=·i&__ ----
275 1001 250 chert side scraper on_ blade ____________________ 8/17/97 ---'8'--l-----i 

276 100 250 chert core ____ --------------J----=8;.;:./..:..1.:....7/:....::9::....:7~---+-----I 
277a 125 250 andesite chopper +------"8-=-/...;...18.;;;._/;_;:9=--7-+--·--2-'-0-t----t 

27~ ~ 81 ~ ~:' ~~ 6. ~~:~s~;:n::;:e fragme-_n~-~~-==~~=~-~=~=-=~=-=--~-~-- :~ ~ :~: ~ 11 ----i------1 

21sa 125 25o sandstone tritace manOfrai::~==---===r=--8:::.;t:_1.:....::8::...:t-=9...::.7+----3+----t 
279b i 125 250 chert core •scraper• 8/18/97 r-------+-----f 

280 125 250 andesite scraper plan~hammer _______________ __;;;;,8.:../_1.;_8:;..;/..::9'""'7-+--__ _;;;;2;...::0-+----t 

-----4-------f 281 125 250 andesite flake 1 8/18/97 
282, 125 250 sandstone poss mano/ham_mer- kitchen tool ---·--"8-'-/-'-1'""'8..:.../9"'---7-i-----'6'-+-----t 
283 125 250 sandstone bif~ce J!!_anQ__frag~~n! ___________ -+ __ 8;:;.:/:_1:...::8::..:./..::.9..:.7+-___ ;.;:..1 +----i 

2 84 1 25 2 50 andesite chopper/t}ammer -------------------·f-·._.;;;_8.;_/1"-'8=.;;/..::9-'-7+------'-1.;;;._9+-----t 
285a . 150 250 silty chert flake _________ ·-r-----=8~/;.;:_18.=;.;/:....::9::....:7-+----+-----l 
£?5b 150 250 sandstone biface 'Tiano _frag _______________________ +--=8:..:../-=-1-=-8.;;_/9:::..7.:....r-__ ...:2;:.;-----t 

286 150 250 quartzite flake ·-------------------~------=8:..:../..:.1..=.8.:....:/9::....:7:...t-----+----l 
2 8 7 1 50 2 50 quartzite flake __________________ 1-- _......;;8..:.../_:.1.:::.8.;_;/9~7'-+----+----t 
288 150 250 Quartzite chopper or s~~r plane fra_gment 8/18/97 17 
289 150 250 andesite core-chunk 8/18/97 . ------------+----"-'.........;:....;.._;;;.-+---+----t 

290a 150 250 andesite chopper/hammer ·-t----=8c:../..::...18=/:....::9:...:7-+----"-1-=-9+----t 
290b 150 250 sandstone mano fragment 8/18/97 4 

291 150 250 andesite flake 8/18/97 
292 150 250 !quartzite chunk 8/18/97 
293 150 250 sandstone metate fragment _____ .. 8/18/97 5 
294 150 250!quartzite flaking hammer ------+------'8 . .;_/_1..;...8'--'/9;_7-+----7+-----t 
295 150 250 sandstone mano trag biface? --r----=8:..:../...;.1.:::.8.;;_/9:::..7.:....r----4"+-----f 

296a 150 250 sandstone biface mano- flat-flat ----=8::..:./ . ...:1-=8~/9=-::..7+-------=2=+----t 
296b 150 250 andesite flake 1 8/18/97 

~:~ ~ ~6 ~~6 =~~::;!: :~;yh:mmer ~=-=~====--==-- .. ·t~~~----:~-~ :~:~ 
19 

_....;.1..;;;.5+------
5 299 150 250 sandstone manf:?_Q!:_metate_!r.~!!!~!l~---- __ ± _____ 8/18/97 

~ooa I !.50 250 chert scrape!_ _______________ -· _ .. ______ _;_8_/ __ 1_ 8::;..;/._;;9_7_-~--_ __;_1_1+-----i 
~Ob .! 50_,_ __ 2~Q-rchert scrape_r: .. . ... ___ _ . _ ..... _ ...... __ ..... f ___ 8;::.:/_1:....::8o.:./.-=-9c:..7+ ___ _:_1 ;.;:_.1 +---------

301 150 250 quartzite ct!Qpp~_!__ ______ ___ ____ _ __ L __ 8/...;.1 _ _;:8-'-/9;;;_7-+------1-=-9+-----i 
302 150 250 sandston!__!!!!l..!}_f:?Jr~Jlr.!'~!lt __ ... ____ ·-··----------- -l---.. 8=/'--1,_8,:;.:./..::.9...:..7+-----'-4+-_ .. _ 

__ 3Q_3 150 250 andesite fla~~ _________________________________ ·-·t·----~!.1.8/9?_ ____ __ 
_ 304 1SO g5ofchertscraper ________ ·---------------- _______ 8/18/97 11 

305 17512501andesilf!..~~-~! ... ~~mr-Q~!_ __________ . _ _ _ ______ __ _ J!f_l~_9_? ____ _]_ _____ _ 

~ : H: m =~ :~--- -: =:---::=~-~:~~::=--= ~--:- :~: :;:~ ·-__ ·--+-----i 

~----=-;o.::..;, ~ ~~~t:::: -~~--:::~=:::~:- ::::::-=·-~:-+=--~: =~:~~----+-------
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• L. .. . ~I??l9?J .... ______ L_ _______ _ 
8/22/97! I r ~··--··-·- ---~--.... ~----·----·--·--· ........ ··-- -~··---·-

... !_ .. - 8/22/971 i -.. -l . ~)22.)97 ! ---= 
225 chert object l __;:8:...:../=2=2;_;/9::....;7'-+----+-----t 

~~: :~~:site'r;::ent-- --~:-~=~~-~-- -~=~:~ ----- -~~~~=r~---:=~--=~=~:.:...~:~~=-+----+----1 

356 175 i 225 !chert flake 
-~-~---~--- _..._..__ --~---'!"'---·--·---~---

357! 1751 225 chert flake 
-----+-~--;-t· ----- ---· .. ·. 

35 8! ~- 2 2 5 andesite flake 
3591-200.225 chert iiake-- . 
360 200 
361 200 
362 200 . . .. ------·····-···· ---------- --·-------r--

2 00 chert core-chunk fragment ______________ -+-·--'8;..:_/=2=2-=-/9=-7=-t----+----t 
200 chert chunk ···----------------+i _ __;_8=/--=2=2:.:.../9=-7=-+----+----t 

363 75 
364 100 

l---=-.:~_:_;::...::.r-=2::..;:0-=0+a=n.;;..:d=e=si=te=-=fla=k.:.;;:e _________________________________ --+--=8.;...;;/2=2=/_;;:..9_;_7+----+------t 
200 chert chunk l 8/22/97 

t---=-=-=+~-=+=2 -'-0 o-"-~-'-a-nd"-e-s-ite"-"-fl-'ak-e ---------- --·-··- ---- ----------+l-__;_8:::.:/--=2=2:.:.../9~7=-+----+----1 
J--=.:::~_:_:-=+--=-=-=-:-r=c=:..;;;.;.:.;;::_=:.=:....----- . ----- -····-· ·····------ -----· 

200 chert chunk 8/22/97 
t---=-=-=+~-=+..;;c_.;_-"+-"-"----'--"-"-"-"--------------··· --- --· ....... -- -------· ··-· ---· --f-.........::=~=-:...:::...:.-t----+--------1 

200 chert flake 8/22/97 

365 100 
366 100 
367 100 
368 100 
369 100 
370 100 2 0 0 sandstone pos~~ble mapo _ fragm~l'!_t ___________ -----=-8.:...:/2=2=/--=9:....:.7-+----+-----t 

200 andesite flake 8/22/97 
J--=-:.--=-t-___:_:-=+-=-=~=.;;.::='-=-=:;:;;;_-------- -----------·-+--_;;:....:_=:....::...;:+----+-----1 371 100 

200 andesite flake 8/22/97 J----=-::-=+__:_::-=+-=-==+==:.==-.=::=:-------···-------------+- __ _::::..:..==.:...:~-----+----1 372 100 
200 chert flake scraper 8/22/97 10 

~.c=...::::.-+___:_:-=+..:::::..;;;--=-t-:;.;;.:.;:;..;;..:.._;;.;;.;:;:;.:_::=._;;:.::..:.=x..: .. ------------- ---------· -·- .. _,.;;;;_;._c:=..=:c.;_;:;_::_-t----'--=-t-----1 373a 100 
373b 100 200 chert chunk 8/22/97 

374 100 200 chert flake 8/22/97 
200 chert chunk 8/22/97 

1---=-:.--=+___;_::-=+-=-=--=+=~==~-------------------r-~==~-t----r--~ 
375 100 

• 200 chert chunk 8/22/97 
1--~--=+~-=+~--=-t-~~~~----------------------r-~~~~-----r----~ 

200 chert flake 8/22/97 
~~-+~~~=+==~~=--------------------------~~--=~~~----~~----~ 

200 andesite chunk 8/22/97 
~~-+~~~~==~.;;..:.;;._==~----------------------r--~==~-t------r-----; 

200 chert flake 8/22/97 

376 125 
377a 125 
377b 125 

378 125 
379 125 200 chert chunk 8/22/97 

200 ,quartz flaked 8/22/97 
r--=--==-=+~-=+..;;;;;_;;;--=-t-;a=:;"'-=_;:_:..;;;;;.:..;.;::_:::;__ ________________ -+~-'=--==:.:...=...-=-t------+-----1 380 125 

200 chert core 8/22/97 
~-=-.:~~~-=::..;:=+==~~~-------------------------r--~~~~------r-----~ 

381 125 

r-~=+-=~-~2~0~0+a~n~d~es~i~te~ch~O~)P~P·e~rlh_a_m~m_e~r _______ ~-----------~8~/2=2=/-=9~7+-----=-1~9r-----, 
200 chert flaked 8/22/97 

1--=--===+~=+--=-=-=+=.:..:;._:=;;::...=:..----------· ·-··---·-------t----'=-==-~----+---, 

382 125 
383 125 
384 125 200 chert flake ------------------------------+---..0...8--'/2;;;..;2~/_;;;9....;..7+------+-----f 
385 125 200 andesite chunk __ -----------·---- _____ ___;;;8:.:../..::;;2-=2.:...c/9=-7+-----+------l 
386 150 200 andesite core P2SS sc!~er ___________________ +-----'8:;..;./...:.:2...:.:2..:..../9;;;_7--+------+-------t 
387 150 200 chert flake scrap~_r____________ _____ _ ________________ __ 8/22/97 __ _;_1...:..1-t-----1 

200 chert chunk 8/22/97 
r=:-::=-+~--=-+-=-=-~=-=--=-=:.:.: ... ________ ··------------- .... -- -· ·-···---------·- -------'------;_;;_;-+----+-----f 388a 150 

200 chert chunk 8/22/97 
~~-+---'--'--+"-"--=+:...:.._;;:.._;__;___;;...;_;:____;___.. ___ "_ --·- ·------------- ------ -. . .... .. - ... -· ---- ---'---------+----~ 
388b 150 

389 150 200 chert core. scraper ______________ ·-·-····---·····--· _____ ----=8:.:..1=2=2.;_:19::...:7+-----=-8+------t 
390 150 200 I quartzite hamm_e_!_f!!gmen_! __________________________ 8/22/97 15 

391a 150 200 chert flake 8/22/97 

r=:-::--=-=--+_:_::::;-=--t-=~-=-~~:::..t-=::.::.:.~:=~=S:.:.:::::::...~...:::~ - ~: :~~:~~~~ _: :~~-:=-~~~ --l:- --":_;_:=~--'~ ... /'-'::'-'~-+-------..~----~ 391b 150 
391c 150 

