March 19, 2021

Kate Huckelbridge

California Coastal Commission
455 Market Street, Suite 200
San Francisco, CA 94105

Re:  Request for a One Year Extension; CDP No. 9-18-0395
Dear Dr. Huckelbridge:

Pursuant to Section 13169 of the Coastal Commission regulations (14 CCR §13169), Beach
Oil Minerals (“BOM?”) on behalf of itself and its co-permittee, Los Cerritos Wetlands Authority
(“LCWA”) (collectively, the “permittees”), request an extension of time to commence development
under Coastal Development Permit No. 9-18-0395 (the “CDP”’) which was approved by the Coastal
Commission on December 13, 2018.

Standard Condition 2 of the CDP provides as follows:

“If development has not commenced, then permit will expire three 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.”

Section 13169 (a) Application Submittal Package

As required by Section 13169(a), the following is submitted in support of BOM’s request for
an extension:

1) Evidence of an approved, unexpired permit

e Enclosed is an executed copy of the Notice of Intent to Issue Permit confirming that
the date of permit approval was December 13, 2018, and the date of expiration is
December 13, 2021.

2) Evidence of the applicant’s legal interest in the property involved in the permit

e Ownership of the four sites remains unchanged since the original application has been
filed.

3) The fee specified in Section 13055 of these regulations
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e The filing fee of $1270.00 is submitted concurrently with this application.
Stamped envelopes addressed to each person specified in Section 13054 of these
regulations and each person who testified, orally or in writing at prior permit
hearing(s).

4) Stamped envelopes addressed to each person specified in Section 13054 of these
regulations and each person who testified, orally or in writing at prior permit
hearing(s).

e The mailing list including interested parties is included. Addressed envelopes with
stamps are ready to be filled with noticing forms once provided by Commission Staff

and will be mailed directly from our offices.

Finding of No Changed Circumstances

Section 13169(b) provides that “the executive director shall determine whether there are
changed circumstances that may affect the consistency of the development with the policies of
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act or with a certified local coastal program, if applicable.” The scope of
the project authorized under the CDP, and the work required to implement the CDP have not
changed since the CDP was approved that would affect its consistency with the Chapter 3 policies of
the Coastal Act.

No Physical Changes to the Project Sites

The CDP will be implemented on four separate sites: the Synergy Oil Field, the LCWA Site,
the Pumpkin Patch Site, and the 33-acres owned by the City of Long Beach. Since approval