392 150 

• 
200 andesite flake ... --- ----- ------------~ . 8/22/97 

200 andesite flake~- ·------··-·:_~---~---: .. ==-~~-~~~-~----~-=----~r=--~ 8/22/97 -----+-----1 

~~~ ~~=~ ~=~;~craper·-·--- --- ... -·-- ·· · ------------- -t---8-"-8~---~-~-~-'-:-~~-----1-1+----t 

393 175 
~- 394 175 

-~~ , __ 175 
396 175 
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• S.1 a L_?25J __ 200~~hertJ!!l_~_e _ .. ... , 8/24/9?-+: _____ _junpi(?!J_e_Q 
~~J~--+--2_25_;_2_0~0!-~hert f~.l5~ _ _ ~ .!L?it9lL__ _ ___ _l_~nplowed 
~~1~_j___225i 200

1
chert _!!~-~~ _. _ _ _ J . __ !_!24/97i _ iunplowed 

4321 225i 200 chert flake ___ L ___ 8/24/97 1 
.. !unplowed 

433a i 225 200 chert scraper ....... _ _ __ ____ _ _____ _ L_ __ _::8:_:._/.=.2...::.4:....:/9:....:7:-t----..:1.-:4+u=ln2lP:..:..::IIo::...:w.:.::e:..::::td 
433b 225! 200 chert flake -···. -------~----·-· ______ _ ____ . _ _ ___ 1--§/24/97 unplowed 
433c 1 225 200 chert flake I 8/24/97 unplowed 
433d i 225 200 quartzite flake··--~~_--~=---~~----·-------~-=--==} 8/24/97 unplowed 
434a I 225UQQ: chert scraper ____ ,.______________________ __ ! 8/24/97 unplowed 

434b 225 200 !chert chunk ----·------------------~ 8/24/97 unplowed 
435 250 200 chert scraper ·-----------------------~-- __ 8/24/97 1 01unplowed 
436 250 175 chert flake ·-----------·-----·----------- 8/24/97 unplowed 
437 1 ool 175 chert flake --·-·-····· ·-------~-· ------·------ ---· 8/24/97 
438 100 1751quartzite hammer ____________________________________ ....:8:...:../=2......:.4.:...c/9=-7=-+-----=1....:5+----t 
439 100 175 chert flake _____________ J __ ...:;.8_;;__;/2"'-4--'-/...:;.9_7_+----+----t 

440 100 175 andesite? mano? 3 faces? -----------+----=8:.:../=2_4~;;....;/9;;:_7=-+----+-----t 
441 1 00 175 chert flake scraper ---------------t-------'8;;;..;../...:;.2_4-'-/9=-7-t------'-1-"'-3+----t 
442 100 175 chert flake possible scraper _ __,-__!f_?......:.4.:...c/9;;:_7=-+-----+----l 
443 100 175 andesite scraper _ 8/24/97 12 

444 100 175 andesite flake ---------------------------'----··......::8:.:../=2...::..4:....:/9:....:7:....r----+-----t 
445 100 175 chert flake graver?/scraper? 8/24/97 ---·-

• 446 100 175 chert flake 8/24/97 ---------------- ___ ____;;;;..;.....:;......:..o_;:_;_;---+----1 
l--......:4......:.4...::..7r-:-1=2~5-!----=-1.:...7 5=---r-::c=he=rt...:.....:::;c;;..;..hu=n=k;__ _____________________ 8.;;../ ....... 2_4__;../....:_9_7+----+-----t 

448 125 17 uartzite chopper 8/24/97 19 
449 125 1 desite large flake 8/24/9~7 
450 125 175 sandstone biface (fine-hard) mano fragment 8/24/9 1 __ ___;_+----1 

451 1 50 1 7 5 chert scraper/graver --+--....:8:.:../=2-=-4:....:/9:....:7+---=-9-l-----J 
452 150 175 chert scraper onchunk -----t------'8::...;./..;:;;;2--'-4~/9=-7'-+-__ ____;_1....;;4+----; 
453 150 175 andesite flake 8/24/97 

1---.......;...:;.-=-t-.....;.....:::...=..t-....:...;..-=-t-=-:..=:.;:....::.;_;_;;;_=.;....;__~-- -----·---------- ------=~..;...:....::~~----1------1 
454 150 175 chert flake 8/24/97 -------------------·-----·--··-··· -----------·f-- . ..........:::..:..= • ..;;.;_:::..-'--1---+----t 

:~: : ;~ ~~~ ~~~=~=~ake --======-==~==t---~~~:~:~ 
45 7 1 7 5 1 7 5 andesite corelscrape_I"J)Iane?______ ______ _ _______ f_JI-'-/2_4-'/-"9_7-+----+-----1 
458 175 175 rhyolite me_t~te tr~JJ'!!~n __ !__ --------------------· 8.;.../_2;;;;_4.;_;;/c...;;;9...;.7-+---..:;;...5+-----t 
459 175 75 schist chunk _____________ ·-·---_-·- __ __ . ____ -----=-8:...:/2::_4:....:./...::.9_7:..+-----J-----I 
460 175 175 and!~ite_c:~9PP.~.!... . .. _________ ·--·-··· __ 4 ____ 8-'--/'-2_4 ___ /--9_7+-----1_9-'-+------
461 175 175 chert core ! 8/24/97 

• 

1751chert core_____ -----------· --d- - .. -,-- -S/24/97 I 

::~H-!~ 1~hert cor8~CiiUnk-J!~minl-==~==-- ~=-~t -~§197 -r----t 

::: 
1 0~ 150 andesite c~~L----·-----·-·-···----·---·--- -+- 8/26/97 19 

150 andesite_ ~~~~!1.9_hf!f!1mer _____ _____ ____ __ __T _______ 8/26/9Z 7L __ 

::~ 1 0~ ~ :~ ~~:~ ;::~:-- -- -----·- ----··-----· --- - --t--· :~~:~:~ +------
-~~~~~:~~•m.nir===~=·· --~--l==-:~~=~:~ ~~------
--470 1251 .150 sandstone ~etate-iiagm-;;~i--···-- - ------·- T-------s/26i97 -----~-------
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• 513: 225:_ ~.? !L~.ra~Et.si!~ flake ,_. ..8~L12g_~6J1.~9---77 j1 -. ---- ----!-_,, ·--·-----
5141 225 i 175 chert flake 

-·5151-225: 1.75Tchert-chunk · · · -8126t97T --· ·· --~:-------- --

·~ ~ ~! ~~~ ;~~=~o:k~reiscr~~er·J;-ianei __ ,_ · -· _ . ~-=+=-:~:;~----__ :-----
~ ~ : ~ ~~ ~ ~: ~~~=~;:k:ake ________________ .. ----·· ____ ------~-- :~~ =~:; ----+-, -----i 

1--_.:::_.:~-==-=+-_;_:.....::::..r·=:..:...:_=:.;;.._-----·--·-··-----·" ......... --------+-----.=.:...:::::...:::.o....:::....:..+-----+----1 
520 225 1 175'andesite flake -------------~--- 8/26/97 
521 2251 175 Quartzite -~~=-hammer fragmen!_·--.----1--- 8/26/97 
522 225 175 andesite flake _______ ---------+- 8/26/97 ---+---.. -
523 225 175 andesite flake _ _ ________ ------+--8=/..:=2:...;:6;.:../.::::..9.::....7r----t----t 
524 225 17 5 !chert flake ______________ ................. _ .. .l .. ·---'8:....;../=2..;;;..6.;_/9;;;_7-+---·--+-----i 
525 225 1751andesite flake ! 8/26/97 

;~~ ~~~ · : ;; ~::!~k:hopper ==~~--~--~--~-=-=~_=~= ___ :=-:~...:::~;_::=c.:..~~:-=-;+----·-1=7:=====: 
__ 528 225 1751quartzite chC?_PE!rjcore _________________ t ... ...::.8:.:../=2-=-6.::.../9:::._7:...r----+------l 

529 225 175 silty chert scrape!.. _____________ .. _______________ +-1 -~8_/2.;;;;....;:..6/'-9'-7-+-___ 1....:;3+-----t 
530 225 175 andesite flake ---------------.------------t-- 8/26/97 

531a 225 175 chert flake __ , __ ............... _.. , ___ 8.::..:/..:.:2;...=6~/.:::...9-=-7+---,----+-----t 
531 b 225 175 chert flake _________ .. _____ -------------------- ___ ..:::8..:..;/2=-6=/-=9:....:.7-+-----+----t 

532 225 175 andesite fla_~~------------------- ------·-··--··--r----...;;.8..:.../=2.:::...6-=-/9;;_7-r----+---t 

• 533a 250 175 chert flake 8/27/97 unplowed 
533b 250 175 chert flake ---------~----· _____________ ....;;..8-'--'/2;_7.....;/....;;9_7-+-----+-u_n.....__pllo_w..;;..ed-l 

534 250 175 chert flake 8/27/97 
-----------------·--~+-----"".:..::::;..;c_;_.;::....:...r----+------1 

535 250 175 chert flake 8/27/97 
536 250 175 chert flake burin 8/27/97 9 
537 250 175 chert scraper/grayer/burin -----------------f--·-8;=..:/..:=2:...:.7..:..../-=-9.:..7r----t----t 
538 250 175 andesite flake ------------;--8=/...:::2;_7..:.../.;;;...9.:....:7r---+u=n.;.o;;;•pl..:..:to;_w;..:;:.e_,d 
539 275 175 chert chunk ------------------------+-----=8:.:../-=2...:..7..:.../9=-=-7f------t-=:un:..:JlP::;.;IIo::..;:w~e:=td 
540 275 175 chert flake ___________________ ,_ ... ---·--·----------+--.;;;_8;_;/2::..;7:....o/...;;9...;.7+------+"u'-'-'n-"-p·ll;.;:;.o.;..;.w~ed""~ 
541 275 175 chert core -----------=8.:....:/2=--7=-:'-=9;_7+-----+-------t 

• 

542 275 175 chert flake 8/27/97 unplowed ... ·--------- .................. - - ------ --_ _;,;_;c.=_,...:...;;;.-+-------+-'---'-'-'-=-~ 
543 325 1751chert flake ____________ . .. .... __ ... ___ _J_ 8/27/97 ----+unplowed m m m ::~ :~k ~ -=------·- ~~-=-------=~~: =~t-----=-:.:....::~=-;:....::_;::~;-+1-.. ~-~~--~.~+-i; ....... ---_-_ --
547 200 150 quartzite flake-~~~-~=-~===-- ___________ .=_-~]~---_;;;;8..:..;/2=-7:....:/_;;;;9c..:.7t----+l----; 

.§:48a 200 150iandesite flake__________________ ._ ... ___ -···---~----8/27/97: 
548b II 200

1

1 150jchert flake scraper ____________ --------------------+·--=-8.:....:/2=-7:....:/_;:9...;.7+------'-13-'"-~lr-· -----1 

549 200 150 chert chunk . 8/27/97 
t--....;;;._;_-'+-..=..::..r-..:.....;::_-=-t.::~-C....::..=.------- ·---·-----··--· --+----=--=-=-..::...::...:...j------+-----1 
-- 550 200 150 silty chert S~!.!2~----------- -- -- __ .. ______ ....1 ____ ~27/97 1 ru ___ _ 

551 200 150 chert flake ___ --------·---------------------------1- 8/27/97 . I __ _ 
552j 200, 15_Q~hert flake ____ ·--------------·--··------l-----~/27/971 ---~-----

-· 553t-f.OO 1150 ,sandstone ~·· flaking_ ha_~!!'.!!' _fr_'!ll_me~t--.--1-- 8/2 7/9 7l_ ____ j __ _ 

554a 
1
. 200 150~ert chunk ____________ . ---------------(--- 8/27J97_~------i-----

554b , 200. 150:Quartzite core/hammer , 8/27/971 · 1 
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__ . 596f_g5Q. __ z_§_'ar:td~~i~~fltikf3 . _81;3JL~IL 
_____ §. 9 7. _ 2 5_Q_c.?§.~. _ 1 _ch_a!~f3d<?~Yflak~ i . . fU ~_!.!._~_? .L. . .. ---+ . . .... ___ _ 
f-- 598i 275 1 J50 1 che_r!_flak~_ ... .. .. . . ..... \ .. __ 8/31/97! ... :.. __ ...j_ ______ _ 

j ·-·-···-···· 

5991 275 125:chert flake ____ ---~ ______ . . . ... __ L _ 8/31/97! i 
600l 275 125lquartzite SCraper _elane/Ci>_~~ _____ -·---··- ·-·-··-·±· ___ ...;...8_/3_1....;./....;;,.9_7+-' __ 2 __ 1-+1----i 
601 275 125 chert flake ----------------·--·-- _____________ .. ..... ___ ....;8:...:./...::.3...;..1.;_/9.;:_7"-~--___ ........;------J 

=~~~ ~~; ~ ~~~~:~:s!~a:: pos;ible-~~18tE;Ira9m&nt':~~-~~~~-~-~-±~.-- · :~; ~ ~:~, 
604 275 50 chert primary flake- probably natural ___________ l__ 8/31/97' 
605 275 25 chert chunk- core fragment? ~ ___;;;8c.;../-=...3c.;..1/::...:9::...:7+-·---+-----t 
60 6 27 5 25E chert chunk probably naturai _____________________ J....__ __ 8'-/3'-1-'-/-"-9_7~---+----t 
607 300 125 chert flake 

1 
8/31/97 

t--....=....:.~...;;:...;;;;.~..;...=..::...;-::.~.;;....;.;..=-·-----·----- -------·-·-·------·-- ---- ____ .;;;.c._:;......:....;;;...;_;----+-----t 
608 300 100 chert core/chunk 8/31/97 

·-~--·-·---····~~--· ~······-···-·····-------·-~·-- --· 
609 300 100 chert chunk 8/31/97 ----·------ -------·-··· --............j,~-.....::::..;c....:::_:..:....:::..-4----t------l 
610 300 75 chipped quartz ···----··------· 8/31/97 
611 300 7 5 chert flake ·---------------+-----'8:::..;./...::.3....:.1..:.../9:::..7-4---........;------J 
612 300 75.quartzite flake ____________ 8/31/97 
613 325 150 chert chunk 8/31/97 

~--~~..;:;:...;;:;...;;_;-.~~;_;_;;_;_~..;_;;;_;_;.;.c______ ---- ___ ...;:_;_;::......;..:....:;;_;_-t------t----t 
614 325 150 chert chunk 8/31/97 
615 325 125 chert flake 8/31/97 

--------·-----·----------------·---------1r-----~-'--'--'-+----+-----l 

616 325 125 chert flake _________ -!--..:;..8/:...:3:_1-'-/...;;:..9-'-7~--+-----t 
617 325 125 chert flake ------·-·----- 8/31/97 
618 325 125 chert flake 8/31/9 7 ·---------·-·-··--·---i--.:;:..:c...;:_;:...:...=.-=-t-----+----1 
619 325 125chertflake 8/31/97 ·-------
620 325 100 chert chunk/burin 8/31/97 
621 325 1 00 chert graver 8/31/9 7 

9 
9 

622 325 75 chert flake-core fragment _______ __;8::..:./...::.3....:.1..:.../9:::...7-4-----+----r 
623 325 50 chert flake ---+-....::8::.:../-=3..:..1..:..:/9:::...7=-t----+------l 
624 350 100 chert flake _ ----·--!--8:...:./...;:..3..;...1.;_;/9;;_;7-+----+----t 
625 350 100 chert flake 8/31/97 ·- -----·--··-·---·-----;------=:...:...=.~=:....:....t---+----i 

626 350 50 chert flake 8/31/97 
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FROM Jan. 21 2000 02: 23F'M Pl 

Reburta.l to Dr. Chester King's Criticism::; of the Archaeological Project Conducted at th~ Or. Trenlo 
Property in Malibu, California 

by Dr. E. Gary Sr:ckel 
January 17, 2000 

lntrQgyction 
A set of documents, prepared by Dr. Chester King, were sent by Dr. King to the California Coastal 
Commission addressed to Mr. Steve Huds011. Th..: intent of the mailing was to discredit the work of my 
archaeological team and I and the Native Americans via an critique on tho reports I wrote on the project 
involving archaeological site CA-LAN-803, l.,cnted in the City of Malibu. A portion of" the site rests on 
the property located at 25126 Pacific C~ast Highway, in the City of Malibu. The property is being 
developed into a residence by its owner Dr. Alfr~do Tre.nto. As will be seen below, Dr. King's critique 
is sch:ntitically invalid. lt is filled with false allegations, inferences that do not follow from their 
premises, ,appeals to a persons' feelings rather than to their logic. false and misleading statemenH, 
misinterpretations, misre1>res-1:ntations, misconstrued concepts and data taken out of context and wrongly 
manipulated, all of which is used to support his agenda. Dr. King presents his criticisms under a false 
cloak of scientific "concern" about the cultural resources on the property. His critique must be seen in 
context. Despite the fact that I've have tri~d for many year's to interact with him as a colleague, Dr. King 
has been constantly adversarial and non-cooperative. Apparently. he hasn't singled me out exclusively, 
for it is a well known fact that most local archaeologists will not work in Malibu because of his 
adversarialand uncooperative behavior. As for the Dr. Trento project, Dr. King has been adversarial 
and non·cooperative from the wry beginning. He tried to obstruct the project at every opportunity. Even 
thous,h it was agreed upon. he failed to vi.:;it the site, fniled to help me select locations for t!te 
excavation:; {also ag1·eed upon). And when he finally cam~: to the site on 2/16/99, he proceeded to 
complain about the project in gtmeral and argued (even though the evidence was dear and was 
abundantly presented to him by me and my crew), that we had not reached sterile (i.e. the non-cultural 
soil ot substrate below the soil containing artifacts and ecofacts){see attached memos from my crew; and 
my memo to Mr. Ewing of2118/99). His demands that we conduct the project exclusively his way (his 
various •·concii[iOrls") were rejected b)' me and the project Chun1a~h a:> unreliSonable and better methods 
and approach were presented in my proposal (Stickel 1998; dated Nov. 16, !998 ). The Director of 
Planning, Mr. Craig Ewing, reviewed my proposal and Dr. King's criticisms and contentions and 
overs-uled him as did the Cultural Re$ources .Review Committee for the City of Malibu (comprised of 
Native AmericatlS and archaeulogists). Both approved our program ov~:r Or. King's objections and the 
project was permitted to proceed. Dr. King seems to be attempting to seriously discredit me and tbe 
Native Americans involved with the project, not only fTom the Dr. Trento project but from workini io 
Malibu altoaether. Dr. Kina's "sour grapes'' motivations for this critiquo are therefore not objective and 
are not based on·_ sincere scientific con:ems. That his motivations for this critique are not legitimate 
is proven by the manner in whicb he bu both generated and disseminated his critique. He generated 
his critique (which can be seen in its entirety below) by focusing on my Pha•c 2 (test phase) rePort 
(Stickel 1999b). He never mentions my Phase 3 (mitiaation report; Stickell999c) even though be has 
had that more updated and more ~otnp!ete report for months. Why? I tbink the answer lies, from Dr. 
King's unfair point of view, that be wanted to focus on the earlier Ph .. 2 report (submitted last July 
1999) because it was less complete and thus if would provide him with more "ammunition,. in hi.s attempt 
to make us look as bad as possible. It should be noted here that Dr. King obviously had the Phase 3 • 

· · rei;lort because he makes referenc:e to artifacts that we found durina the rnitigatioc pbase aod which are 
· only discussed n the Phase 3 .report, but he fails to mention ~ fact in his critique. The aumner in which 

Dr. King sent out his ''critique•• is even mote professionally questionable .. Per the National Codes of 
Ethics. if Dr. King had any legitimate criticams ojtr/ywork he should~ presented them lO meftrst 
and directly months ago (my reports were turned in last July, 1999 [Stieke11999b] and last October 
199)) [Stickel 1999c]). Dr.l<ing has bad ample time to preaent them to me. Since my RPOrts were 
submitted tan swnmer, 1 have phoned him many times (about the Dr. Trento project and other projects), 
but he has uever returned any of my phono calls. Why? Also if Dr. King bad lositimate concerns abocat 

• 

• 

the •m ~nfr~· he ev~ discuss_ these .with_tb~:project•s Chumash Native American • 
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Monitor, Ms. Carol Pulido? He has cmnplctely avoided her. Instead he chose to ignore those required 
protocols. lrlstead and with obvious calculation, he waited until just before the Coastal Commission 
Hearing on Dr. Trento's project came \lp (it was schedule Thursday, January 13, 2000). His timing was 
obviously intentional and engineered to deprive me Qf a chance to ~tdequatcly defend the project and to 
cause, yet another delay to Dr. Trento (who hns fully c-ooperated with the project's archaeological 
program and with the Chumash Native Americans involved with the project); he has succeeded already 
with part of his agenda as Dr. Trento had to ask for a rescheduling ofthe hearing to give us a chance to 
address his generated critique 

. As it may be seen with my responses bel~w. Dr. King's concerns are false, his criticisms are 
unjustified and unscientific. Dr. King should be more concerned about his own professional behavior, 
such as the "possible human bone" that he claims he had found on the site 3 years aso (King 1997), yet 
he failed to properly get the bone identified and report it (if it were human) to the Native American 
Community (per City of Malibu r~quirements), and despite our requests for this bone, he has failed to 
provide it. Yet Dr. King has the effrontery to still mention this bone in his criticisms of our work. This 
is but one of the many justifiable retorts to Dr. King that are presented below and collectively they 
should dispel any doubts about the legitimacy of Dr. King's criticisms. 

Preface ro Respons~ 
In his cover letter to Mr. Steve Hudson of the California Coastal Commission, Dr. King that the 

prcjcct should have a qualified archaeologist and Native American Monitor, suggesting that it did not. 
have a Ph.D. in Anthropology from UCLA (1974) and '35 years experience in local archaeology. I have 
published both locally, Nationally and Jr.tcrnationally. I am qualified. The project's Chumash Native 
American was Ms. Carol Pulido, \.Vho has also had a great deal of experience in Monitoring her 
ancestors' sites and Ms. Pulido is directly related to the ancient Chumash ofr-.-talibu. She is also 
qualified. 

Even though my Phase 2 report was submitted last July, 1999 ( Stickell999b) and the Phase III 
(mitigation report) was submitted last October, 1999 (Stickel 1999c). I have never heard one word of 
criticism from Dr. King. Also I phoned Dr. King 6 or 7 times over the last few months and he never 
returned any of my calls. I phoned and got him once last November when we discussed another project. 
He did not mention any of his so-called concerns or complaints about the Dr. Trento site (CA·LAN-803) 
project. Also both Ms. Carol Pulido anc I saw Dr. Kiug recently in the field at the Trancas Market last 
Nov. 30, 1999 and he never mentioned to us any criticisms or concerns of the Dr. Trento project at that 
time either. One is left with the questions: why didn't Dr. King retum a.'ly of my phone calls? Why 
didn't Dr. King phone me or fax/mail me with any criticisms over that long period of time last summer 
and fall? Even thou"h he has had ample time to do so, why didn't he professionally contact me or Ms. 
Pulido?. Now he has seen fit to send out his critique. on my work them to all the organizations, 
colleagues, persons and Native Americans. I have never seen any of the documents of his critique 
package until the day before the scheduled Coastal Commission Hearing (or on 1112/2000). Even then, l 
did not receive the critique directly from Dr. King (as per standard professional practice), but instead I 
received them from the developer, Dr. Trento, who had to obtain them from the Coastal Commission. If 
Dr. King was interested in any legitimate scientific concerns about the site he would have contacted me 
directly and ~onths ago. Also it is obvious that he didn't want me to have the critique in advance of the 
Coastal Corrunlssion Hearing so that I could prepare a suitable rebuttal of defense: These breaches of 

· ' · ·professional conduct cast serious doubts on the legitimacy of Dr. King's criticisms. · :. · ::: · : · .. · · 
· . · .. The documents that Dr. King submitted to the Coastal Commission inclui:fed a cover letter ,. 

· ~~ddrt:ssed to Mr. Steve Hudson [dated .. Januazy 3, 1999" sic as it must be 1/3/2000], th~ correspondence 
. ·addressed to "Mary Ann DeHaven, [dated .. December 2, 19981. a letter to. "Craig Ewing" (dated 

.. January 10, 1999), a "'Review of A Phase 2 (Test Phase) of Archaeological Site CA-LAN~803 at 25126 
Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu, California. prepared by E. Oary Stickel" document with no author 
listed, but it is obviously Dr. King who prepared it. Those documents were followed by photocopies of 

R~2 
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l~ttcrs Dr. King obtained tt• sup~lort him fwm the "Sierra Club" (dat~d "January 7, 2000'' whi~.:h alleged 
that ''proper preservation" -,.·as nvt being u~lheld for th.c sit.!), and the "Surfers Environmental Alliance" 
(dated .. l/6/2000" which r~fl'rred to me as an "hired-gun ex~rts" ... •• hired to make:: naked assertions, 
conclusionary r~cital, and unsupp<)rtcd opinions, to support coastal development ill areas where 
significant resources exist"). TI1<.>$e documents wet·e followed b:y a 9 page "Inventory of Malibu 
ar<:haeological sites"(no author listed but it was presumably Dr. King's work), a oopy of Dr. King's map 
of alleged artifact locations on the subject parcel. followed by a 15 page catalog, and lastly fo!lowt:d by 
21 pages of alleged photographs of artifacts from the site. Those do~uments comprised the total package 
as far as I know. 

Although Dr. King is lhe Cu:y Archaeologist for the City of Malibu, he did not contact the various 
organizations and persons in that capacity becal\SC both reports that l haw written for the project have 
been accepted and approved by the City of Malibu (Craig Ewing. Director of Planning. Ciry of Malibu, 
2000, personal communication). In addition, both reports have been approved by the Cultural Resources 
Review Committee of the City of ;\{alibu (i.e. both have heard Dr. King:s ~omplaints but have overruled 
him and appro\'ed the reports. their methodology, their conclusions and their mitigation 
recommendations; Craig Ewing, personal communication, 2000). Moreover, the: Chumash who were 
involved in th<! prvject and v.·ho reviewed our report:>, also have completely a:;cepted the methodology, 
the reports and their conclusions and mitgation recommendations and the content of the reports. 
However, now, long after tbe facts. 0:-. King has sent his criticisms to a.n unknown number of my 
colleagues in addition to ihe listed organizations (i.e. to other third parti~s). For on 1/1212000 I t-eceived 
a phone call from Dr. John Johnson of the Santa Dnrbara N.1tural History Museum wherein he informed 
me that Or. King had sent him the critique documents as well. Dr. King's anathema has therefore been 
sent to a number of organi:c.ations and individuals without him evet· havin~ taken the proper professional 
steps to have sent the criticisms to me directly (either via the City of Malibu or as a colteague). This 
breach of behavior certain!y obviatts an:y intent, on his part, to be legitimately concerned about the site 
and its welfare on a scientific basis (as he alledges). fc.r if he were concerned about tho science of the 
proj~t he would :,ave contacted me. directly, per required professional standard practice, to discuss as a 
cooperating colleague his differing points of view and T certainly would have been receptive to such 
bebavior, and if the data suppl.lrted his views I would be open to them. However, he chose instead to be 
surreptitious and devious, to disseminate his attack behind my back. One is therefore left with the 
questions of why he chose to act as he did? It WOI.!id appear that d1e answer (which will become clear as 
this rebuttal unfolds) is that Or. King is upset that he '"·as overruled and consequently he wants to 
reassert his control. archaeology in Malibu. The second reason, whi.:h is probably linked to the first, is 
that Dr. King is anti-deveiopment to the ex1reme and correspondingly he bas been adversarial about the 
project from its inc~ption. His unfounded and adversarial objections to my original proposal for the 
conduc:t of the project (Stickel 1998 ), led me to propose to the City that ifh8 didn't behave in a 
cooperative manner, I could not conduct the project. I 'vas assured by the City that Dr. King's role was 
advisory and that the City's Planning Department and the City's Cultural Resources Review Committee 
would decide what was appropriate. We proceeded on the project but Dr. King continued to be 
adversarial and negative to both my crew and I ( c.f. my memo to Mr. Ewing of the City of 18 Februa."Y 
1999, and the memos from my crew to me, all attached hereto). 

Since 18 Februaryl999, I have not heard or received any comments on the project from Dr. King. 
Now the documents that Dr. King has just sent out (January 2000), due to the manner in which he did so, 
is in violation cf the Code of Ethics of the Society of American Archaeology ar.d the Code of Ethics of 

.. , ).he Socliety of Professional Archaeologists: such as Sections: n, 2.2 (a) "An Archaeologist shall not: 
.Falsely or maliciously attempt to injure the reputation of another archeologist." and~ given Dr. Klng•s 
behavior towards the Native Atnerieans on the projeet, he is in violation of'sec'tion I 1.1 (c ) "Be 
sensitive to, and respect the legitimate concerns of, groups whose culture histories are the subjects of 
archeological investigations ... The lan:er is a serious point, because my reports. their conclusions and 

• 

• 

• 
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their re.:on1rnendations wt're dl rr.:1de m careful conS\llt:ltion with the Churnash on the project (Ms . 

Carol Pulido, Moniwr and Ms. Ruth Frazee, Crew !\!ember). 
' na'\•e or<•anized mv rebunal m thl! foliowiPg manner: I wiil present copies of Dr. King's statements 
l <::> J 

first and then I will provide my re.~ponses in order to refute each statement. .. ·-·· .. ··--·~····· ~ .. -.,-,.,.~···-···"·· 
.,~.:.r~~-···.. ·. ·· ··· -;:::r::-.:;::.7.!-cr. ::.:.-;;:'·.:::· .- .:~.:::.·.~:;Y:::::r..::.::Ef,:j'·· ~.-.:-:::,:\ .. : .. ··c~:·: 

. r.:tt· .· . 
Topanga .. .t\nthropological Consultants 

:..P.O. Box 826 Dt~_ ~lUG . . ~ . ·; 
OM!"'~ 0 ·t:*"'' . 
Of G~ QUS. . ' . 
. f' • \ : . CaHfornia Coastal Commission 

89 South Califomia ~treet, Suite 200 
Ventura, California 93001 

Dear Steve Hudson. 

r::~pn~-~~ 90290 
; ·;}; ~~ ~~~~~~ . 

..1 J.' I • :.: ~~ i''f.•. ' ' ... 'j> . Application No 4-99~ J 89 

--~ ... ~r AL.co... · 
'>(JIJTH CENT'R "'!MISSION January 3, 1999 

.4.1. CO~.ST Ol.'ifl?l(i 

The enclosed two groups of documenlS concem archaeological site LAN·803. The first group of 
documents relate to the Phase 2 study. The fir$t document in this group was prepared to define the 
recommended scope of work. The second was prepared as a review of the initial work plan pro
posed by Dr. Stickel. The third was a review of a resubmitted work plan. The forth document is a 
review of the Phase 2 program. It is clear from these documents that Dr. Stickel conducted a pro
gram that was contrary to the program I had outlined and that his conclusions are very different 
from mine. He ignored the information obtained during the Phase 1 study .. He was given a map of 
artifact locations and a Hst of all the surface artifacts keyed to !he map before he conducted his study. •• • • "':"' •-* • •· •• .. , .. _,.,a'• • 

•••••• Response: I never received the documents that Dr. King rcfus to in the first parao-ra h Th' · · 
breach of professional .::onduct. It is tru;:: that I conducted a " pro tl ~:> p . 1$ IS a senous 
I (Dr K. ) l d tl. d . . . gram tat was contrary to the program 

. . mg_ 1a ou me and that conclusions are very different from mine" Th .. ,. h 
Kmg wanted me to mechanically implement for him was excessive (as be wa. nt det pd:ogra:n r at Dr. 
entire propertv dl f h d · · e o tg umts across the 

. • re~ar ess o. t e propose development plan). His "program" would have taken ove 
year m field work ak,ne ana would have cost hundreds of thousands of dollars. In rofessio J r a 
reason~ble contrast, we excavated 32 STPs (Shovel Test Probes) and six lxl met:r units ~~~ 
exeephon of a row of SOxSO em units across the northern part of the parcel (STP 3 8 · 

1

h e 
Figure 7) and a rim of STPs OU"ound the southwestern area of the site (STPs 9- '2; • J ;e atta~. ed map. 

~~·-· .,. .. .,-.... Sm.s 1-2~ ~~~-~~ ~- ne~-~eologica~. tre~c'::,_~~ di~tribution and !pacing of whi~h n~. ~~ :~ a~~d to 
prevtously (Cra1g Ewmg, personal communication 2000) n th · · · ... ·- . 

. we~e p~aced in the areas of high impact for the par~el (i e • ~ e ?TP •. Test P1t and ~i~gation Units 

. . ~~vJmm~ng pool, guest house and guest house gara ) Th e a<X:ess ?nveway~ the mam house, , 
: relevant information needed to assess the Sl'gn'tfic ge . f these exc~vatlons were designed to provide the . 
· d. b · ance o e parcel and at the s 'ti · · · . · 

· . · : tstur ance to. the parc.el via the destructive disging of arcluieolo i ·· . . ~~ '?7 _to . .nunm.uze the · · 
·. resulted m far more disturbance to the pa e 1 . d . · .. · h ..... g -~~ u~uu .. Dr. K~g s pr~grarn w9uld . 

lnnece:sstll'Y·. . . ·- - : , r e an was_ t -~~ ~~em~. ex~essive, de$tnictive and ·. ·. ... . . . ~ ~ . ·~· ' . - . . . . .. ' ;:~ ·:.. . 

k~4 
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My oonchtsion.s ii.rC very dift~rent from Dr. King's because Dr King assumes that all sites are 
habitation site.\·. Based 0:'1 his observati(lns of surface remams only, he asserted the site ·was a habitation • 
site with stru.::tur~"> (i.e."houses'' and a ·'s•.~~:eatlodgc"). My interpt-etation is based on a formal research 
design that makes no a pru.wi assumptions about the site. The test of my hypothesis was based on 

... . · 

... 

<!xcavated data and the surfaco:e artifa.:-ts. And my tested results indicated that the site was not a habitation 
site but that the site served for most of its time period of utilization as a lithic. production site and. 

· possibly. during its recentmoost utilization, as ev!d~nced by its surface distribution ofartifacts (the manos 
and mano fragments), it served in addition as a floral resource processing site. In sbort, the data indicates 
that sit~~: CA-LAN-803 was a produ~;tion/pr~es!ling site und not a habitation site. The hypothesis is 
supported by marry test expectations, such as the fact that the site lacked PARs (Fire Affected Rocks) that 
would have been present due to the cooking, heating and lighting fir~::$ at a habitation site. 

I did not " ... ignore the information obtained (by Dr. King) during the Phase 1 study." I considered his 
data and his interpretations. But we f()llnd his data to be in.;orrect and his interpretatioll$ unjustified by 
the recovered data. 

. .; ' 

--.. ··· .......... '. . 

·····' -· "':: ~ .. 

aJ'tnc'lSM~The second group of documents includes a map of anifacts observed on the surface. a list of the 
artifacts observed on the surface that is keyed to the map and illustrations of selected artifacts that 
are referred to in the artifact list. This is the basic information obtained during the Phase 1 study. 

" .. ~ .. 

The Jist of artifacts and the illustrations document the similarity with collections from the • 
Sweetwater Mesa site (LAN-267), the Z~.;ma Creek site and many other Early period $ettlements in 
the Malibu and Santa Barbara coastal areas. Counter to Stickel•s assertion that the site has little 
variability, it has the full ranae of artifacts usually found in Early period Phase x sites and these arc 
found in similar ratios. 

• , •• ·: "!.~~~~' .•. : :.:·:-..:,.".";,; :."..:.: .. #01·,: •. ·~ • ~ , .•• • • ... • •. ··•. -: -~;;:::...:.....~.-:.~ ... ·:::-·-··-::, r·.:.:..::. ·'='·· ··:...: ......... . 
Response:-"of.""'K.fn.g ·~;;n;· that his map of surface anifaets provei that the portion of site CA-LAN-803. 
on tho Trento property, is a habitation site similar to the other sites he cltos in the paragraph. As stated 
above, the data d~d not prove the site to be a habitation site. Dr. King's comparisons are therefore 
spurious. 

As for Dr. King • s ass~rtion that I was tryi.'li to minimiz~ the va.riabi lity of the data for the site (as Dr. 
King states " ... it has the full range of artifacts usually found in Early period •.. sites ..... ). In tenns of 
the data from the Test Phase Report (Stieke11999b), (which he claims he is critiquing in his package). · 

.. , ,_: ... , ..... :. ~e only found 3 utili2led flakes. 1 scraper, 2 core fragments, 1 core and 1 chopper. All the rest. o~~e · 
': ·::' :~.i.:t .. :'." • . was. T~e four test pits of the test phase (1 X 1 meter in sixe) yie~d,e~ only 1 additional 

. . . bl-facial knife. In addrtiori, 'mere was only a few more fo~al tools:· J scraper~ 1 iDcipi~t .. :·:: 
·Jtl~hd;pp•r.' 4 .. utilizcd flakes, 2 spent cores and. 7 core fragments .. The rest was del;litage ~.;y!tb:tbc .. ~~s..-.· :;~;

s,t hardly comprises to this researcher "a full range of artifaCts" found at a ~b~~ti.~ site.· Rr; · ' .. 
~· ""'-- ·· ,,_·_ · ,_. ·provide more variability for his interpretation with the s\lrface · coll~~ ~~- (~4 ?U~ ;+:, ·· <:::': 

raliefir.allv · · · mace colleCtion or artifacts differed from his substantially; * below)~ JJI.Y -:,.: ;1r ·<-' · 
·assessmjtnt. is that the site pottion (of site CA~LAN-803) that was on the Tronto property did, no(have a·. . 

..... _ ... _ a habitation $ito . · · < :·· .~.? ·· . . , .. 
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• F~\"flCl?Jihe presence of distinc.tive residential areas. men's work:i ng areas. a possible sweat lodge der:ssio_n 
and flat areas with few artifacts surrounded by artifact$ indicate~ that man: of the features o e Is~~~c 

· · .· Chumash settlements. including sweatlodges, dancing areas, ~hnnes. playtng courts a~d ce"? t: 
.. were 'present in settlements iOOO years ago. Recent d!sco~enes of earth mound comp exes.m .

1 
. :· .. -.·southeastern United States indicates that features of h~ston~ settle~~nts were presen! at.~~! ar 

time in other areas of North America. In anthropologJcal crrcles. 1t _1s commonly beheved . . 
· · r · d · Early period Phase x did not have complex settlements . .If the depress1an 1s 

·sha~l~tles. avmfg unnagtlodge its ex. "avation would be the earliest documentation of swcatlodges in 
t e remams o a swe • " . · f · t' ve society 
North America. Further study of the site could document the orgamz:ahon a anctent na l 

Malibu and dispel many ra?ist beliefs ab?ut ~~;iye peapl~s .... ··- .......... ...... -·~:- . '· ., ........ -·--. -. -:- : .. : 
-~ .. ---···- '· ............ ·-···· . . · .. · ·. :~·,. .. .... ~ ··-

. . . ~ 

.Respon"~:. 'The s;bsu;face data collected frorrt the 31 STPs and the fot:~ te~t p~ts did n~t provide data 
indicative of any activity areas. Therefure one has to rely on the ~urface dt~;r~b~tlo~ of art.lfac~. Our " 
carefully produced map of the surface artifacts does not show ev1dc~c~ of dtstt~cttve resider'ltlal areas • 
separate "men•s working areas" (for if the assumpti_on _is used t_hat !tthtc product1o? was perfom1ed_b~ 
men there was lithic debitaoe (waste flakes .. etc.) dtstnbuted VIrtually over the entire property. Th1s IS 
ech~ed by the distribution of cores and harnmer stones (see attached map of the surface distribution; our 
Figure 10). There are no clear ·•nat areas with few artifacts surrounded by a1tifacts" (of what types?). 
Also, there was no evidence of"swr:allodges, dancing areas, shrines, playing courts and cemeteries" 
despite Dr. King's wish tl.x them. 

Dr. King's citation of"earth rnound complexes in the southeastern Unite.d States" is irrelevant. The. 
two site areas arc not of a similar time. The southeastern mound builder sttes date to a much later in 
time such as the great mound site of Eto•Nah, Geogia which dates about 1000 years ago (whereas Dr. 

• 
King believ~s the site CA-L.AN-803 to dates to "7000 years ago."). King's citation of the Mound 
Builder sites is a farfetched attempt to ascrib~ false importance and significance to site 803. The .Mound 
Builder sites were not o!lly much later in time but they were built by cultures with large populations with 
complex social or~anizations far more complex than the small populations and probable egalitarian social 
organization of the Ear!y Period People of the Chumash area d!J.ring the Early Period (assuming for the 
moment that the site dates to that period). Site CA-LAN-803 is significant in it$ own right as it has 
yielded data important to a scientific understanding of sire variability during the Early Period. We don't 
have to cite cultures of vastly different time periods and cultural complexities to justify ascribing 
significance to site CA-LA)'·.:·~so3. 

i\.s for Dr. King's alleged "sweatiodge'' on the parcel, the depression in question, as far as I am 
concerned, was along a long linear small gully, and that it wa$ most probably natural geologic small 
sump area on that drainage and was not a structure feature (see my Memo o£2/18/99 attached). Dr. John 
Minch, in my reports (Stickel 1999b and c), stated his opinion that the feature had been created by a 

· :. tractor tum around. r have excavated a swear lodge a.t the Chumash Rincon Site (CA-SBa-1 ), and in my 
··. : ?Rinion t.tie above factors account for the depression. I agree with Dr. Kins, howeveT, in that further 

• ;;- _; :s~dy ofth~ ~it~ "could dO<::ument the organization" of patt of the ancient Cbumash Culture. Kmg also . 
(:',i:·L~;::;-~9~ ~c con~pt of ."racist beliefs" and if he meant by that a back-handed attempt to characterize me, I . . . . 

. ·. . ' :>;;~y~y.,O'~ld Da.ve great umbrage at $UCh name calling. I coordinated wlth one of the most prominent and .. , .. · ... , ·i ·'' 

.~ .. :. r:.:.~';t:\4u'a!ifie4 Chu~ash Native Americans to be the Monitor for the project, Ms. Carol Pulido ... Both other ... 
·. · ·' ·.·. , .. ( .i·};.:t~i.im~, an9 c;labrielino (the neighboring Tribe of the greater Los Angeles area)· were crew memb~ on . :; · 
~~ . . :· .... ~-',}·~:the.project and they together formed a high percentage Of the crew. All project proCedUres, analyses. ., . 

' ·.:·:::. ;project interpretations and mitigation rec:orrunendations were reviewed with the Native Americans and 
" with them. Dr. should chose his words ntorc · · 
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~rttq:SP,o!! h h Ph 2 arch:leological studv which e){ceeded z square meters of excavation was 
I suspect t at t .e ase · · • "' d h . td b ·onducted using state of. 
conducted without the required coastal permit. A phase • stu Y s ou. e c . d 

. the a!'1 archaeological procedures to determine the positive value of different stte afreJJas ~~.un er· 
· t 1 1 Th's study could be used to care u y ~sagn a standing the organizatton of n w lO e sttt ement. I . h ld 

, · · ficant infonnation The design and conduct of the testtng programs ou program to sa,vage s1gm 1 . . . 
. be conducted under the supervision o.f a panel of expen archaeolognts. ~ 

·-·· . .. . .. ::~.~~~e:.:~ L}_ J;~-:/,;;:~, ..... ,-., ~.1 ..... . 
~;~B~~-~1. 'i~~~;j~f·:~?~::Q'~ :~ .-.. : . ::. · .·· ...... - · · · . · · · · · . . . ,· , . .- . · .\.(/· . ~ ;;::;t:; :{/fJ:;~:.:~·:ti.t~:;·.{~~s. ·_:~&J.: ·. 

·'t«$pon5e:· "!'disagree ..\.·ith almost aU of his comments here. I have no comment on thE: coastal permit 
comment. But, as for his next comment, we did use "st11te of the art &rchaeolosical procedures." I am 
fully aware of modem methods too (e.g. I have published the most extensive remote sensing study ever 
condu~ted in Europe, <.Jn Lake'Neuchatel in Switzerland, wherei11 I utillz~d side sean sonar, a 
magnetome£er and a sub-bottom profiler ~tickcl and Garrison 1987). I have selected the methods and 
the p1·ocedures for the project that area appropriate given the nature of the proje~t nnd the limits of costing 
$tipulated in CEQA and by the City ·:>f'Ma!ibu. We have determirled the ''positive value" of the site. The 
different site areas that Dr. King "5cl!:s" in the data d() not exist and have not been proven by him. As for 
·' ... understanding the orgam:zation of a whole settlement." The sile (it is not a S'ettlement"or habitation 
site) ~x.tends beyond the boundaries of theTrento property. It was not, nor should it be, the goal of the 
project to sway the entire $ite (both on and offTI'emo's property) ilnd make Dr. Trento pay for it. We 
were to study the data on his parcel and we d\d so. :\!i lor Dr. King's lut comment in the paragraph. He 
said our pro jeer should be cc>nducted "under rl1<e superviliion (Jf a panel of expert archaeologists," as if we 
were derelict is doing so iu some manner. I was inlhrmed by the City that Dr. King had already set up 
such a pauel of expe::rts and tbnt that panel had listened to Dr. King's complaints about my project and 
then they had mled in my favor and ag<tin~t him. It would appear thar Or. King doesn't like it if his own • 
set-up paa,el disagrees with him and so now he wants a new one that will rubber stamp his demands. 

'3!f: !Il~ · Memo to Cr~ig Ewing 
Archaceological Evaluation at 25l26 Pacific Coast Highway, Malibu. Califomin. PPR-98-235. 

From: Chester King 

October 21, 1998 

On September .16. 1997. I completed a Phase I archaeological study for the parcel at 25126 

Pacitic Coast Highway. During the Phase 1 .uudy.l mapped 626 surface artifact locatfOM 

in the project area. I obServed that the distribution of different frequencies of artifact types 

: . in' different ~as of the site indicated the presence of the ocpniution of a 5C:ttlement and .. · 
·:.observedtbe presence of a Sliaht depression that may indicate the presence of the IOCIIi911 .... 

: .. . . ; ' ·. ' : :of a seinisubtenwan structure. The anifacts found at tbe site indiCate that moS&: ~on .· 
• • ' ...•. · .. - /'·. ' • ~<\_·:.·: ;' '.-: •• ·--:·~. ' .• -~. ' . .::_..: .. :~ :~ •.. ,· .... _' ..• -•. · -~~·~ .. ~ .:. 

. . :. ·: .. : · .. :· ' • .. at the site oc~~ d~g the early put of the Eatly period approximately ~8000 ~ .: 
ago. The organiution of surf'Ke artifacts and features indicates that 1bis early~ 
contained many of the rea~ characteristic ofh.i.storie California rwiw sealemcnts.. 

t;~~~.} .. ~.:.f;!.· .. ~.;,~.:,t···~.~.·.~.~~~~';•~~;!fft~r-- R~~·~~~f;~;t;f;4~i'~~--:~~~F4;:, 
• • •r• • ·.·, ~.' .. ,::~ .;·;,; .• ', :.;_:-·. ····' ..• •·,•,i .~:.. , .:;;·,.:·.<< :-.. 

. . ~~ ..,;~· . '' . .•. ._ 
.. 
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r..IEMO TO CRAIG .EWING (vf Oct 2L I 998) 
insert King pg. I para 1 

Response: Or. King says he mapped ·' ... 626 surface artifact locations." and that that dat<tled hun ro all 
of his conclusions (i.e. that the site is ·:>fthe "Early pe.riod approximately 6000-8000 >·ears ago," and that 
the "organization cfthe artifacts nndjhmtres indicates that thig .:arly settlement contain~d many of the 
features characteristic of historic California native settlements." Dr. King found nofearures at the site, 
but simply surface artifacts. Features are clusters of artifacts and/or ecofacts such as a fire hearth, an 
earth oven, a lithic work stat:on which have limited and definable dimensions and parameters. Since a 
habitation site can have a high number offeatures (cf Stickel l999a), his use of the word is misleading 
and it i$ a attempt to falsify the data to fit his mental n.otion of what a habitation site is comprised of. 
The site may date to his ascribed time period. It may not be th<tt old. The lack of diagnostic artifacts 
(aside from the two projectile points) m!!.kes the temporal assessment difficult. For example. the 
projectile points, beads and features at a site I recently excavated nt Palos V crdes indicated a Middle and 
Lake Period Occupation "f the sitt:. However wheu we dated the bottom of the cultural deposit the date 
mn to the late Ear!y Period (hence all three major time periods were represented at the site {Stickel 
i999a). Nevertheless, I was willing to presem Dr. King's hypothesis of the chronological placement of 
the site in my reports. 

Dr. King claims he found and mapped 626 surface artit~'\Cts at the site. We made an extremely careful 
surface mapping of the site (which was facilitated by a recent plowing of the site so visibililty was good). 
[have a highly experienced crew. One of them was a Ph.D. Candidate with many years of experience 
both in conducting and directing field projects. Also, our Chumash Monitor, Ms. Carol Pulido and the 
other Native Americl.lns on the ptoject were keea on finding every last artifact on the surface. Despite 
our cat·eful inspection, we located 20 I artifacts not the 626 Dr. King claims were there. We were so 
careful that we relocated a net we.ight (cat no. CA·LAN-803/99-488) rhat Dr. King had mentioned in his 
Phase I report. However, our thoroughness paid off in that we located a projectile point that Dr. Kino 
ha~ missed (cat. no. CA-LAN-803199-544) We scoured th~ property but we could only locate the 201 
artifacts. We are confident thn! that was the real distibution and not the 626 artifacts that Or. King 
claims was on the parcel. 
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$_lDCts~ Of the 105 archaeological sites reccrded within the jurisdiction of the City of Malibu. CA-

LAN-803 appears to be the most intact whole site. It is probably the best preserved site • 

that was occupied during the Early period that remains along the coasts of Los Angeles and 

V enrura Counties. ArChaeologists have not mapped the organization of the sites that have 

been destroyed or damaged by development Dat·nage or destruction of site LAN-803 wiD. 
result in the loss of impon.ant information concerning lifcways and social organization o( 

_,. ·;:·.'.·~--J\Fly ~~~ure.sidentS ....... 
.... .. :..';... ._: ~: :: ... ·' ....... · .. 

inse11 King /ewing-pg 1-parn 2 

··~··· .. -·-· ·····-~·-·· , ..... 
.. • ,!,· 

Resggns;: Dr. King claims that CA-tAN~803 is the" ... most inta~t whole site ... ,. in Malibu. He also 
states that it is the " ... best preserved site" along both the Los Angeles and Ventura Counties. I don't see 
the published evidence to support those claims and his statements have to remain unsupported hyperbole 
until the evidence is unquestionably available. Regardless of hi::; claims, the site. although we found it 
bad been disturbed. has som¢ preservation. And in m> rntmner did I discount the significance of the site 
due to its preservation parameters. I agree that ''daUlage or destruction of site LAN-803 will result in the 
loss of important information." However the vast majority of the site on the parcel is going to be 
preserved, not de'strcyed if! King is trying to assert (and as he well knows). The main house and pool 
areas were moved into locations to minimize their impacts on the n~01in part of the site as shown by the 

$foU:n OISM}. Qne piece of a large bone, possibly human was obsetved on the surface of I..AN·803. One 

or more cemeteries are expected to be associated with the settlement. Cemeteries· have been • 

found near the crest of hills at many Early period settlements. A cemetery may be located 

north of the probable house cluster or may be in other places. 

R#ponse: King. claims he found a "large bone, possibly human,. on the surface.ofthe site LAN-803. 
This claim bas been unprofessionally made for several reasons. Despite my request for this bone, Dr. 
King bas never produced it. If be found a bone during his Phase l project at the site three years ago. back 
in s~ptember of 1997, per professional standard practice in this state, ~d as stipulated in the City of 
Malibu cultural resource Ordinance, he was required to immediately have the bone properly identified by a 
human osteologist (human bone expert). and jf it were human, then he wu required to contact the coroner 
and the relevant Native Americans, thcCbumash. and the Native American Heritage Commission in 
Sacramento. We c:lid not find this alleged bone and he has failed to produce the bone, let alone have it 
properly identified and reported. TheChumash Native Americans on the project are upset, that if he had 
truly found a bone that could be human what did he do wjth it? Is be keeping it at home? Why didn't he 
get it properly identilied and c::omply with the reporting proce$s? And because of his (ailure to properly 
handle the alleged bone situation. why is he still harping that there is a human bone (and potential thereby 

· when rNinner is inexcusable. 
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• 
Re~pQnse:: T agre~ tl1<:t C.O..-LAN-803 covers most of the pal'cel. W~ prove:d that with good <.lata. Kin~ 
then statts that he" ... rc..:omme.nde<l th::.t the project be designed to avoid impsotin~ potentiDJiy se-n!iillve 
areas. The project design submitted for planning revi.::w has not av\)ldec the site." This is an illogical 
and misleading statem~mt Sin~e we proved thst the site extends across most of the parcel (except for a 
small portion in the uorth;.,:estern-most comer of the parc.cl), the "sit~" cann~11 be avoided totally. as King 
would like, or no development c.ould tak·~ place at all. The ~rulh of the matter is that the project was 
designed to minimize impacts to the "sensitive" areas of the site, once we knew where they were. For 
instance, the main house is located in an area that had a light surface scatter of artifacts (compare 
attached Figs. 7 and I 0) , the guest house is located in an area on the southwestern lobe of the site which 
also had a light S\lrface scatter and the sub-surface data from all those areas contained mostly debitage 
with very few tools. The pool area was ml"·ved off of the feature which Dr. King thinks is a "sweatlodge" 
but which 1 and two geologists think is a natural sump/disturbed area. The heaviest concentration of 
surface artifacts were located from our Secondary Datum 3 to the area between our Secondary Darums 1 
ands 2 (see Fig. 10). These are:~.s were avoided as much as possible with the exception of the guest car 
garage (which •vas mitiga~ed at the City's request by two lxl meter unit~>). 

cll<:tTlelSM~ Section 9383. Cultural Resourc~ Revi~w 
~. l'h:1.sc II Evaluation 

1. Applicability · 
Where, as a result of the Phase I Inventory. the Director determines th:::tt the 
project may have an adverse impact on cultural resources. a Pl'.ase ll 
Evaluation of <"ultural resources shall be required and a negative declaration. 
mitigated negative declaration, focused environmenlal impact report. or an 
environmental impact report shall be prepared. All Phase ll Evaluations 

• 

shall be conducted by a qualified archaeologist and, where the Phase I 
Inventory indicates the presence of prehistoric or ethnohistoric Chumash 
ct:ltural resources, the evaluation shall also be conducted in consulration 
with a qua.lif~ed Churnash cultural resources monitor. 

2. Deflrition 

3. 

Phase ll Evaluations are investigations iruended to gather any additional cfa.ta 
necessary to assess the importance of the culrural resources identified in 
Phase I Inventories, to defme site boundaries of the cultural resources. to 
asses the site's integrity, to evaluate the project's potential adve~e bnpacts 
on cultural resources, and to develop measures to mitigate potential adverse 
impacts. Phase n Evaluation proposals shall be designed on a project
specific basis and must be guided by a research desiglllwork plan that 
dearly identifies the study goals and articulates the proposed methods cf 
data collection and analysis with the goals. 

Data collecdon methods may include a number of subsuxface exploration 
techniques, including excavation of auger holes. rest pits, or trenches.. 

City Review and Approval . 
The Di.Iector shall review and approve all Phase n design/work plans prior 
to any testing. or excavations.. The, D~ shall also review and approve all 
xeportS resulung from Phase U Evaluations~ Where, as a result of the Phase 
II Evaluation, the Director determines that the project will not have an 
adverse impact on important cultural resources.· no further cultural resource 
review of the project shall be required. 

~ ·-·- ....... , .. 
·~: ,-·~ 

"! ... ~- • 
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I understand that it is desired to excavate an additional geotest trench in the site area. The 

t.-ench project c::~.n be evaluated separately as a gemest project or can be evaluated as part of 

the total prcject. If it is desired to first evaluate only lhe test trench, a Phase 2 proposal can 

be submitted for the trench project. 

The following sections ftom the Phase 1 report have been modified in the light of recent 

information including following f1eld visits and the plan submitted for- the ptoposed project 

RECOMMENDr\ TIO~S FOR A PHASE 2 STUOY 
After a project is submitted for planning revie.w. the project applicant should obuiin the 

services of a professional archle.ologisr lO prepare a Phase 2 archaeological study. Phase 2 

archaeological studies are conducted to determine significance of archaeological sites and 

design mitigation progroms to recover or preserve significant information and culrural 

Response: ! have no comment on this page (the single spaced porti(m cfwbich is ••boiler plate" from the 
City's ordinance) ex.cept for Dr. King's comment in the last paragraph, and that is that lam a 
professional archaeologist (1 hold a Ph.D. and I have 3 S years experience conducting archaeolo~ical 
projects in Malilbu and elsewhere in southern California). l huv~ taught at UCLA, and at three local 
State Universities. And t have been very committed to properly· conducting research at Native A111erican 
sires and I have tried to preserve and save many sit~s. 

C~lil~'~"1f vtJ.lues. Proposals for tbe Pha.s~ 2 pf'i.)gtam mw.t.. be. ~itted for review to the City of 

MtJ.libu prior to conducting the program. The Phn~ 2 report should provide in!Ornt;lUOn 

nece$Sary to p~pare tJ. mitigated neiative dedai!ltion or a focused EIR. Testing programs 

. for evaluation of archneological sites in Malibu are required to~ conducted under the 

supervision of a Chumash cultural resource consu.i.c.m.L. The testing program should be 

designed to efficiently obtain infonnation necessD.ry to evaluate the site and design 

miti&ation progranu. 

• 

• 

SE~i~~~t&~±.~l~=~~:~~~:~LL~l::~:· -~·· : .. _ ....... '*-··· ......... ~ ... ·-·· -~K:-"~~H•·"'··-·-··--:- -·~: .. -··-········~ .. -·-·-~~~~~·~-- ·~-·-~ .. _::(. 
· Response: King impli~s that we did not follow proper procedures : .. Phase 2 program must be submttted 

for review to the City ... " when it was properly submitted. He implies that we do not have a proper 
Chumash Consultant, when we did in the person of Ms. Carol Pulido. King implies that our testing 
program was not designed to efficiently obtain necessary information for the evaluation of the site, when 
in fact our program was mueb more efficient and appropriate than the overkill approach thllt Dr. King 

· the entire tite with a number. 60 or 1 x.J meter 

· ..... •.: 

< ...... ---·. ...... M>·-·-· 
R-11 • 
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• 
(E.\ \I~~ After the locatitJns of earth disturbing elemenLS of the project have been determined. test 

programs should be conducted in the areas that will be effected by the projecL It is 

recommended that the t~st program include controlled unit excavations. Controlled 

excavations are used to determine site area boundaries. to determine small artifact content of 

site deposits. acquire information concerning soil development and to develop mitigatioa 

, programs. The types of excavation should be based on initial information concerning types 

and frequencies of remains and the types of impacts which are expected. Procedures which 

are relatively standard' in Santa Monica Mountain archaeological studies were used at Oak 

, Park Zone Ill (King with others 1991). The research design for Phase 2 evaluations 

..... -... -.--·-···"~· . ··- ··· ...... . 

• R¢sp0l)se; Dr.'King implies that we were not digging in the "art:as that will be affected by the proj~et'' 
when in fact our units were placed in tht: areas of high impact for the project {i.e. the main house, 
driveway, ere,). Dr, King stat~s that our excavatior.s were not _seared to "determine site area boundaries," 
and "small anifact content" when in fact our units (32STPs aud six lxl meter unit!.) were successful in 
defining the site boundaries on the property as well as the depth of the cultural deposit across the site and 
the artifact and e.::ofact content of the site including "small artifacts!' 

Dr. King claims that his methods are standard when they are ll()t. F•:>r instance Dr. King does not use 
probability sampling, as we did, for rh~ placement of his units which i~ serious failure as Probability 
Sampling is the best method to place units in such sites (cf.Rcnfrev.· and Sa~~ 1993: 66 ). 

• 

' .. .. . . .. ,. The number and density of excavations should be based on tlie"types of impacts thai--are--· 
cp. rttet.SM s 

expected and the apparent significance of areas that will be disturbed as a result of project 

construction. Soil disturbing activities will probably include: 1) ~xcavations for 

foundations for structures. 2) grading for a driveway, 3) excavations for utility lines 
(water. gas. telephone. cable and eleetricity),4) excavations for septic systems and 

associa£ed pipelines, 5) excavation oi pools, 6) excavations for landscaping (holes to plane 

trees and shrubs). and 7) excavations for slope stabiliuticn. All possible impacts should 

be identified in Phase 2 evaluation studies. ··- .~--· ~ 
!'; ·.~';'>·~:·.; ~:~~z~~~=~~~~~J~~~~11:3.?~~~~;t~::~L;~J(,_i~·-... ~ .. ~ ~· .. ::~ ·· ••· ·• ~•~· ···-~---··~ ~H - ···- • • ' • .. ~·· • •• ·• ,..;·~·-, u ...... ~i .. ~: .. : .. ~.~ .. ~.:~ .... : "'~-~·~·~· ;··.~~-~·~--. -...o.·;:.;.·• ..._, . ._ 

RcsponK: The numoer and dens1ty of our excavations were based on the types of impacts (including the 
, foiu;_9,~~9.. for£~~~!:..~· grading for driveways. etc.). 

l[.~~···:i!7 . '~EJ~.N1:ffi£L~:;/ .. ~L·'f.',::;_:.:c. ,:·/?:.C'~·,LL~.~,: :.:,' .. ·,:,.,:.:·~'"'1:':.:.L::::·3';[:::z:j~,~:,?;~:;;J:~a:s~:;p:·;,z:·;:,.~u~·,:~:.~~· 
c~q-,cj:M} , :Exca":.a,V.c:ms should be placed m areas rhat wilroe-excavated during project construction. :---.: ··,-~-

. .. ~ ~e~.iies may be less than 20 feet in diameter and testing should be conducted at intervals •' ' 

·'·.::· .' > :'· oflop;~~~~ (30 feet) or less in areas whic:h will be excavated or graded to provide a. , : ';· 

, ~'': .;::}:<:::·.:, ·:\:.:reuon~ble opportunity w locate them. It is estimated that the site d~posi~ are l~ss tbn ~ 
r,;~>.; -:':!\:/·:·i;_;,yi:me~r;6. f.~~~) deep.''It~ rec~mended that the test excaviuion~be'dug 1~ 1o em 1~e1s .::, 

· · • • soils to subsoil. Soil from the excavation units should be screened lhrouib.l6 mesh ()er ; , 
· · . inCh screen and all residues laboratory soned. Sidewalls of excavation units sh~uld be - . 

* ,', 

profiled by a person with training in geomorphology of archaeological soils. During 

_ •• o:":.f, :c•.-,·.,~~~-v~ti_~~~~~.i~~~i~r,:~,5!~,~~~tur~~.o!~~ls shoul~. be lo<?,ke~Jor,;.,,Jnf~.r~~ion concerning ' . 

j!~~;{(~~t;~~~;'f : .. · .. . h .> R-12 - -- . .• \ . .·' ~ ~. ='t;!t.: '" :: :::!;.~~~}~': 
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C'ltlT'I<:ISM: Proposals should provide information that demonstrates familiarity with research interests 
......... -

·- ··~· ... 
.. ... 

of archaeologists who conduct research in the area. Proposals should provide a research 
design that clearly relates procedures thai will be used to accomplish project goals • 
Proposals should provide deuuled descriptions of field and laboratory procedures that will • be used. Proposals should make a commitment for curation of collections. .. . .. . . . ' ' . .... ... . . ....... --· .,. -~ .. ···- ............... -·-..... ' . .. 

·Response: The proposal (Sti,kcl 1998) did provide the rel~vant info:-mation on past research of other 
archaeologists including Dr. KinG (as his research interests). The proposal had a dear research dl$it•n, 
with speeiftc hypotheses. including their test ~xp~cwtions, and the research goats of the project all ~ 
specified. There w~ret (.!~scriptions of both field and laboratory procedures and contrary to Dr. King's 
implication, a provision was stipulated for the cttration of the excavated data. At this time all of the data 

... _f£0~ ~~e P~?jec.t.~a~. been cu~ted _at the Santa ~~lr~!!J'a..~~u.~~um ofNa,t~ral History. 
: . . . ' ·. . ... , ........... - .. .. 

To Mary .-\.nn DeHaven 

Chester King 
P.O. Box 826 

Topanga, California 90290 
(310) 455-2981 

December 2, 1998 

Concerning 25134 Pacific Coast Highway Phase 2 proposal 

Background • 
1 have reviewed the scope of work for a Phase 2 proeram at 25134 Pacific Coast High· 
way prepared by Gary Stickel. The Phase 2 t.estinr program is to assess impacts of 
construction of a new single family residence on prehistoric archaeological site CA· 
LA.N·803 and design measures to avoid or reduce identified impacts. The Phase 2 
testing' program is proposed in response to requirements of the Malibu Zoni.J::ag Ordi· 
nance. 

~~Wi1Sii{''Ff ~1!2·~.~~:;;~:4! 3}}.~· ::'\:-:}:,~,··.;i.~i'fj:f. .~~f!ii j'ii·lt: ~-·-· '~~::If~:;r~'iii~I~&;;~~tfT' 
Response: All of Dr. King's criticisms contained in his memo to Mary Ann DeHaven~ r~ts oftho~e 

. contained in his comments to Mr. Craig Ewing, Ditector ofPlaruiirig of the City of Malibu. Since I havo 
. addressed aU of those, both above and below here, I will not waste time by repeating responses to the 
.cornnlents he makes to Ann DeHaven. 

··. ....;_ 
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To Craig E\'Ving 
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Chester King 
P.O. Box 826 

Topanga, California 90290 
(310} 455 .. 2981 

January 107 1999 

Concerning 25134 Pacific Coast Highway Phase 2 proposal 1 
~ 

I have reviewed the revised scope of work for a Phase 2 program at 25134 Pacific Coast Highway ~ 

prepared by Gary Stickel on December 21. 1998. The first 18 p~ges of the proposal are ideutieal to t 
the proposal prepared on November 16, 1998. -:I 

King to CRAIG EWING 2memo of Jan. l 0, 1999 

Insert King/Ewing2 - f 1 . · ·ed 1 e th 
R 0 KI·11 (J makes the non-senuitur comment that the ttr:>t 18 pages o lte- rcvt:> proposa ar e eSt'onse: r. ~'~' " 
same as the original one. That was because th~ same pa!5es wer·e relevant. 

cama.sl\'1: Approximately two pages or discussion :ue added to the onginJ.! proposaL The additions do not 

- address my concerns with the previous proposal. The added material inchJdes a discussion of 

sampling procedure to be used for the second stage testing progcarn and a discussion o£ analysis an~. 

report writing. The discussion of sampling d£_es not define the boundaries..Q.f the areas tO be_./" 

sam pled. it does not d~scribe the sizes and frequencies of the activity areas or features that are to be . 

~ed or the ~uired level of probability that geiJinant fc:amres will be identifi~ 
the parameters of the sampling program would enable the scale of the second stage testing program 
to be estimated. The proposed.&J.Iatified :.mdom .samtlliogg~am will probably require extensive 

excavations if statisticalli significant results are to be. ohtaine~ 

.. Respon,e; King asserts that the additional pages of the propoSai do not addres"$ •4his eoncems.;' Thai was 
because I addressed the issues a!ld covered them adequately. King states that the sampling discussion does 
tlot cover the areas to be sampled when in fact it did as we used a stratified sampling procedure (and each 
sampling strata was each area of the greatest impact, e.g. the main house area, guest house area, etc.; cf. 
Stickell999c: 34-35). King states that my proposal docs not "describe the sizes and frequencies ofthe . 
activity areas or features." They cannot be described until they are discovered and found during 
excavation. His comment is illogical. He talks about the "required level of probability that pertinent 
features will be indentified ... If Dr. King understood sampling theory (which he apparently does not). one 
cannot scientifically :specify the probability of identification until the features or data have been discovered. 
Then the probability of their site occurrence will depend on their fr~quency in the sample. If no features 

. arc f'ound (which was the case when we excavated). there is 11 virtually nil probability of findiug features 
·across the sire .. Dr. King's remaining comments about sampling in the paragraph shows that be does not 

1~~!.~Jr•~~~~:~~~~~~~;~:~i7~11~~zz~~~~TI£:<7i~;~· .. ~T~~·::.~~:;:r::;::~~(~::·:::'·~:·7~-~,'':\'":'~<~i;~···;;::·~.:r-~·:-;··:~1<:P. 
~f!r?C.t.s/'14~ My main eoncem i'St.liat ilie proposed program may resiiliin a product that fails to satisfy the te-

quirements of the zonint: ordinance and fails to provide information adequate to enable tbc plannin& 
department to prepare a CEQA study. 

·:~-~1ii~:;:: ~- : _· .. ·· .. . . . . .. .. --;:.~-;~~· .. · .. _ .... ,. .......... . . . . . . . 
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Respons~: Dr King's stated concerns here an: bogu;;. Our program did ~atisfy the cultural resources 
rna1,age\nent &·equireme\\t.$ (\f the 1.0ning ordia1ance as it provided adequ.1le informa:1on for th~ reQIIiT"d 
evaluations. This was juciged to be sob}' the Cit)' otMalibu, Director of Planning, Mr. Crai;Ewin~ and 
by thtl: City's Review Committee for Cultural Resources \\:ho hnve both a~1proved our report!! :1s • .. _... -·-----· _a{>propriate a1\d adequate to prepare a CEQA study:.... .. . .. ._ .. ··-· ····-. • 

,·····--:: 

.:.·. <.:.BJ~c:;~:vious r~view. [did not discuss my concerns but rather proposed a set of conditions that 

. : addressed my concerns. The conditions I proposed were similar to those proposed for anomer 

project that Dr. Stickel is working on in Malibu. The procedures described. in the condition are 

··~ procedures I have used and are the procedures I would use if I was conducting the Phase 2 study. ..., 
The conditions were for rhe purpose of cl:1rifying the procedures that would be used to conduc:~..,.... '; 

study because the ..Q!,Op.osal did not d~scribe procedures that would be us~!""Dr. Stickel's response to

my proposed conditions for the other project revealed that he is proposing to use procedures Usa\ 

differ significantly from my conditioned procedures. In the proposal, he does not describe his initial 

page 19 first paragraph and by the phmse "recoverl!d artifacts and ecofacts" on page 20 last para

graph. 

insert Kingl€wiJ132; pg.l,para 4 
Response: Dr. King claims that my proposal (Stickel 1998) did not describe procedures that we would use 
on the project. His claim is not tn1e. The procedures were adequate and were accepted by the City and 
City's Cultural Resources Review Committee. Our procedures are different from those demanded by Dr. • 
Kin.; with good reasons as stated above .. 

~riJG~ FIELD SOK'rlNG OF SCR!B'N QSJDU'ItS 

Dr: Stickel's response to my proposed condition describing procedures to recover and pt'CCC$s 

anifact.s indicates he has his field crew sort out the materials chat are to be further analy:z:cd in the 
field. M::~t~rinl nnt h~crc:r .. n ;c rlum""""' ;., rh ... fl•lrl p~a ... h ..... ~~!" ....... : .. .,. A.~-: ... e "''"'" :. -.-:.~"-

F"'"''\" ~i.e : , . . . . . . ... -.. _, . . .. ~ ·- _ j ~ L:, ,:,;1~ -~~j:'d. - _ ._ 
·: This section is Dr. King's diatribe about our screening and sorting procedures. He states that 

"Each person sereening determines what is sent to the !ab." This is not true. The $Creening station is 
5¥pervised by the Field Director and the writer (Principal Investigator). In addition, the Native Ameri<;an 
Monitor, Ms. Pulido very carefully supervised the screening and sortitlg for the proj~t. Moreover, tbo 
field crew was liberal about data colleetion in tbe field and therefure what data they included (from the 

.... smallest micro material to the largest artifacts) in tbe data bags to be taken into the Jab. This was evident 
, ·. . · ·: . ::.because my Lab Director and 1 personally reviewed all data in the Jab. And a lot of daia had to be editeci 

.. ~ .·.-: :. '· :· o~t .)i.t~~!¥;:,t~J.~~~!:.~t;!~~!\~~q~;J;?~~~r~~o,*~;~~·=l~~~~i:.::~.~~!:~· ...... s .• ·, •• ,~~~ .. ~ 
; :~ .·~ .::, ... · , .. ',::, .. _ost.arc. aeo ogical ex:avators m the area where Chuma.sb lang.uar:!M :V~R ~- grlor 10 ~panisb J 

· . · · •• i'·: ,;,:~1:: · (!Oloniu.uon stopped us1ng field sorting 2rocedures over 20 years •&9· ArchaeoJWts have·ie'P!!!:!r 

;:;.:~·~':' · ':~ned ali ma(Cf{al remainin; in screens in laborato~. In Santa Barbara County. CountY Ptdelines 

require laboratory sorting of material remaining in screens from excavations couda.cted for Phase Z. 
and Phase 3 studies. 

:;•rtf~;:~~:;:;:~ ' ~ ' ., 
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Response: His statement that "most'' archaeologicul excavators arc using his methl)cts ts not tru~ from tny 
experience and he has to prove that bald statement. His statement that the procedures used in Santa 
Barbara County are exclush·ely the same as his is untnu~. The projec: Native American Monitor, Ms. 
Carol Pulido has informed me that she has seen several proje<:ts in Santa Barbara County. including on\: in 
progress right now, which is scre.::ning and so11ing in the field. Moreover, Dr. John Johnson, Curator of 
Archaeology at the Santa Barbara Museum ofNatura: History, informed me recently that where he is 
a\vare that some archaeologists are using the same procedures at Dr. King, there are others wbo are not. 
And Dr. Johnson was l".ot aware that Dr. King's procedures were the listed in the County guidelines as Dr . 

. . , -~~Jl~~~¥J}~~;:r·;·~,~~·:r', 7~ :;t~'<J?;':·: >··._· ... ····7·: .. :; ~~:··--··. -· .. .. ..· -.- .· ·--~· -~~;~-~~~~~---~:.-:~:. :: . :.·.~~· ... ~·:~~~·-:: 
c~ \~ tclirtll ~··~~~~";~~i~~~,·~;:;~;rl~ ~b~~ ~emli~ i~·sc~eens ~as sta~dard pr~edu~i~ 19~0· w~-1 ~~; 
·• •••· ·~~~7·~;-··:1 working on archaeology projects. We most often used 4 mesh per 1nch sc~ns although o<:casJon· 

. . ,·::'-_,].ply we used g mesh screens or 2 mesh screens. Excavations were often square and s:neasu.red ~ fe 
··· · < or 2 meters on a side. There was a greater emphasis on excavation of features and less emphasis <1 

. small artifact recovery. Most funded excavations were for the purpose of salvaging information. 
from sites that were being destroyed by reservoir or highway projects. Excavations were not con

. due ted for environmental assessments. There were no legal procedures that allowed for preserva-

tion. 

'lJ,:.t=:Ll !'-ltti)l\:#\-'1 ttA.i;tl 1"'6-* t"-·- -
Resoon;2e: No comment. 

~ """•~' ·.---....... . 
ctzti1~ When we used dry screening. soil was often shoveled directly from an excavation into a screen.-n -

.. : ..... :· 

screen was then shook until soil feU through; remaining soil was rubbed through screens a.s well as 
could be done; a.od the remaining residues were then shook to the end of the screezt away from the 

screener. The resid~ were then moved in small quantities across the screen toward tbe screener_ 

Artifacts that were observed during this process were taken out of the screen and placed in a bag. 

As material was sorted, chunks of soil and rock were allowed to accumulate at the end of the Sa-eel 

near lhe sorter. The field sorting process could be repeated until few artifacts were found and the 

remaining con ten~ of the screen were then dumped into the pile of screened soil. All observed 

artifacts were placed into bags. The contents of the bag were later further sorted in a laboratory. 

After the screen was dumped, the excavator shoveled more soil into the screen and the screening a 

field sorting process was repeated. Often we did not save flakes bones without articular ends ·or 

many other categorie$ of artifacts during field screening. We mostly collected shaped artifacts an4 

~oois rhat are usuapy large. enough to be retained in 4 mesh screens. Each individual that sorted.':~ 
ma~erial. from th_e screens. independently decided what to save ~~d·what to ~ard. Eight fti~};-~~ 
screens were the finest mesh screens used. It is not possible to field sort most ~nffa~ts o~t-~ri6':~ 

' .• . ~_.:~.7'' ~ • 

. ' ..... 
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Response: I don't have much to comment on Dr. King's reminiscing here cx:cept that he said he did 
not save "flakes bones'' (sic) ... :• 1 always saved mine at that time at my excav.1tions. • 

Dr. King's statement that "lt is not possible to fit:ld sort most artifacts out of 16 mesh screens,. is 
wrong. I would argue that it is even ~.asier to sort data, c.>pcc ially shell fragments and small lithic flakes, 

.. ~l)ose shiny ~-':l~ra.c~s .r~flec~ the sunlight better, as they are whetted by the wet screening process. 
• ' ... 

0 
> .. ., •• ., .......... .,.- --·,.,·--:-7·•,_ ·•-, ,,-,· •·' •• ............... ~ •a•• ,.,.,. __ , __ ., 

. ' '. ·, ' ~ . . 

CF<'\rl C\SNJ_§ince the late 1970s. w~t screening a~d laboratory sorttng of aU sCree!] resjdnes has bftn st:mdnnf 

· / proct!dure for cultural resource= m a em~nt studies :md arc:hatolo ical res~arch studies in lh.: 

_ uma.sh area. Cost and thtt needs of rn::~nagement srudies ha~ led to exca...ation of smaller Mmples 

using techniques to consistently recover small artifacts. The excavation of smaller samples is driven 

both by cost considerations and desires to minimally damage sites that might be preserved. The 

Santa Barbara County guidelines fof Phase 2 and Phase 3 projectS requires laboratory sotting of all 

materials that remain in screens. Laboratory soning of all material that remains in screens has been 

adopted to obtain replicable t"eSults and reduce differences between samples that inevitably msalt 

from errors. I have found that no archaeologists are perfect and that we aU make errors of observa

tion and recordation. The adoption of su-ict standardized procedures for collecting data reduces 

errors and usually allows for ide:uification and correction of errors that do oecur. Some of the 

reasons that fabo:-atory soning has become stan dud procedure in much of California are: 

Bespopse: -Here Dr. King reminisces about th~ "197~s" and m~ntions "wet s<::reenln~" as ifl was 
unaware of it. In fact 1 had been exposed to wet screenmg 1n Sw1tz.erland long before 1t was used here 
and 1 was one of the ;rchaeo1ogists who in:roduced it here in California. Dr. King has conveniently 

for,otten that. . . d' · 
Dr. King, being repet1rious again mentions the Santa Barbara County gutdehnes re¥ar m~ screemng 

and sorting. I responded to that !lbo·•e. • 
~\.W.SUS l. If field socters are extremdy c.onscientious and try· to recover all anifacts it tai:e$ more time to 

sort material under less than optimal conditions and lengthens the time spent i.n the (J.Cld.. Even if the 

sortetS are conscientious individual differences in visual acuity is apt to introd\We differences ill 

recovery and the difference can not be measured. By savina aU ma~erial that is retained in the 

.... , . -.- -···~~.n~ .~t_i_~ .e~ss.~b..~e ~o ~~~~ all ~Orts a~d .~tandardize ~.~ov~ry .~at~~.. ,-.. ~- .... ,. ·---·~.,.-- ...... . 
:. ;·: ~·~.- -~~ ~·~.~/;~s~=-I~,;~.~;K-:_· .~.i.·~-"~""" .... 

1
-.. -~ ... ~ ..... ______ , -~..... ..,..:.;,.··~ . ..4,... -'-'~ __ ..... :... . . lo!_.._:'-· ·-· ....:. •• .;..:...;~~~:. h···-·--~~.~:~;t::~-~ .... _ .. :.~.2js~·:·:. 't~~:;:., i""t:;rt 

msert mg no. 
Response: Dr. King's attack on field sorttn is illot:ic::al and ~rons. He assumes that field sorters are 
Jess experienced • capable, and consciencious that~ lab people. I have not found that to be the cue. ~s a 
matter of fact, on the Dr. Trento proj~t we had Native Americans who were extremely keen on findlll8 
every tiny micro flake (e.g. small thinning flakes). And our Native American ~onitor. Ms .. ~1 
Pulido took pdde in finding every tiny bit of data and she watehed the screen like a hawk. ~nD&J?~ a 
bag of unsorted raw data (that includes non-cultural rocks, pebbles. pea-gravels, roots, etc. m additiOn to 
the cultural data) into a lab ?<ith artificial light is not better than scanning the same raw data in the field. 
Until I've seen good scientific studies, that use controls, to test which one is better, I'll have to rely on 
my own experience whieh tells me that field sortin; is superior end permits better standardization of 
data. This was espeeially verified to me when, due to the liberal data collec;tion procedures of the field 
sorters, we bad to edit out so many mw items as not bein& cultural in the lab. We maintained 

· standardized recovery rates in the field, despite Dr. King•s c:arpins.. . _ . -·t':'r ...... ~l'·- .,,~ .. ~ .. ~-.~r-:-. "?'·rn·! 

~~iii~:~~; ·~>::n:~< .. :: ... ' -. ·_:·.-~.' ~. ~.::t~ :~-~~-~;~~::r~·{":· .· t· o; ::~~~;:.: < :~-;~~:~~~~~ 
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tl"JCN. " • 
S,R.t:th~=-t"-~. Small objectS that pass through 8 mesh screens and remain in 16 mesh screens are t!£!. possibi:_:J> 

.differentiate from small gravels and large sand while they are wet. They are most efficiently sotted 

in the lab. They are also most efti.:iently sorted under magnification. 
---·--··---·~"-----~. ·------··· -·--·· .. ....... . ·~· ... -----......... ~ -- ., .. ~ ....... . 

R~~PQ~~e: :His above statement is simply not true. In fact, it is easier to sec shell fragment~ and small 
micro flakes because they are wet and reflect the sun light better than under artificial light. Small data is 
not "more efticiel'ltly sorted in the Jab." To sort through pea gravels, etc. in the lab compounds and 
wastes valuable time that is better spent in the observation. identification, and measurement of specimens 
for the data catalog. -........ . 

' .. ' :::: ' ,.,~. .._.. . ' <,<.:.~:'·:~-_:k . . . - ' " . . .. 
c:RrriaSN:# f. Frequencies of different gravel sizes in different parts of the soil profile reflects the length of time 

that soil has developed since abandonment. I have found that consistent collection of non-cultural 

materials can unexpectedly aid in interpretation of the distributions of cultural materials. Non· 

cultural materials can be compa.red to cultural materials to determine if they have similar histories of 

being sorted by gophers and eanhworms. In the Sweetwater Mesa report. I discussed the distribu

tion of different sizes of non cultural and cultural materials in the soil profile of a control excaYation 

th:tt I laboratory soncd. 

Re~pOnse: Hi$ statement thai "Fteq~lencies of different gravel sizes ... reflec-ts the length of time that soil 
has developed since abandonment," is unscund sci~ntifically. There is no established correlation of 
frequencies of gravel sizes and !ength of time of soil d<!velopment or build up (cf. Butzer 1982). Gra'<·e( 
frequt:ncies a11d siT..es are due to the alluviation across the site which varies each year. In dryer years 
there wilt be little in the way ofth~ preseJlCe of gravels in the soil (as we found the ease to be 
stratigraphically at the site. In a wet year (especially an El Nino type of year) the increased rainfall will 
lead to tbe washing ;n of many gravels of all sizes (as we found the c.ase to be at the site in some levels). 
There is no reliable pu:,Iished study on how gophers and earthworms disturb a site (although obviously 
they do). 

Dr. King mentions his "Sweetwater Mesa report", but typically, be does not properly cite his own 
report or provide the reference to it in his critique (both prof~ssional requirements). . . . _ ....,.. 

'c ~\;:iqsti~ ·.{ "Laboratory soni~g-red.~cc~ th_;-~~-ou;t~ observer e'rror: -Standardized. recov~ry is ~~-if'. 
_,. ..... 

samples are to be st3listically compared. SUltistically significant differences between collections 

from different site areas can easily result from errors or differences between soners. I analyzed a. 

collection made in the eady 70s by a field class for community college teachers to help them im-

. prove their weekend field classes. The students in r.he class had master degrees in anthropology and 

. many had experience teaching .trchaeology field classes. J attempted to map the frequenci~s of. 

. animal bone recovered from the excavations to shew where bone was concentrated in the sire. The 
...... ,.=~.J:g!l<;~~on had been mad~ by sorting. th~..r.e.~i_d4es remaining in screens in ~he t1el4~ ~e soilWOl ;,_ 

· s,ome excavations was sifted through 8 mesh per inch screens and the soil from other ~avad.t?ns .~ 

wu sifted through 4 m~sh per inch screens. I found that difftrences in recovery were somedmeS . 

greater than ditTerences that apparently reflected differences between site areas and found it impo5-

sible to map more detai1 than presence of bone in excavated areas. In two adjacent excavations.. 

more small bone was recovered by excavators using a 4 mesh per inch screen than excavators usin! 
8 ~_esh ~~en. ~ diffc_:r~nc;es w~re probably due to a multiplicity of cause!. Perhaps the excava.., 

. . ,: . . .. -·-1 . . . . ' '": .. ·:·· : :· 
· .,.,... ·' ._....... R-19 ' .. - .... '. . ·,. ··:~· .. 
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~l f.!Q$._M~ PURJ"''SE OF THE Pllii.S~ l sroOY 

In my review of the N·:>vember proposal, I discussed the status of existin£ knowledfe :1nd outlined 

the goals of \n¢ Phase 2 stucy. l conclud~d that the Phnse 2 s~udy should gather additional info~ 
non to 1) define boundaries. 2) evaluate the prcject's impacts, and 3) develop measures tom.itiga.ll' 

.. ··---·-, ....... ~?.~~ti~ ~~-~ers~ ir:t:.e~.9~· .. !hese .CU'e -~~-t ~h~ __ g~~~ or th~ P!O.E2.~_.study. 
. . . ·· .... · 'ins~~-; Kin~win.g 2 pg. i "purPose of Pha~c 2 stud;: · . ·· ':·~; .:·;,_;,,,li:t·L-:-~~:: ~ •. : :·-;---:~;:~- y.:: :.~·. ·· ~: ··· -· .. :~·:~::~: 

Response: Dr. King mentions his ''review" but does not cite a $peeif'ic reference to it. But he lists 3 
· goals as if we di~ n~t ~dcress them So to respond we did: 1) dcfinu t~e site•s boundaries, 2) we did 

evaluate the proJect s unpaots and therefore we dug our STP nnd 1 x 1 meter units in those high impact 
areas. and 3) we did develop mitigation measures tht\t were reasonably accepted by the City and the City's 
Cultural Res,5?urc~~ ~e~!~~ ~<?m~it~ec and over Dr. King's objections. 

: ..: .. ,.:.-.:·.~~- ... ,·:·. :·: .. · ... ·.:. ·:. · ... :· ...... ·.·-· ......... :···· ···.·~-!·~~; .. : .. :'/;,r,~::.i/ ··::::·~:;.....:= .. ·'J%~ .... :~··.:>!,. .. ~..-r:-:~;:~~---··r··-:·";_.·-;t h., ...... •· ·• ·~~ · 

'\12\1'/Q>M~ Dr. Stickel states his goals attheend of his proposal: ..... _ " .. ,..,.._~ ....... ., ...... ,:,· .. ~(.:.·.:.:,,,·~· ··· ·' ···•·· 

Once the salient information of the test phase results are obtained (including the 

combined data from Stages I and II and the results from the tests of the hypotheses 

are available, the assembled data will !hen be compared to the CEQA guidelines and 

the data based significance of the portion of the site established. 

A complete draft Test Phase (Phase 2) report will then be written that will include 

recommendations for the mitigation (Phase 3) CRM work period. 

Apparently Dr. Sticket•s goals are to determine significance according to CEQA and propose a 

project that would spend time excavating at the site. The statement or goals raises more questions 

than it answers. \Vhat is the salient information? Is it differences in frequencies of midden consti. 

ent'.$? How will the hypotheses be tested? What measures will be used to test lhe hypothl:ses? 

The site is significant according to CEQA guidelines. Detennination of significance sbouid DOt be 
the focus of the Phase 2 stady. In addition to designing measures to work at the site. mea.sun:s to 

'avoid impacts should be proposed. There is no indication that the proposed Phase 2 study will 

attempt to idertt!~Y ~igf!_ifr~ant impac~ ?r dey_el~p m~~~re~-~-~~~~ ~~-m~U,.~~-~~:. . . ... . •.• ·- _. 
::.·: .... .:-tt;~'*'::-::. .• :~~·.:, ............ .a ........... _ ..... ~.. ...... -.· .. ;..:_....... .. • ·- •••• ~ •• ., _ _.,,: . • .. " .......... ··~··· ... ,.-·- ......... - ..... ~ ..... ~ .•• ~:.:~-·---

Respons: Dr. Kin; ask$ "what is the salient information?" It was obviously all the artifacts and --- ... :.... 
ceo facts that we excavated on the project from the 32 STPs and from the six 1 x 1 meter units we dug at 
the site. We noted differences in cultural deposit constituents (for instance the cultural deposit 
contained virtually no shell or bone [the latter with only 3 specimens, all animal bone; Stiekell999c]). 
Dr. King asks what measures were used to test the hypotheses? The test expectations (arid data needed 
to test them) were clearly presented in the Research Design in the original proposcl (Stickel 1998). 

I apo with Dr. King that the" ... site is significant according to CEQA pi~eline~.•·. ~ow~ver, we 
. detennined that with data we derived fiom our Phase 2 work. Dr. Klng made his inlnd up befo~ the ·. 

facts were \!Ven dug out of the ground. How can one detennine the full signifiean~ of ii.'si,te''()d'ore the 
, data is dug up and is available for study? Is Dr. Kill& advocatinJapsycbi~ appf?~h t0 detennmfq Site!. 

·. ·: ' f,!~~~=~hen' mat<es the surprising statement that ''Detcnninatioti; ofsi~~t~#~~J~,_n~t ~-tb; .. : · · :; . · · 
· · · focus of the Phase 2 study.•• That goal is the main goal of a Pha1tt 2 3tudy. ·If a site is verr. siplificiant, it 

.. will require moro excavation and research effort than a site that is relatively insigniftcant'(such as a : ... 
surface of · ' · 
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• -···· ····-

. D~- l<i~1g ~~~corrc~tly states thm there" .. is no i1:dic:11ion tiHtt rhe proposed Pha~t: 2 study will att.-:mpt ro 
1dent1fy Slgnrl1Cal11 •mpa..:r: or tkvdop mt:asure·s adequate to mitigak them." We accomplished both of 
those goals. i\ppar..:nrly Dr. King ::h::s not believe that adequa[c mitigation ::lfthe site will o.:cur until th~ 

. em ire site is ex_cavated and th~n only by him (as he apparently dO·:!Sil 't t~ust other colleagues). 
. .. .. ·- .... .... .. . ' "'"" .. '' __ ... ... - . ' .. -·- .............. _ 

• 

:~\'"t\C.:t~! 1n my previous revi~w. I suggested how the proposed Stage l program (assuming lha.t careful recov~ ---- ery procedures would be used) could provide imponant information. I suggested; . 

The proposed first stage testing program could gather information useful for deter

mining relative costs of data salvage programs for the proposed projecL Figure z of 

the proposal indicates the locations of excavations that will be conducted as part of' 

the first Stage of the Phase 2 study. Information concerning the costs of data salvage 

can be used to d~t.etrrline whether salvage is a practical or feasible means of mitiga

tion. If data salvage is net a feasible mitig.<nion measure, it will be necessary to 

determin~ if the project can be redesigned to reduce impacts to a level where data 

recovery :s felsible. 
lnsel't kinglewing2 pg. 7 last para · .. . . 

Respous~: This is "boiler plat~" fro1':'1 Dr. King's standard Phase l reports winch 1s the standard 

procedures of the City. 

After completion of tM first stage of the Ph::tse 2 program. t..'le scope of 01dditional 

field work: necessary to defme boundaries, ~valuate impacts, and design mitigation 

programs will be de.ttrmined . 

r proposed a condition that describt!d the contents of a report that would be useful Cor enviromnental 

review. I described the contents of the Stage 1 report: 

A report will be submitted prior to approval of further Phase 2 studies. The report 

will include: l. tables listing!the artifacts found by excavation unit and level. 2. a 

table listing the times spent excavating soil, times spent sifting soil and drying and 

sorting and bagging screen residues, and times spent cataloguing material for each 

excavation, 3. conclusions concemina the results of the Stage 1 study, and ifnec:es

sary, 4. a work p tan for further Phase 2 studies. 

The report will include discussion of differences in interpretation of Early period siteS 
reflected in the literature. The report will include discussion of issue$. related. tO ··cfie · . :, . 
study· of Early period siteS in the Santa. Monic~ Mountains and ~djacetlt ~:· Re~ ) >.: · ...... ·,. ,, .• 

po-r:u describe observations ~!distribution of artifact types at Em,iY p'erit)d __ ~-~ ~- ::·;· 
.. Santa Monica Mountains at VEN-1019. LAN-451. and LAN-266. Ibe disciiSSfou' : · 
. ··• •. :.. ·. .• , . , .. , . . . ,. , .. -. ; . ·:·<'.: :.;·· ··t'· ··:.; __ . .'-:'~: .. ·· ··,.·.·:.~: v'.~t.\~· .-:!''•;:_~:·~~· . 

will describe the potential of site LAN-803 to resolve issues and proVide Usef.'ui · ,\.' .. , 

infonnation. concemin~~g~~ear~~~~y;,;M~;a:~l~ib:~u~~~;.~~.~~~?~;:::-r,;;~;;:~~ 
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Groundstone tools, chipped scone tools, residues resulting from the use and retouch

ing of toots, and stone tool manufacturing debitage recovered will be described in the 

report. The descriptions will assist in the identification of the types of activities such 

as food and material processing and tool manufacture that occurred at areas tested. 

The· report conclusions will discuss the utility of the information gathered for distin

guishing site boundaries and explain how further excavations will provide infonua

tion necessary to accomplish the goals of a Phase 2 evaluation. 

The report will provide information concerning the amounts of 1ime spent (or excava

tion, sorting and cataloguing for each excavation unit ~o enable comparison of costs 
of ~x.cavaling in different site areas. 

A compl~te list of causes of soil disturbance ~hat will result from construction and use 

of the project will be included in the Stage 1 report. The Stage 1 report will include 

an ~nnlysis of the impacts to lht archaeological record that will result rrom the distur

bance. 

insert king/ewing pg. 8. . . .. . l\ , b 
Responss;: Dr. King has repented [bis entire sect1on trom above \Ill Ius docmnents). 'I} responses a ovc 

address all of these dernands. 

• 

:GG t\I..Gr$141 1 suggested several approaches for documentation of features nnd activity areas at the si~ during. 

second staie studies. I observed.: 

.... w 

Insert k!ng/ewin~ pg. 8 \ast sentence. 
Respon:iS: Dr. King's sentence is irrdcvant as, despite our concerted etTort to find features and activities 
areas (as we abundantly were able to find elsewhere;Stickel 1999a), we did not find them at that porti01l of 
site CA·LAN-803. on the Dr. Trento parcel. 

. . . project indicates that possible suuc;ture. . . .)~. in ... 
. · :~· .. -::'-·::.-.. ~J:··:,~:.::.'· .···:· .• ·' ~·. ·~ . .. ·~:· .. ;·. ···.!·.' •·t' ....... ; .. '.·:~ •• · .. ~:" ... , .. •' 

area.. -x:'o. determine if the depression is an indicator Of a buried pit cn-,,.,..n,._·•• IS 

. n<:~;,ary. t~ ~cavate a. trench thrOush it to. obse~ and rcc~rd the ~it' profile.:· 'If a' ; : 

· buried structure is present. fcaturc.s may be discove~d below or near ita floor. · 

( ·~~~?~~:;~:i~:;~;I~::·~:::s~~;:,~ .... · ;t;~i;~\:·i:'!i*li;1ll 



• 

• 

Ft::<:OM DR[ GARY[ ST I Cl<EL PH0~1E ~·10. : 31213150'568 JS.ti. 21 2000 02: 55P'1 P4 

Response: Dr. King r~rcats his demand for a costly excavation of his "possil~le structure depression'' 
A.K.A. "swe~tlod~e". £\ly cornm!:nts above are still g~:rmane here, the depression, is, in alllil<elihood, a 
natural &.l~uvwlly gen<!!mt~d ft~ature net a s~veatlod~~· And since we moved tJH~ S>l-imming pool area was 
mo\'ed otf cf the depress ton at my suggestion there IS no compelling need to do an exploratorv 
t\"<Cavation of it except to cater to Dr.King's obsession with it and to thereby cost the develvp~r more 
money which is tn\lustitied and u1;r:ecessary. •• •' • • •• ·~ • •:• ,,,.,, '_,. ...... • ,_.,._. .... .,,.,.,_ • ·-• .- • .. ,,., ~·-:·-:~:•~7"::· .. ~·.--:-:.·-:~-~·••:·H~: ••• .... ~· ••-•"•••n 

At sites of similar· age, cairns of metates a:-~ oft~n.found i~ ce~;~~~:":P~bes or- · · 

remote se.asing could be used to !ocate concentrations of rocks that .. may be metate 

ca1rns. If concentrations of rocks are located. ex(avations adequate io identify their 

contents should be condu~~~~ . .... ·---· .. ···~-~ ... ··. ~.-:·.·: ~-~.::··· "\':·:.·_·."· :·:· ... ::_;.,. . 
Respon~e: Dr. King mentions "sites of $in~ilar age." What sites? \\'here is his references? Have those 
sites been dated by radiocarbon? How dces Dr. King know his un-named sites are similar in age to CA· 
LAN-803 when the site has not been objectively dated by radiometric means. He assumes rhey are of the 
same age. Assumptions don't equal scientific proof. 

He mentions "cairns of metates", not only did we not t1nd such "cairns" we did not find any metau:s 
or clear met.ate fragments at aiL Dr. King ~liY!> the latter is associated with "cemeteries". If so, maybe 
that is oxle of the reasvns !here is no evidence of a cemetery on the site as we did not find any cairns of 
metltes. 

Or. Kirtg's suggestion cf \.l$in:; "remote sensing" would be inapp~opriate fer the site (this is based on 
my extensive experience with remote sen~ing; for examph::, I have published the most extensive remote 
sensing project, using multiple remote sensing methods, in Europe to date [Stickel and Garrison 1987). 

)Q t't-i0$!'!1! CONCLUSIONS 
" .. ~-- ~------.. --

The revised proposal does not address concerns expressed in my review of the initial proposal. On. 

the basis of his comments concerning another project it appears that Dr. Stickel will refuse ton:

spond to comments in a constructive manner. I suggest that the City refuse to accept the proposaL 
This review and my previous review describe the components of an adequate progra!u. Dr. Stickel 

can devise an acceptable program from my comments. 

:.B,;;;~nsc: ~1y.re~i~·propos~l ~~spo~1ded to comments in a ~asonable manner. . . 
The only way tv "address {Dr. King's) concerns" abou~ the prOJect, would ~e.to ~ave m to aH hr$ 
demands whieh would have amounied to a project of unmense and unreahshc h1gh costs (hundreds of 
thousands of dollars) way b~yond what the City of Malibu and CEQA would require. Dr. King's . 
recommendation that the City should refuse my propo:~al was rejected by both the Director of'Plannmg. 
Mr. Craig Ewing and by the City's Cultural Resourees Review Com~ittee (with Dr. _King was 
instrumental in setting up himself). Our accepted program was the.n unplemented wtth success to 

the stated 

~: .. 
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Review of A Phase 2 (T~st Phase) gf Archaeoloaicu,l Site C..t,-LAN-803 at 25126. Pacific Coast 
l:li&hWQ::t, Malibu. California. prepared by E. Gary Stickel 

Project address also listed as 25134 Pacific Coast Highway (PPR 98-235) • 
Analysis of data gathered by the Phase 2 excavations 

I analyzed the data contained in the catalogue from the test excavations before n::ad.ing the test 
report conclusions. The information gathered indicates the presence ~f small arti~a.cts below the 
plow zone in the vicinity of STP s. 6 and 7 where few artifacts were observed on the surface. The 
information gathered from the other test excavations is consistent with my observations of de: 
distribution of artifacts on the site surface. · . . 

~ ;.::·~.~~:·~·~ 1~.:·.;.:~;·7::-,.:·.·t~ ··.j:\·~·~t'.:""~/.r~:~···t.,' ~: ~- · ··• ·-~--··::· ·• : 'l~~·. ~·.-:~[:.:~) ·:~:.::~~;!~7::~.-;.·:t~~··:.~~i~t!;:T;i~:·~~f::~~,~ .. ~~-~\~[~~;~~~q;~4;.i~:~~·~;;:r?.~·T:-;.~·:~ 
· · · Response: Dr. Kiog's "analysis" of the data we recovered is scu~ntitically flawed for many reasons · · ·· ·-· ·• ... 

which are discussed below. Even his t!tle block fails ro list himself as the author of the document (listed 
with page nos. 1-11 ). l !is firs: statement in the first parasrnph, that his analy:>is indicated to him that 
" ... smali artifact:~" (were present)"below the plow wne in the vicinity ofSTP S, 6 and 7 where, few 
artifacts wen: observed <''ln the surface," is incorre·;t. actually we found surface at1ifacts in the area and 
they were somewhat relatively dense ia the area e>f STJ> 7 (near our Secondary Datum 2, "SD-2"; sec our 
Figure I 0 attached). He does grant me thM the '' ... information t;<lthered :fhm1 the other test excavations is 
consislt.mt with my observations .. .'' 

C~l nr .tCM: For my analysis, I summarized the catalogue data so that I collld compare with data from othir- : 
~ sites and compare the different areas excavated within the site. I tabulated the catalogued artifactS 

according to the mesh size needed to recover !hem. I used width of artifacts as a proxy for mesh 
size. I used measurements of the diagonal spaces of hardware cloth (screens). and sizes of beads. 
~~ffc~cavatiomt1KJng 19~2) to estimate the widths of flakes that would pass 
through different mesh sizes. Objects wider than 7 mm were clasiirJCd as being retained in 4 mesh. 
scn:ens and those with widths greater than 3.5 mm were classified as bcin; retained in 8 mash • 

. screens. Objects with widths greater than 2.0 mm will be retained in 16 mesh ~ 

Response: In this paragraph on his procedure of analysis, Dr. King slates that he used the" . .'.sizes of 
beads recovered from different cxc~vutions (King: 1982) to estimate the widths of flakes that would pass 
through different mesh sizes." Why didn't he use the sizes of mi.::ro~tlakes, since those are the data he 
claims we mined by using our 1/16 inch me:>n screens'? Also he fails again to provide his reference to his 
"different excavations (King 1982)." . . . ~ . . .. . .. 

··~ c·\~t . Maii}r.attiiacu i have tabulated.as smaii enooah to pUiitu-OUiti_a.iqCt.~b'Si?; .re·p.obaf;ry ··-·· 
.... --- thick or itTegu!arly shaped and would actually be retained in a screen with a larger me:sh size. The 

table therefore contains larger numbers of artifacts for smaller meshes than would be foUild if the 
artifacts were actually size sorted through meshes. The frequencies of small flakes and stwrer is 
less than expected if all the products of stone flaldn were nt in cavadons. I..css than. 

t2% of the · test excavations w ess thin ~ mm in Either stciii:s 
· at worbhop gcaticms awa unea ~mall fla.la;s and shatter.. Artifact materials lstcd in the ca.talopc include cherts,. 

eOdOny. fUie4 ahaJe. quartzite, and metavolcanic (apparently ~te and mjiQHtc). ·,'l"hc . ·. · . 
. · :· ·.· . .relative (n,quencies of these stone material& is similar to the ~e$-Ofchi~ stone'mater.ials 
... . . . . .. . . . ... observed during surface mapping in the ·are. tested. The following iAblCS ·s~'kitciriiui:iem .. 

-.. .. · · ·. ·:: .. > ... ,.J tivm the~~~·· . . · .. · ·· ... · ' · .. .· ·' :;,; ····,.-;r.:· ' :t~::'.'':c:~~:~;/':.,~::~':·';~;>:t.~~~;~:';~i~~~,k~A~. ;,; '~ · 
~~=='~iing'•s an~~·r:r~;;:ttl:t:=:r:-~:-:::.~~~~~w:r:g~fu:t~n~!'~vid=~~~~ 
,~:j.f:: >::· .·~:.';~;~su~h ~~e presenc~ of crude choppers) exists .att~s site ~ggestin~ that initi~l:~iri$'p~~f~t~~~/v·::: ":·~~> .·. · 
. ::-:;·;1; ::;~ • · • ':{ l'redommant at the s1te, rather than refined flak1ng (u. flaking to finlSh a tooltnto a destred' f'tnal fuumed . 
, .. · ·;, · ·· · fonn). Also, who is to $ay that smaller debitage (i.e. secondary reduction flakes, thinning flakes, shatter) · 
;;. , · , ~an not generally exceed 3 .S m:·n in width, based on types of the tools/implements generat~d on this site · 

· for activities? 
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Table I: Frequencies of Chipped Stone Artifacts from Shovel Test Pits 
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Table 2: Frequencies of Chipped Stone Artifacts from Test Pit 1 
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Table 3: F 

• 1 

R.t~ponso: TI1ese "analysis" tables arc exercises in the obvious. Since we utili~d l/16" mesh screen 
all the larg~r artifacts .. caught" in Dr. King's "8 mesh" ami "4 mesh" WC!a·e obvious caught and retrieved • 
by ourl/16" mesh screens. Also Dr. King's tables do not accurately reflect our data. His tables do no list 
types or debitage, only materials and mesh sizes. His tables do n•'t automatically de:crmine whether a 
flake is of one type or another (e.g. 8 mesh vs. 16 mesh). 

. . pg;' 3 . ~-.4,5 . . . . . . . . 
&!il1Qil8':. . same comment about Dr. King's Table 1 and 2 apply here also. ~ · .· . 

··Dr .• King continues to describe his method. But then he mistakenly states " ... many pits were corneal . · 
·• shaped" to Criticize the excavation. Actually it was not "many" bu~ And the conical portions of 
those STP pits were down in the sterile parts of the deposit. Although Dr. King argued that we did .. not 
know what: we .. w~re. doin& ... we previous!y showed him that sterile (meaning a with no 

~\ ?f.:~ ~~~;~~;Ar::~~(J":?:: .,~:·~;~;0~·:· · <:'~tw:.r·,~::·~.~: -~·: 
t ,. ·: \,.~ ~< , ... ~ft\ .... ~ ~~;, ~~. ·:.~····\ \'-,.1,.; ·s·j· ·: 

• -~· ·~ ;~"r:·:.Y..;·' .l'.~-..1~~-fii.~·a ·~~ ~~;:;~·l~·~· ~\.?:~"'"'..)."!', .• ~:..:·lt·;.::~~ .. ~·•);<t-~.~~~,.~,,:~.::i·~~ .. :~· ;~·~ · .. _c·,u·:;,__,. ...... :~;!>. 
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data of artifacts ol'ecofactS [ ~.:;. sheli tra,;;;r,.::nts or l:onesJ), wa~ d.:i"ined dearly· at the Dr:rrento property 
by a soil with a hi~h clay \'!ontent, :,y distinctive soil color and b)vet1isoli> (large vertical cracks that oc;ur 
in such ~oil~) The conical natur~ ~)f some of the..<;iPs was due ••> :he e.•anmJ<: l1::1rd soil of the sterile 
deposit, which was not humanly possible to eXCttvatt- in a perfect cylindrical !Shap~ as in an ideal worid . 

Dr. King's comment about the data in STP-25 in nor germane We agree that more data was found in 
that STP. This is correlated with the relatively high den.sity uf surface artifacl~ found betwc!en our 
Secondary Datums (SD·l and SD-2; see our Figure 10, attached). His conclusion that that data is 
sufficient to say that the ex.cavation was in a "main residential area" is not supported by the evidence and 
the test expe~tation:: we tested for the hypothesis ns to whet;,er the site was a h~bitation site or not. The 
hypothesis was rejected based oa the lack of evidence. ... .. ~···- ..•.. 

:,;:·;::::?:':;;v;::(~t·~~?r;~~::~·?·'::-;,~·::;::··:~,,.,... . . ~ ,. ·;·_ 'I, ; • ' • . • • : . • • . ~~7·-:~· .,_:~ ... -:- .. . ...... -~-- r-:/ '~:;:~1~'.?~:·:';: ~;: .: '1?;~~~~:~:~~: :·z;;:. 
3f< t II C l SN! ':'· .. :-The second and third highest densities were near the eastern ~dg~ :·giti{~k~-if~'·bt~;gtgt~;·::.' J .:· •. 

: · .)'( ~~nsity of chipped. stone aniracts. '!!!e test excavatiops were near1the edges or outside the areas of 
. ·r ·. t~f'lest concentrauons of ~don Ole.s~rt.at~.ofthe suo. Tfie test excav · ll$ 
. · · ~. ovetijl?R) I 3iiifacts. Over 626 art1. actS"Were-J"ecorded~a e surface of the site 
: · ,, ~o te~l exca:va~ons_we~PfiCed ~~.!!!:_~:~ conta..ipi~~~m_c~ntration of types o. · 

' assoc1ated sOiiliJ:iol.lSe.S........_ ffie test excavauons aia not Slgnzflcantly increase knowledge concerning 
, · ··~ 3. They do n~t provi~e information that changes evaluation of the significance of the 

.. .. ,., ... ,..l;S 1 te • ., • .. .. ...... , ....... . ........ -............ ~··~··-.. 

RespnMe: King's analysis is flawed here too. Our test excawltions were not near the edges or outside 
the areas of the highest concentrations of artifacts mapped on the surface. Our Test Pit 4 was placed near 
our Secondary Dal:.~m I (SO-l) wh;ch •.vas in a dense area. Also STPs 20-27 ran across some ,'If ti1e 

densest surface mapped artifact area on rhe site (see our Figure 10 attached). The latter wa:; what de 
facto occurred, because the test units (STPs ami Test Pib) were placed in the proposed areas of high 
impact (construc.tion areas for tht main house, guest house, driv(:way, etc.). They were not p~aced to 
blindl)' comply vvith Dr. King's uns•Jpported notion ~f his hypothetic11l village. Dr. King claims he 
mapped "over 626 artifacts" (also see King 1997). Dc~pite our careful st:rface inspection of a recently 
plowed parcel (i.e,. surface obscrvatio:'l was good), our scol1ri11g intensive site survey located 201 
surface finds of formal artifacts (e.g. mano fragments, choppers, etc.). Dr. King implies that we missed 
a lot of data, whereas we not only relo.-:ated a small incipient net weight (cat. no. CA·LAN-803/99-488) 
that he h!ld mentioned in his Phase 1 (site survey) report (Kin; 1997), we also found a smaller artifact 
that Dr. King had missed, ·which was a small unfinished da1't point of chert (cnt. no. CA-U\N-803/99-
544). \Ve were thorough and consciencicus as were the Chumash Native Arr.ericans who helped us find 
the data and who were keen on finding tvery last formal artifact and waste flake. Dr. King's other "data" 
was simply not present. 

Also Or. King as$crts that his ''concentration of types of artifacts" n:pr¢sented "houses." This is a 
reckless extrapolation from the data. When l pressed Dr. King when he visited the site on what were his 
test expectations for determining if a site was a habitation site or not? He said that the presence of manos 
wa.s enough ro prove that the sile was a habitation site (i c. manos=houses=habiration). Manos alone are 
neither necessary or suffieient to prove a site is a habitation site. Manos (which were used in cocjunetion 
with metates as food processors for floral resources, usually) can be found with houses or they can be 
separate, A habitativn site hypothesis has to be established by several confirming test expectations, not 
just one. We rejected the habitation site hypothesi$ due to many factors: 1) there was no direet evidence 
of houses (no tloors, circular areas of artifae;ts or lack tl1ereof, etc., 2) there wen: no feature..s (e.g. a 
house's fire hearth), 3) there were no food preparation areas in evidence, 4) there was a restricted range 

· ·. of art~f:_c.t!,.\~!.,.?,.P,~~~~ site w_!l:~~ a ~!~_range of arti!~::s is to be CXpc(;ted { ~:~:,~~~~ ,_ .... ~ .. ~ ·-··-· 
· .. ceremonial artifacts, drills, metates, et21 '?)iliere was a vinual entire lack oF ecotacts {e.g. food · ·· . . . . . 
:'remains uahabitation'site is the primary locus for the consumption of food, it should have food . . ,. ' . 
. remains in evidence but we found only 3 bone fragmen~s and no shell fragments below the surface [the 
surface fragments, all but 3 specimens, were restricted to a small shell scatter oval located near Pacific 
Coast Highway (which Dr.King did not think was contemporary with the main site); i.e. the prove•bial 
question "where's the beef'?''; 6)There was a virtual lack of FARs (Fire Affected Rocks} that are 

produced either intwlionally an~or~u~_i_::~.~~!~~~!~>.:. \~.~!~.:.'!!~~~.E.rc~.!'":~~~.: :..~~;~~ ~·· ~':~~~~ .. ~.~- ·-~- . __ .. 
lighting activities all associated -:.1:."':'- ,;:. J>:~::!:.:.:.!P··M. -·.r.:.::.~:~···~:""'' .. ;,.~~:-::::t .. ·~·~"~ .. .... ~ .~-:;:; •. ~ \'·\·, :•,~· ··~~;y;·:~~:!..·~· ,.._·,.:;; .. z~J~;·:~rFf~t::t;~:~~~: ,,,,.. )~lf~§~;~;t;t.;.·~J.:i;;;;i;:.t~::~I~;~i''' ·::;;; 



3108150559 Jan. 21 ?aao e:::: 02?M P9 ' 

with habitation. Only 3 fARs were seen (caL nos. CA-LAN-803/99-.536 [a surtac~ find), -803- i68 and-
803-32 botl1 found in one STP-J:! only [the Iauer was an STP placed in the shell scatter mentioned abow 
and which was not, according to Dr. Kir:g contemporl'lry with the main site). The surface FAR could ha\e 
been easilr ge.n-:rated by tJ;e numcr<J\lS bru~h lir::s that have swept tbt area and which has caused the City 
of Malibu to rt:'4uire that the annual gra:.;.i: growth be cut down each yet\r to dimini$h th<!: tire hazard. In 

;; 

• 
·-- .. ·-····-.·---~ho~,Jhe testi!1~:_~fthe hypothesis s!19_w~d t~a.~ t.h~. si.~~--i~ t~os~ .~robably not a habitation site. That 

• ~ ' . :; •• '". ·' .. ·· · , . . · • • · ·.: • .··, > • • /-'~·;·~:{~:;~?2:·~:::,ti~~_>~:;~.·::;·:;.;<:t;;;:·t:J.~\~~.;/;:rr-··'"'7~·· 
situation stands m contrast to a $ite we recently ex~avat.ed iiPalos Verdes (OTPV-S) which oonforn1c:K'fi()" .. · .. · 
all of the above test expectations ( seeStickcl 1999a ). 

I take exception to Or. King's last two statements on pg. 3. Our test e>,;cavations (Pba:~e 2) did 
significantly increase knowledg~ concerning site CA-LAN-803 and it did provide inform~tion relating to 
determining the significance ofthe site. 

insert king pg. 4 map. 

~ ... . . 

•i··' 

. · . 
. ;• . ~ ·~ . ·. ·. ;· . ·t: . 
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. Pi· · ·:: . ._ .. _,._ , _ .... · : .. : ... ·._ ·.· ···:;·· .. 
Response: Also as discussed above. this map (Dr. Kina's "Figure 2: Distribotion of surface artifac1ts"'l 
simply not accurate. An accurate map showing the actual distribution of the f0m1al artifacts on the site is 
shown in our FiQUre 10 {attached). . . 
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Discussion of Stickel . conc:lusions 

The following discussion is an analysis of the conclusions in the Stickel report. ln mosr case. 
strongly disagree with the conclusions. My conclusions are based on the results of the test 
excavations. my observations of the surface artifacts at the site. my studies at other sites of si 
occupation period ~at contained &imilat artifact&, and my e;~:;tcnsive knowledge of sites in Malibu 
and southern California. I believe I am uniquely qualified to evaluate the significance of CA~'l-

··· 803. ---· ••• w•w•••om•~•'"• ... •" ·~-····•"" • ""'••·•t•--r•••• •><•w•--·--·-- ,,., B.e:iDOnse: Dr. King sa}:S ... 1''$trongly disagree with the ;onclusions i~ .thEstl~kel rep~rt.'' \vhat h·d~~·-:;·-:::· · .. : ,;-: .7: 

really saying is that he refuses to acknowledge that the facts jusr do not support his preconceived and 
biased interpretation that the site is a habitation site. I based my conclusions on the tests we made of our 
hypotheses and whether or not the test expectations supported them or not (i.e. as disclJSSed above the test 
expectations were not met to support the habitation !lite hypothesis). As his last statement in the paragraph 
indicates. Dr. King, would have us just trust the fact that he is the all-knowing expert. 

Dr. King's ego thus goes over the top when he statt$ "I believe I am uniquely qualified to eval\tat¢ the 
!tignificanoe of CA-LAN-803!' This arrogant statcmet'lt is an insult to thClmmash, such as the project 
mooitor Ms. Carol Pulido, with whom l consulted in determining the type ofthe site and its significance. 
Why docs Dr. King think he is uniquely qualified to determine she. significance over thChumash who are 
more connected to the site and are just ns c.Jmmitted {if not more) than Dr. King to see to their ~nceston' 
sites are respected and preserved'.' Or. King is sis'' scientltiea!ly irresponsible in taking such an attitude. 
Science is not about others blindly follow in~ gurus who say they know it all. Even the theories of £instrin 
had to be tested cand ar~ still being t~stad) to prove their validity. Dr. King's attin1de was shot down long 

ago in Archaeology by Lewis Binford who stated th!!t such "great men" interpretations are ludicrous ltnd 
chat the data should be pu:sented in such a way that an)' scientific archaeologist can assess the data (and in 
this case determine the signiticancc of the sitc)(c(.Binford and Binford 1968) Dr. King wants us to rely 
on tile knowledge in his head ratht!r than s<~e the data for ourselves. I doubt thi\t many archaeologist!$ will 

··- ·--··· ~~.£~pt Dr. King's n~_tions unquestional>ly. . . . 
L.K.l~! I have specialized in the study of California archaeology and ethnohistory. My dissertation 
~ Evolution of Chumash Society explains changes in beads and ornaments in the Santa Barbara 

Channel during the last 7000 years. It also organizes important background infonnation • 
concerning changes in technology and site locations. I am the author of a chapter concerning 1ft 
IU'Chaeology of protohistoric and historic native sites in the California Volume of the Hanclbook of 
North American Indians published by the Smithsonian Institution. I have conductccl archaeological 
studies in Malibu since 1961. I am presently inventorying ~haeological sites in the SMMNRA 
for the NPS and my research has involved recording Early period sites. One of my rcscaJCh &oafs 
is the discovery of changes in settlement distribution over time. My research involve$ eablisbing 
historic baselines with infonnation concerning the location~ of historic settiCJl'l«1ts and lhc 
identification of the sites of the historic settlements that contain early historic: period artifactS. The 
distributions of historic settlements is then complied with the distributions of sites of earlier 
periods. This comparison has enabled the identification of shifts in settlement locations and 
changes in settlement distributions. 

I am a recognized exPert concerning Early period sites in southern California. I wu recently 
requested to write the section: The Early Southern California Tradition (southom Califomia Early 
~od) 8000 BP- 3000 BP for the Encyclopedia of Prehistory· North America Volume •. 'ntc 

\ En.cyc!opedia will cover the world and all of human prehistory and is being organizzd by Human 
.. Relations Atea Files. I have submitted my manuscript. The Encyclopedia wiU be F~hed _by . ·. . 

!· · ·: Kluwcr Academic. I also m:cntly co-authoml a chapter ~'Middle Hofocene adapcadonsln the Santa 
· · ... <~ :. ; '. Monica Mountains" (Gamble and King 1997) •. The.cha~diseusse;sBarly_pen¥~·}'he ·: ·' ... _.; 

> ;_ ·~;; :.:·::·::~:. '; ... ,_c:h_aptcr is in a collection published. by. the -yCLA_ ¥tute ?f ~~-~~~-~ _I h&Ye, ~.~:>· · . :' ... 
. · · · ~·!~:.·<·:\·.·~·: ·· ·. >'.reaeat<:h needed concerning Early ~od.Jltf::$ ·::···7· ·''~? . ..: .• :. ·.•.,.·r·•; .. ~-~ •. ~,~·: .·::· . .- · · ., ··· · · · : . •; .. ,_.._ .. _ 
~. :.:· .. .. '/¥.l· .. · ~SpODse:'.J)r~ Kingfe:;ls eompeiled to cofivinc~ u~ ~r~1S••uniquo".know1CdgeWlil!. two para~phs 

of his experience. His ego runs again rampant "''hen he clauns that he ts the expert on Early period 

sites" (implying that he is the main one). • 
He cites one reference only. but again he does not bother U> ;ave us the full reference (nor any 

bib~ioer~?.t~:..::.:~ .. ~~-~;. ·-~~ ~::.-r ·~·:.r?·:~·~ ,_; ... ··~l:".::':l!"...:.:il:l=:==='"-...:::~:t ~~1\rt;~li~~~~'fl~~~~::~:~~·w~ ,.,...,,_, .... ~,...,_,~" .. 'll": 

,i;~~)::;~~;;:j. rYx: '·.i.: ;,::'~~;~~~~ith~
3

,
6

·"'~ .. '}}i'!;::~~~.i~·:J:.r:, 
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~\$\ffi;N; · Dr. Stickel's conclusions begin on page 41 of his repon. The first conclusion is Dr. Minch•$ 
- · • • - 1intel"pretat1on that the possible sweatlodge depression was mack by the recent actions of a craccOl". I 

lfirst observed the depression during my mapping of surface artifacts in 1997. After its disco"ery • 
equipment used to conduct geological studies drove through the depression. The site was disked 
for weed abatement in the spring of 1998. The driv· of e ui ment throu 
the daritv of definition of the depression. The tractor tracks t at r. tnch oocribes as causing 
the depression were left after my discovery and were probably the result of disking in 1988. They 
could not have caused the formation of the depression. l have excavated semi-subterranean houses 
in California, Utah and Idaho. l have discovered pits remaining from sweatlodge structures in 
southern California sites. On the basis of my observations ex~rienee and on site consultation with 

· · · ~e~-archaeologiit Jeff Parsons, I believe t.hat there is a good possib~~ ~!)S~---:""'"-"" 
· ~ ~ mdieates the QC"e§ence ofu~...u~ctu.e. ___ ,---:: _ .. ·· .. '<~~ :,, :::. ~f· .. ·. < :: ....... _- .. 

.... _: .. :.:~__...."-·---'ifesi)oos~: *'o/''KTngapin brings up his imagined "sweatlodge'" issue. He misrepresents my 
interpretation on the depression as I think it is a natural sump feature because it is on a line of a small 
gully that runs into it and c•ut of it. Two geologists (including Dr. John Minch) agree wit~l me. Dr . .King 
tries to discount Dr. Minch's interpretation thilt the feature was created by tractor. Dr. Kmg 
unequivocally st-at~s that there h&iS been no vehicular activity of that kind on the site until 1998, wr.en 
such equipment has, in all probability, been on the prop.!rty for decad~s. Also, why has the "clarity" 
suddenly been reduced only in a maner of a year or so'? Dr. King does not refer to the small gully I refer 
to. And as I've said several times above, I had the deYeloper move tl;e swimming pool offthe feature. 
So there will be no impa~t to the d;.:pression. Therefore his point is irrelevant. But Dr. King is obsessed 
with fordng the developer to pay for a needless excava~it~~-~f.:J~~. t,e_ature . . .. .- . . 

... !?tiiZ,c-~;'·· ... Stickel oonciudes that only a few tools were found in comp~son ~ith a Slle he exc~Yaled m Palos 
~ •0.-Y-~~. Verdes. In evaluating LAN-803. he consistently compares.lt to a stte he excav~ted tn Palos Verdes 

that he designates OTPV-5. Jio report concermng rhe stte 1s re(erenced. use or a. temporary . 
designation indicates a si~e·tecord form has not been filed at the O~LA'Inf;mnatlo_n Center. It rs_ 
not possible to assess ~tickel'~. cornp~sons ~hen he contr~ls the mfonn~uon a~&Jable co~~~mg 
the site. It is not clear from Suc;kd's d1scusston when the s1te was occup~ed. Sticke_l_~ys . ...t~mally 
hypothesized to be the same age a.s LAN-803 ... There are reports (pub1is~ed and manu~~s on 

• file at UCLA) concerning sites in Malibu that were occupi'~ at the s~ urn: as the .ProJect Slte. 
Infonnation fr rmauon a 

-Gary ttckel. The proportions of artifact types from ot er Malibu sites such as LAN-267.L\N~ 
2&:). and LAN-958 are more relevant to evaluating L"-N·803 than a site in Palos Verdes. 

.. Response: King criticizes me for referring to my recent excavat:<m of site OTPV-5 iJPalos Ve~des. Or. 
King is wrong that 1 did not reference the report on that site. I did so in my mitigation report1i_tickel 
1999e;). Dr. King had my mitigation report since last October. So he knew the reference was in that 
report. Dr. King is right, the site record forrn has not been filed at UCLA, but it will be sllortly filed th~re. 

Dr. King has another cheap·shot criticism here: "It is not possible to asses£tickel's comparisons 
when he controls the information available concerning the site ... If Dr. King truly wanted thtPalos Verdes 
site report, all he had to do was request it from me and I would have given him a copy. But he never asked 
me for a copy. yet he wants to complain that I "control" the information? 

Dr. King says that I'm not clear about when the site was occupied. That is because we do not have a 
clear radiocarbon or other dates for the site yet. Dr. King apparently can just look at non-diagnostic 

·artifact$ (hammerstones and choppers ) and somehow tell how oid they are. I prefer objective scientific 
.· :· . . .~ethods. . .. . . ..; .. ---'-- · · , · · · · · . . . . : .. · .. ·. . · ...... -- ,.... . ,: ... ~ .· ........ · ·.. .. 
~~.r.i~i'~~~.;~~·~t~· Dr. Ki~g again ~efers to sites t!~ ~orts but fails to provide t~eir idcptifi.c~tio11san.d .. ~·;. ·.·' 
'!:'"" · ·. · .. :.' · -~'.re erences for the SJtes be chums are the same age as CA-LAN-::-803 •. Dr. Kmg does spectfically mentron. · : .~\ 

;;.'>;; ·~~itel.I.J:.,AN-267, LAN·266 and LAN-958 (again be .fails to provide r~port references) which .be ~ys'iire · .. ·. .· . , '·. ' 
>.\·.':·~ore. relevant. They would not necessarily >be more relevant i{_tbey are habitation sites, since out testeC:l . , •. 
; '.>.::hypotheses indicates that CA~LAN-803 wa$ riot a hab'itation $ite.·· ~r. King needs to ju'stlfy hi~·bi~t . 
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C~\11ClSM; The observed proportion of shaped tools to refuse from makin& and using stone tools is not 
- - unusual for an 'E.atly period site in Malibu. 1be amount of debitage in a site is largely due to~ 

~e of acquiring material and the quality of stone. The quality detennines the amount of~
material the stone ~roduces. The relative frequencies of debitage .to toofs also varies between . 
different areas of sates. If Stickel had excavated in the area that artifactS indicate houses were 

_.,. · ·, "· present he would J:babty have found lower proportions of dcbitagc tO shaped tools. The . 
.,. .... :,· · .;C:,..P!~~~~ns wout p~_!blt~- !!1o.~! ,~!mil"!' ."P m~.fu>.!11.$TP·25. · ...... :. . · .. ______ ...... , ..... .;..., 

insert King comments pg.S para 2 . . . . . . . . .. 
B;!ponss: Dr. King provides no reference to a report to justify his first seinence statorrient'.. ·The amoUnt 
of debitage in a site is.D.Qllatgdy due to lhe ease of acquiring material and the qualitY of$e $tone; it is 
directly due to the e.rnount and type of flaking that is conducted at a site. QualitY ~fthe stone ·(such as a 
high quality chert) can yield more micro-flakes if fine flaking and retollch i&.condUcted at a site. 'l agree 
with Dr. King's fourth sentence. Dr. King is wrong in his next sentence again. We did excavate in the 
area where Dr. King claims thete are houses on the she (see Units S ar.d 6 on our Figure 7 attached), we 
did not find Dr. King's hoped tor difference (it should be noted that Or. King fails to mention he has 
reviewed our Phase 3, mitigation rePQrt as be prefers, for some rea$<1n, to focus on rny Ph11$e 2 [test phase] 

. _ .. .•. . report which obviously docs not have the full data that the Phase 3 report contaim) .. 
~tn.w~: Stickel states that no·'(ronj ~or charcoal was recovetcd These types of rcmai~ are probably 
·.. .• _ ·: -~ m~stly broken. up or ~~sso ved. There may be temains preserved in the area not inwstii@d where 

" _..a.ntfact.s assoctatt:d ?".tb bonscs am con.centratecL Faunal and floral rcmains an: ofte:n foun<l b:St 
. · . preserved in the viamty of house locations. The length of occupations at sites' influences tb$ · 

de~ of preservation of anirnal remains. The greater amount of shell and bone deposited at a site: 
~he greater are the chances of preservation of bone and shell. Soils at sites that have been enriched 
m .calcjum caused by the decay of shell and bone preserves remaining bone and shell beuer than 
so1ls with less calcium. Two of the largest sites in Malibu that wens occupi~ at the same time as 
LAN-803 are LAN-267 and L.A.N-30. These sites had higherd.ensiries of shell and artifact$ than 
LAN-803. The preservation is the result of occu arion at these sites for a I · of • 

,than LAN-80' . en o occupauon at a s1 resu 1n enmt opportunities for • 
an:haeoJogical re~h. At sites occupied for shorter lenat}ls of time. activity areas are often m 
distinct than they are at sites occupied for long lengths of time where the use of particular areas is. 
more apt ro change. · · · · · ·- -

Insert King pg. 8, para 3 · · ... · · · · · 
Response~ Dr~ King is incorrect in stating that 1 said there was no bone found at the site (we found 3 
bones at the site during our P!1ase 3> two from Unit 5 and 1 from tbe surfaofl; these were reported in rny 
Phase 3 report (Stickel l999c.) as Dr. King well knows). So Dr. King is wrong is suggating those data 
would not preserve when obviously we found 3 bones. Dr. K.ins says there may be remains pra~rved in 
bis "bouses... As stated above, we did dig two mitigation units (Units S and 6) in his alleged bouse areas. 
So it is not true that we did not dig there. Dr. Kin; soe!.or& ~.!? !~C::.tlU'e_!bout p~servation at ~ites~ ... . 

... ~·~r.:-.u .... ··r:l"\-:-"1':";/:"""f••-··.:~ ., ...... ~~""'·•·•",::;...-:.....:.:.:;;l:.:..:;:::;,'..·:.t;..;._;.,.;~~ ... :;..t.·-..:·•~· .... ~·.;;,:_-....::.~-~.:·~ ~-.. .-.:&'4.'tf.-. ___ __......_w~;::-.......,.,.~ ~·A• t-:~·1·"· )= 
~; ................... :... ...................... D;~King again assumes (and has not proven) that site CA·LAN-803 is an "oc:cuption site" .or 

habitation site whereas our data shows it to be a production/processing site (Stiekell999e). Dr. King's 
blanket statement that the longer a site is occupied the better will be its preservation is nC?.t. scientific _fact. 

. Preservation at a site depends on a variety of factors such as the ~iditj of the soil_ and th~ w~er an~ . . ; 
·. micro-environment;al conditions at a site. If a site is in a dry cave 1n the de~ pres~~ ~~.:l?e • .. . . . .. 
·excellent. But if a site is in an area with marked seasonal ehaTlges and.l~ that ,si~. ~a~ ~lgh S:Ctd.~~ sot~ .. ' : .. . · 

·: : .. there will be bad preservation at the site reiardless of how many ~n~ C)~.-~hol~ ~~~ ~~-~~ (~(.;, · .. ·7·: .• :·: •• '· . • 

. , · ~ .,Buu.ei-1982). ·.. · · : · ·:.;. :: > :::;;;·:~·.::~:.;:\;:: -.:.~·· :~:·:; .... ; ·: .;-·.::!;:.' :::: .. '_. :: · ·· 
::::;:,,;. ::· ·v · .:: .. :.:·, .. ,, . ,.·;.I>r;· King's last statement is not valid. Sites cxcupied fot:" ath~~c~t!:?~-~~ ~iple5.,~. ~s·~~. d~land. . · . .' · . .' ·. · ·. : · > 

. ·:.::"actMtY.areas or visible features. But I've excavated at siw (e.g. ~ . Pf!=V~yres ~e. JD.. ~rtzer • · 
· . that was ·occupied for thousands of years; Neolithic. Bronze and I:on Ages and it. had.~ ~wng array of 

•. dis1inct a.Ctivity areas and features; and loc:ally my recent ex.cavatlO_n at Palos V~es (s&te OTPV~~) had a 
site that was occupied over t~te· three major periods (t.e. Early. Ms~.~- and Late Pe~nods) 
and the site had distinct · 
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:R£!1Cts~t 
r;e , . . ·--···· .. 

' I ;-.,; :.,...~_·:::-. -

Stickel states that no diagnostic or time marker ani facts were recovered. He d~s not deft~ wha.r 
chara.c.teri2.es a di<lgnootic or time marker artifact Perhaps he would consider no artifact found in 
early Early period sites to be temporally diagnostic. All artifacts observed duriDg._mam!ng_or 

'facts on the ..!.·~c.u.ations a:n: .;U:ru1ar to artifac~ found a~.Jhat.daUUa..Early 
. penod ~ase' x (6()00-4 £.). The artifacts include distinctive types of manos. metases, 

poants, and other tools. No artifacts..tbat are commonly found in sites occu1ied aft~ 
BC including notched point$. contracting stem points, mortars and pestles wereouiia:'"".f 
. ' ""' ......... "' .. ..... . " -- ···-· ~-··-·~---·_.,. __ , ... _, __ ~---·' - , ...... ···*·-~·:":~' ·~- """'- ~ ... l .• 

·· ·· Resporus:: Dr. King again misrepl'esents om· reporting. For some reason he focuses on the Pltase 2 
report (Stickel 1999b) whereas be had access tc our Phase 3 report since last October 1999 {Stickel 
1999c}. Ther~fore wt: did not have any lime marker artifacts in the Phase 2 data but we did find two 
projecti1e points in the Phase 3 data Dr. King claims that th7 s!te ~as "distinctive typ~s ofmanos. 
metates, unnotched points and other tools." Manos are not d1stmct1ve of the Early Pertod. They have 
been found at many Middle Period sites. For instance I found manos at a Middle Period Chumash 
Cemetery at Point Rincon long ago ($[ickel 1968). Manos can also be found at Late Period Chumash 
sites and it has been well known that ethnohistoric Chumash had manos and metates (cf. Landsberg 
1965; 125). As t mentioned above, we found no clear evidence of"mctates" at the site. The "unnotched 
points" Dr. King refers to are the ones we recoven~d in our Phase 3 work (Stickel 1999c). As noted 
abon, Dr. Ki11g, for his own reasons has focused on out· Phase 2 report, but here when he refers to the 
points he is obviously referring to our Phast 3 (r~1~tig~tion report; Stickel ~ 999c). Why didn'~ Dr. King 
review our more complete Phase 3 l'eport? Dr. Kmg lS accurate that we d1d not find other pomts, and we 
did not fin9: any mortars and pestles. 

~,J1gftM.L· . Stickel states that no human bone was recovered. Cemeteries are ex.pected on th~ .basis of 
· .. ·- .l · discoveries at similar ~ites. Human bone has only_b.el:n-fatmdTii cemetenes at other early Euly 

period sites. If any of the test excavat!_gns.-wetePfaced in a cemetery they apparently missed hitting b burials. Burials found in Ear~O<J Phase x cemeteries often have spaces between ~t~etate cairns 
' large enough_ to accqmmoci'ite a 50 centimeter square. The size of cemetery expected to be p~nt 

at LAN-803 !S..SnialJ enough to have been completely missed by the testing pro2r3rn. It is most 
proba~J.e. that the te$ttng program failed to excavate in cemeteries.- 11 • i -;.-- -::o 

insert King pg. 8 para S 
B,,soonse: The whole j)aragraph claims that we missed th¢ human bone and cemetery at the site. Here 
a;ain. Dr. King fails to conform to the scientific method. No matter how much one may wish for some 
data, a scientist goes Ot'l tr.e data that is obtainable and present, not hypothetical data. We excavated 32 
STPs and six (6) 1 x 1 meter units and we absoir.lfely did not tind any human bone or cemeteries. Thus 
the evidence( not wishful thinking) does not indicate any cemetety at the site. Apparently Dr. King would 
not be satisfied until the entire site were to be excavated at a costs of millions of dollars. 

states that the site covers the relatively flatter upper slopes of the property. It was originally 
recorded on the p~el adjacent to the cast and an area of the sire is present on the adjacent parcel • 
I aifee with Stickel that the entire project a:rea is within an archaeological site. This is supported · 
both observatjons and the results of the test excavations. Stickel states the site area is 

"";~~~~~~; This number appears smaller than the area where artifacts were found. A 
t~ given. It is not e"plained how the measurement wu made. Stickel ex-cavated 

·,=· • 

his testing program. This is 0.076% of his· estimated site area. The test · 
scattered randomly or uniformly across the site but were located within areas 

project elements. 

. •.· ;, . 

~·.::'~. ~· ?)::-~ .~ .• :.. 

R-39 
. > ,'· 

:, .~ 'i:: • "' • . . . i •· 
.. :· 'i' 
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insert King pg. 8, para 6 
; 

Response: Regarding Dr: King's stat~ment that 'Stickel state~ the site area is 10,859 square meters. 
This n~1mber appean smaUer than the area where artifacts were found." First Dr. x;n8 js confused .as sjre 
CA-LAN-803 is larsc:r than the Dr Tren!o parcel and extend~ beyond it. Thus we calculated the sice area • 
on the subject parc:.el, not the entire site area. The site area measurement was made by dividing rhe site 
area on the parcel into adjacenr geom~tric areas that could be calculated. We included all areas where 
artifacts were found and basically the areas above the steep, bnssh cover~d slopes and washes. It should 
be noted that there was no attempt to deny that the site extended beyond the eastern boundary of the 
pareeJ. 

... ; .):X. l\,in~'s last sentence bas two i1lltements that are both wrong. The test pits ~rt randomly placed 
\within the hiah impact areas (e.g. main house, quest house areas and swimming pool areas each of which 

·. was con~idered as a random sampling "nratum"). Moreover, his second statement is wrong bec~use 31 (of 
. ·.the 32) of the STPs were placed "uniformly across the site .. as specified jntervals (see our Figure 7. 
· .. anached). Note that theSTPs placed along the driveway area were spaced at 10 meter intervals due to Dr • 

.. .. -· ,. ..$4tg's assertion that cemeteries are spaced about 30 feet apart at Early Period sites. 
"•'·';.:::./J.,(_ .. "J,:,•;• •. J·:-~.::t•,:-::,•,....,,_ ''.'' >"t••'' , • • • ,,..,. ••••, 0 •• '""'', , • '•'''''' , ·w- --·-··~:"!: 4•>"'"'~ 

~~,-~~~~=~~~~!d~~.1f:i~~~2~~oi~~ 
determination of depth. "'JSti¢ke1 :nwo !~el p~ilfe ts @iii llnd two artifacts all: ptescnt in the 
Ow 10 em level they wilt bi'dfsCoveiiC! usmg hJS proceaure. 1f they are in the 30-40 em level they 
wiU not be discovered because the excavation will not be excavated past three levels without 
artifacts being found. Testing was all m![ginal to the main gtivi~ .an::as dcfinc;d QD tbe bqis of 
£2ncentrations of an.ifacts on ihe silifacCOt' Hie site. Tt is probable that. soils.~ deeper in some of 
theSe iie&. . •.. .J- ...... ~ • .. . 

·· ·&isponse: Dr. King harps here again on the "smaller volume of soil" from the lower levels. What 
. ne fails to mention is that only some of the STPs had ccnic<tl lower parts excavated due to the extrerne 

hardness of the soiL The reason the soil was so hard is that thos~ portions of the STPs were down in tht 
sterile substrate, which was defined on the basis of high clay content, distinctive soil color, and by 
vertisols (vertical natural cracks that occur in such soils). We had excavated over 60 such sterile levels 
and we showed these to Pr. King when he finally came out to the site on 2116/99, but yet he refused to 
acknowledge tbut the levels were $terile when they clearly wtre so (see my memo to Craig Ewing of 
2/18199 atta~bed). Also Dr. King fails to mention here our 6 ·1 x 1 meter units which did nol have 
decreased sized lower levels. 

Dr. I<ing again complains of the two· level rule when it was clear there were no artifacts or 
ec;ofacts (i.e. no cultural deposit) in the discinctive substrate (with its disEinctive 90il, soil hardness, color 
and the vertisols). lt is therefore not probable that cult\lral material lies buried at the site. This was also 
proven when we inspected th~ geo-trench located eut of the main house area (see our Figure 7 
attached). 

Dr. King repeats that .. 1\~sting was marginal to the main activity areas ... "which is not trUe. Test 
Pit l was in the vicinity of the surface artifact cluster around our Secondary Datum 3 (SD-3), and Test 
Pit 4 was in the vicinity of the densest surface artifacts near SO-l (compare our figures 7 and 10 of our 

• 

maps). "to:- ...... _ ..• .,.~-'t~•-:-• w,.._ ............ ,. ..... ,'('.... . ;;~rzf:t;~~~~~i~~r~~~~~~~~ · .. ·,~\+ict~ ··~_:,::;.rc«~n=;:;;·:~~~~lina'~i~fi arc: .... ·11 . . . ·.~ · .· .... ; . , . ···. . , ... lW {~anisms.. the eanh coven:d roofs of awcatlodges collapse basins f~ by ~ca~ for : 
·· :·>::.-::~ :;.:.r:."(:;~;,~~~:~~;:Ih0use8'and subterranean sweatlod&cs begin ~be fill~ by soil that washes .m .. s~ JS 4~ ~: 
· : '/Ui .. :J:t .-x:~~ : :1~-_,:rif obseived over time moves. EartnwonnJ bring large amounts of snaall sod particles to die .Sait'aca 
::.;?~~::;~:;;~::~:?:~~:~.B-~;.;;!.~tevery yCa.r.- Gophers briug particles~ to two inch~ in diamorer.to ~~¢ace.~ . . die ·. · · 
~~\'} · '· ··· " '':!-~-.~~~!~~;~_::actions of biolo;,;.;eal and pologic ~continue to alter the cc:mposlD~ 9~ sttes.. 
-~>. · .,Yt,,:v~·.:;:f.lb:Gd wfaers .;' · to bo sorted bv aizc in the soil with large objects·cOnCentrat.ecl 
~it;. j,,,Jt:r:torche-~ave sou ~d medium si-4 objects~.-.:~--~ Ot.the~=:· ~~~:;: ~ 
:·:. :~,,,_ . . :• ~:<·:: .. :· . '·co utets have aenet.'Died disuibutioaa that nuw::h observarion of artifact cl 
<:-.:.: ~';: ::·~: · . . : or diffcrtmt lengths of time. The longer a site has been~ 
' '; ·'"· <·to be altend. 

:f.l!b!j~.,~~i 
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Stickel states that no house remains were tound. Hetavotaea,ex~,,. w.uu~.~ .. ...., 
associated with houg§ were found. Expectations of house floors'in an over ?000 year old site on 
ltle"crest of a nage in Malibu is Untealistic. features including clusters of arttfacts and rocks arc 
apt to be found but compacted house floors are probably no longer present. After abandonment of 
a settlement, wood and thatch are destroyed by tennites, molds and other organisms. the c:arth 
covered roofs of sweatlodgcs collapse and basins formed by excavations for houses and 
subterranean sweatlodges begin to be filled by soil that washes in. Soil is dynamic md if observed 
over time moves. Earthworms bring large amounts of small soil particlest;o the swf~ t:Vet:y year_ 
Gophers bring partie)~ up to two in~hes in diameter to the s~ace. (Jver tlJ"?C the ~on& o~ 

' biological and geologtc process continue to alter the compossuon of sues. Diffen:nc stzed artx~ 
· 'Deiin to be sorted by size in the soil with large objects concentrated near the bottom of the acnve 

soU and medium sized objects concentta'Ced near the surface of tbe soil. Models run on computers 
have generated dislributions that match ?bservation of uti fact distributions ~.site~. abandoned for 

. . different lengths of time. The longer a stte has been abandoned the greater tt 1& apt to~~-~~~-- .. 
'"''"'_._..,J. ................. ~ ... ···~· '• ' •. ~''' .. !--:'•,,, .. ,.__..,,~ ............. ' ... _ ....... ,~ ... ' .. ~·-·•• ...... .,..,_,.,.,_ .. ,., •• , ..... -, ... ~ ... ··l:'~,.... ....... ;._·-,·;,:·~'!*.,,:' '' •, ..... H•·:~· .--- "'""';!""'"••Oo• •,' > ... .. '• •' 

· · insert king pg. 9 para 2 , P4\v'llt '3 • · ·· ··· · · ·· · · : · · · · · · ··· ··· 
Response: Dr. King lectures on site formation processes and differential preservation in general in this 
paragraph. He mentions "Models run on computers .... " but, as usual doesn•t provide any references. All 
of his concepts were better handled by MikeSchiffer (1987) with his "Formation Processes of the 
Archaeological Record" book. Dr. King's statement that the longer a site has been abandon~d. the greater 
it it~ likely to t;,e alter~d, is but common s~nse. 

Stickel apparently confuses the activity m:as that I defined during mapping of surface artifacts with 
~ C~&M.! features that he found in areas less than 1 meter square. The areas 1 defined were over lOO.square 

meters in area. Stickel appears unable to understand !lnything 1 have said concerning the sne .. .1:k 
claims · failure to disrover small dusters of arufacJ§ refutes tbc presence of larg~a.s.I 
i nufied with different artif~uencies. The different frequencies are documented by the 

:mappmg of surface artifacts. Stickel has a copy o~ my map and notes yet ~e does not use rhe <;lata 
in his analysis. Figure 4 summarizes my observauons from surface mappmg and test excava.oons 
at CA-LAN-803 Stickel avoided e~cavation in all of the hatched areas indicated on the ma . If the 

~as-in a e on t\fe map are separate actiVitY areas wou ~ons1 ert e.~tte very complex.. 
Response: No, Dr. King, I am not confusing your alleged "activity areas" with features found within 

I meter units. Dr. King makes the condescendin~ statetllent that "Stickel appears unable to understand 
anything I have saic ... " I understand him very welt but I disagrt:e with him because the data is not there 
to suppon his contentions, I did not use his map of surface mapped artifacts because it was inaccurate. 
We found that to be the case when we folltld every observable formal artifact (20 J in number) on the 
site's surface .. Dr. King refers to his Fig. 4 in his critique with his geometrically perfect ovals and circles 
marked on it and assumes that that is Teal data. The real data of surface mapped artifacts may be seen on 
our Figure 10 (attached). The reader may note that Dr. King's contention that his "manos" (which are 
his "female" artifacts) are separate from the "male" activity area artifacts (presumably the cboppers, 
hammerstones, etc.). However if one looks at FibTUrt 10 (whereon we have marked the actual diStribution 
9f the manos, it may be seen that they are distributed across most of the site and they are intermingled 
with tbe so-called male artifacts. Dr. King also fails to mention the manolhammerstones (that were 
intermingled with the concentr.ltion of surface artifacts between our Secondary Datwns 1 and 2 (see our 
Figure 10 attaehed) . ·-~ ·-·······~······-·.,.......,~ •. - .......... ,~ ... ····~·-,...--....... ·,·-·-···.- '" ... ·~·-·~--··~~'·., 

.,·.~;:~· ......... ; .... :t:;:t"'i .. l!"~··:z;.~.,.;.:..,~::~~·:,:.~;. :._~:-:~_-:-~.~..:::· .. ::_~-~~,-~:.· ... :.j-:~:-::~:..=: .. ~:..:..:.·:.:; __ · :; .. : ::·:·.~::.~-~::·~~-_-;:!; ... ~£d2.1!\.!:i:E·--~·:~!~::~.:·:- . '~-:::; .. ·:.: . , .~:::~··;:.·-.~:::: .. ~:~i:. :·:_. · < -.::~·~:~~: ~;:-. ·· ·. 
Usjng his Figure 4. Dr~ King clailns that I '•avoided excavation in aU -{hfS):~·:hiltC·bedaie;;uH~ tt:i~~ to ·-·•·--·-

imply I w~ som~ho~ trying to irrespon~ibly avoid the main site areas. Dr, King's b~tched areas on his Fig. 
· 4 are not m the. hlgh tmpact areas as he well knows. When the truth of the matter is we excavated our test · 
.. pits .in the or~ a$ of high impact (such as the main bouse andpt(( guest house areas):. The reason was to 
a~oiddama~mg, the ~it7 as much as P?s~ible ?! putting t?e ~ni~_in. ~ose ai.-eas that wo~ld be d~'ed the 
mc:>St. Or. Kmg s twlstmg and selecttvtty of his facts" ts. ~ven.~ptified ~J!,~ we point out here that 
(even th?~gh .he ha~ mr Pl~se 3 r:port;Stickell999c), Di.'Iqrig ~ils.~·~mti?n tha,t:Vve dug tWO 1 X f 
tn¢ter mltJphon Unit$ In htS heaviest hat<:bed area Of the &rea$ be cJauns the bouse$ and cvidtQCc of 
habitation are on the site (see next page), yet we still did not ·find ariy eviden.oe of habitation. We did find 
an unfinished project point (cat. no. CA·LAN-803/99. 7S3 in Unit 6 which; does not support a habitation 

••. ,.,. ..... ·~=.m''":":'?<~~f .... ~Y,P.<fthe~i~ .~!Jt. _its unti~!shed ~ta~us. ai~ly .supports ?.qr. &;I~mativc hypothesis that the site bad mainly 

• .Jrl~~il\.~;:i·; .. • : -~; ~·, · · , ·. ·- · .· -· ·• · · ~ :: · · :~~ ~~: :~~J~r;:i~: .-._. ~~ :- .·;· ~::• -_- .•. · , . • ·, -·.~: :-~ --·-.~ · ;;,. 
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serve~. a.s a lithic tool production site. Dr. Ki~g accusc:s me of ig~odng data when he refuses to accept tl 
repeut1ve data we o_btained fr::.m our mitigation Phase 3. le 

. .. -·· - . 

~ On page 44 Stickel concludes lllOl the site is a ~ory for ston;-tool nlanufacture usc:<! by~· 
· ·~ ...... an unidentified adjacent' settlement. Tile artifacts at LAN·803 indicate the presence of a residential 

': ,~ .... t_~,~- 1 area al the site. Stic;kel's excavations were outside this area and other areas of hi&hest · 
• ,.t : A' • • . .... concentration of sutface artifacts. He explains the manos as indicatina a kind of bakery site where 
~ " '.- · · .,. flour is ground to be taken to peoples homes. In all California and Southwestern settlement siral 

am familiar with. grinding implements·are concentrated. in houses. Stic:ket•s determination is 
___ --...,.,-·--····Y··-·· .. _ .c:e.m.in!~ent ?f an~~er archaeologist's determination that the cthnohistoric villa&e ofMescalitan 

:-':l- ·:: ... ;..:: ... ; .......... ·,_.··~.:..:: .• ;_'1:~:; ... :. ____ :.-·~~-~.;: .... ::_;.~ •• ·~ ·:. .';. _ : ' :: --:~·:.~.~·: :-,. :- .. ·._..,.. ..... ~ ... ~-~=~·.-..:;~:··.~ .. :7::::::.~-,.;:;~;?~:.o1:~~;::~:.-:.::-:r...:-::: .... ~ .. ~~!-~.-:-.~·-·-·-.-~- • --:~·t 

Res~onn: Dr. King additionally misroprC$Crtts me here. I did 110t use the prosaic ~ord "factory••. 
I said ouJ' data shows that the site, during most of its usage was utilized as a lithic production site. Dr. 
King's second sentenc( is not supported by the many test expectations we eonaidered in our test of 
whether the site was a habitation site or not. That is, there is no evidence that the site was a "residential 
... site" as Dr. King insists. Dr. King reptats himself with his third sentence in the paragraph. My 
response to the same criticism is presented above. 

Dr. King agait1 misrepresents my th~)ughts on the site. ( never said that the .. : ... manos as 
indicatina a kind of bakery site ... " I admitted the pos$ibility that the manos may have been used for 
processing floral resources at the site, but only during its latest utilization as all of the manos andmostly 
mano fragments were found on the surface. Dr. King's statement that manos-bouses which equals 
settlements is not an established provt:n fact. Manos (which had to be used in conjunction with metates 
and we found no evidence of metates on the site at all), could h3ve been used with portable metates 
(which would have been removed) to grind floral resources which then could have been taken to the 
residence areas nearby but not on the Or. Trento property since we found no Fire Affected Rock or any 
of the other test expectations of a habitation site (evidence which I have found abundantly at another site 
for comparative purposes; Stickel 1999c). 

Also when Or. Kirlg's mentions his knowledge of "California and Southwestern settlement 
sites", he is referring to ethnoi:V<lphic data. That data is based on ethnographic work over the last 100 
years for the most part. Anthropology refers to thai ethnographic infonnation as the .. ethnographic 
present." It is seientifically unsound to make the a$Sumption that the ancient Chumash people behaved 
the sarne way thousands of years ago as they did in the ethnographic present. As Prof. Binford said ·tong 
ago. if we make that naive assumption, we have no reas911 to dig archaeological sites sinu we would 
presumably lolow everything from the ethnographic record (Binford and Binfotd 1968). We need to dis 
arehaeoloaical sites precisely because we do not know how people behaved or th" total nature of their 
culture. especially in sites thousands of years old .. Dr. Kjng's approach would deny science the ability 
to discover new patterns of culture which Dr. Kingts bi~~Se$ would not allow hitn to even consider. 

Or. King ends the paragraph by ~omparing me to an unnamed archaeologist•s ("another 
arehaeoloafst'•) work at "Mescalitan!• King also fails to mention the archaeologist•s report. So the 
comparison is improperly presented and cannot be evaluated unless the archaeologist's work would have 
to bo read and to stCI if it relevant 10 the subject lJn.IIGLa, 

. '"":', :. .. : '. . .. , .. ' ~ 
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,.CBCTL(~ considered by mem~rs of the ?onola expedition to 01! the largest town th~y saw in C.:zlitbmi::~A 
(_COWT'). a seasonal tishin,g camp. Srickers dt!termination is unacceptable. His failure to reference~ 

. literature conceming.similar Early period sites in t.hi! Mtalibu area dt:mon.strates a lick of "'"" 
~,.'#.=;.._.:. .. ____ e professto~~~--.~~sponsibilicy. . . . ..... ~ ,.. .. . .. , ... :-.. ..., .. ~:·-.~:~-:::~·:;rir~';';·~:c.~.!T:::=:r:«~&·;;~·,A':,:-:.,:x.; ·:'7. 

I'm not in a position to judge Dr. King's attock on his unnamed archatologist. but siven Dr. 
. .. King'~ a~c~ on o~ work, I'd c~rtainly like to review the archaeologists work myself and not accept 
·· . . · . Or. Ku1g s v1ews wtthout the evtdence. . __ .... , .. ~.-· ., 

':·· ~·.·~- • ~·~ 3"111'~ ---···--~---·· -·-·-· ..... - ' ... , ····-·---.··-.· ' ......................... ·:-:.. _;~:· •. ··:-.--":'·"··"'*···.t"""="=r,..,...,.,.'\'ti.'ZI'.~·."::.':!'~~:"':";.Z...~;'~·~~-··~ .. \- ...... ~t.f;,? ·.-:· 

::1\f.s.RP~!=.~ ·Dr. King states that my ''determination is unacceptable" to him. He said that ad nauseum above ·• ... --...... · · 
·. ·. •· . already. I will repeat here tbat it was acceptablt to the Chumuh Monitor, Ms. Carol Pulido (who is 

· writinz a separate relSponse to Dr. King), it was accepu.ble to the City of Malibu's Director of Planuing, 
Mr. Craig Ewing, and it was acceptable to the City's Cultural .Resources Review Committee. Dr. King's . 
additional attack 1)0 my referencing, to wit, which, he says, "demonstrates a lack of professional 
responsibility'' is ludicro\15 in view of the fact that throughout his entire critique packa~e he has 
constantly fa lied to property cite his own work or any of the ml\n)' references he makes to other scholars 
and he does not even provide a bibliography for the references he does cite (an absolute professional 
responsibility). Apparently Dr. King thinks he is above confonn1ng to hi~ own stated professionalism . 

.• •. ...~ .• ! • -
.. , .. .. ~ . ~ , . '.. .. 

' .~ • •« • • .: • • - • 

&.f?\"'tfetSM; Significance 

The City Zoning Ordinance deflnes important cultural resource 
9381. Definitions 
D. ..Important cultural resource" shall rneet one of t:he followin' criteria: 

L. Is associated with an event or person of either 
a. recognized significance in California or American history or 
b. recognized scientiflC importan~ in prehistory; or 

2. Can provide information whictl is both of demonstrable public intenm. and 
addressina scientifically consequential and reasonable archacolop:al 
questions~ or 

3. Has a special or particular quality such as olde.st, best example, largest.. or Iast 
sUl"Viving example of its kind~ or 

4. Is at least 100 years old and p<>ssesses substantial stratigraphic integrity; or 
5. Involves important research questions that historical research has shown c:ao be 

answered only with archaeological methods. ..- . .. .. , .. . ... . .. . . . .... . ··: .... 
:1-::~.~--~~~s·:·~::~~~~:=~~.;:~ ·.::~;_:-.:·.:; .·:. . ... : .... ·~ . ~····-· ..... 

msert: kmg's sipificance · · · · · · ·' ..:·-ft •..•. .:..:..::. . ,;.....: .. ~ .. ;;;·.-:.... · 

~ponse: This is "boiler plate» roferring to the City's Ordinance. Or. King should have just cited it 
tn!tead of the length of his diatrlbe with rcpc-oducing it. · 

:,.' ~~ -.· ~:'" .• .- . ,.;. ··~- :i"~ .:·~~.,. .. ~::: •·. ~.. .. •. '! • ·: ·, .: •• ,:··.i··.·'_:.·._· .... ~.·:·~·.~···_.·,·.'.·.··::~···.; .•. -• .. ·.·,;,.···.·.;_;.~:~~· .•. ·· ... :~,·,.· ... '.:.~.· .. ~~·:~:·.·:·,·.-~··.·.·.·~·.~~:.·,·:·· .. ·._:'·,: ••. ~ .. :':.:,,.~_:: .. · .•. ·:.:,:~ .. ·.:.· ... <;kii.· ·::::S:~~:. :::~~~~:;~~~:~~<~~i;~ .. (~~:::&.,.::. -~:,,~. · . · . · · < · :~,· .. · ~ ·. 
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G~ t:~cl 'SM: The site is at least 100 years old and possesses substantial stratigraphic integrity. Sr:racigraphiC' 
integrity means that the site has not been altered so that the locations of features such as houses are 
obscured. The site was occupied between 6000-4000 BC and is the be$t example of .a wbole 

·-~sidential settlement site left in the City. It is also one of the older sites identifred in ihe City. 
,. . .. ,. . ~ There is apparenily relatively little overlap of deposits at the site frotnla.ter occupations. Sites with 
· · . .:r\~. · ,' greater time depth of occupation a.re more apt to have specific activity areas obscured. A-LAN· 

.. - ·.'·;·,· :F:· '': .. ·:,. -~~~ robabl e d whole site that was occupi~ durin ~~earl have not~ 
\':~. ~~:~:<>i:('P,!;: : :. :.., the or a · • · f f the si . . trO ed or dama v .. · ~ge-
: ·:i .. '· :\ .,..· .· ·.>.·· ... • .·: or estructton of s1te L - 03 will result m the loss of 1mponant m ormatton ccmcemhig Iifeways 
· _: .;~:. }· :..j: ;i_,::~/; :: . /anth d ~al o

1
rgaruttl' zation of earl~ ~alibu residtheents. The or anization of }~ace artif~ · · • · . 

; · .. · ,.;·:. ::-:;:, ... ~ ~:::.·~··,._,: .. ,.' ., at u1.1.:1 ear se ement eatu s aractenstxc o 
,.i.~~·;;L;·':.~:'<; ~?;·',; .. ,;.:.·:.:~en emerus. Understanding the organization of the site and the types of activities conducted at 
. ; ::'.>''".·:;,: J ;,.:< · .. different areas of sites will result in appreciation for our native history. The site has value for lbe 

· · · ·. · development of a society that values all people. The site has value for destroying European colonial 
· · ·:racist attitudes that were used to justify the ex.propriation of lands from native peoples and continue 

LO linger as their setllemeni.S, <=em!!teries and shrines are destroyed. The site can provide important 
infonnation concerning the development of native societies and the evolution of religion. If the sire 
were properly excav:ued it would pl'Ovide information thal "'fOUld chaU~nge theories coneemin! the 

.evolution of North American societies. Discovery of early ceremomal mound complexes in the 
Eastern Om ted States and other infonnation concerning early societies is changing our perceptions 
of the developmem of societies in Nor1h America 

:The sin! ca.n provide important infonnation concerning the development of native societies and che 
evolution of religion. If the site were properly ex~a.vated it would provide information that would 

· · challenge theories concerning the evolution of North American societies. Discovery of c:c:remon.ial 
mound complexes in the Eastern Unired Stat~::s that date from the same time period and other 
infonnation conceming early societi~s is changing our perceptions of rhe development of societies 
in North America 
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Response: Dr. King asserts the site's signlticance. I have said in both my reports, (Stickel 1999b, 
1999c) which Dr. King fails to cite, that 1 too t11ink the site is significant and worthy of further cultural 
resources management. Dr. King then goes on to 1nake incorrect or unsupported assertions about the site. 
The site dot:S not "po$Scss substantial stratigraphie intearity" (that should refer to sites with well 
def"med stratigraphy with multiple cultural levels well defined, that was not the case at CA-LAN-803). 
The site, rather, bad some stratigrapbic integrity. Then Dr. King goes on to define "Stratis;raphic 
integrity means that the site has not been altered so that the locations of features such as h¢uses are 
obscured." Dr. King is contradicting himself as on his Page 9 above he mentions that compacted house 
floor features are probably not preserved at the site. Dr. King's definition of"Stratigraphic integrity'" is 
not the generally accepted one in the science of archaeology (ef. Renfrew and Bahn 1993). 

Without qualification he states that the site dates to "6000-4000 BC .. and without any radiocarbon 
or other objective dating method to back him up. His statement, at best is a hypothesis. not a proven fact. 
Dr. King rambles on about the site~s potential, and his insistancc that his unproven claim that the site is 
a habitation site ("settlement"), again without any published or referenced scientific data to support his 
claims, is unacceptable .. 

Then Dr. King claims that the site will suffer "Damese or destruction," presumably if my 
interpretations are not rejected. Dr. Kins has promoted this unjustified and irresponsible concept to get 
attention from the State's Constat Commission and others. The truth is that that part of site CA~LAN-
803 that is on the Dr. Trento parcel. will not be "dest.r:oyecL" ill. its entirety as Dr. King is claiming. 

A small portion of it will be destroyed for construction of the main house, etc. The further truth, and 
for the mitigation pnrt of the project, the main house was placed in an area that did not have the main 
coneontration of surface artifacts (which was also confirmed by our 32 STPs and by the six (6) 1 x 1 
meter excavated units. 

Finally, Dr. King makes it appear that I have written off the site and that I do not think it can 
yield important data. That is a gross misrepresentation. If fact l stated in my reports that the site can 
yield important data anci that further cultural resources management measures should be implemented . 
Dr. King also ignores that fact. The construction activities on the parcel will be mgnjtQJ:e.d by both a 
qualified archaeologist and a qualified Chumash Native American Monitor. And even though we did not 
find any evidence of human bone, let alone a cem.ctcry, in the unlikely ev~nt they should be encountered 
they will be immediately and professionally be addressed in contrast to the way Or. Kin: handled the 
bone that he claimed wu human, wbic:h he found three yean a.;o, but did nothing to identify whetller if 
was human or not (and if it was human why has he kept it so loni?). 

It may be seen by the responses above, that Dr. King's critique is unjustified. It is grossly 
repetitive, rambling on with the same repeated criticisms page aftet page, with wild claims and charges 
all of which have been answered by the re$ponscs above. There is no merit to his criticisms, and the 
main point is that his criticisms are irrelevant in the sense that the site is not going to be totally destroyed 
(as he claims). Rather the vast majority of the site is going to bo preserved under the present plan. The 
cultural resou~es monitoring and work at the parcel are not over as Dr. King implies, but they ate on· 
going and should any significant data be encountered it will be professionally and efftciently addressed. 
Lastly, t.hc fact that Or. King has had my Ph.ue 2 (test phase) report (Stickel 1999b) since last July, 1999 
and my Phase 3 (mitigation) report since last October 1999 (Sticbl1999c), and the fact that Dr. King 
has never presented any criticism of that work until this late date, just before the Coastal Conunission 
hearing on the Dr. 'l'rento project (to be he~d last Thursday. Jan. 13, 2000), coupled with the fact 'that Dr. 
King did not present any of these criticisms to me directly and first (a professional requirement), calls · 
into serloUJ question his motives for this breach of professional behavior and ethics. Dt. King n~ to 
'more concerned about his own conduct such as the manner in which be has handled the alleged human 
bone be says he found at the site three years aso, but has yet to pnxluCe it or itt identitlcation. 

.. 
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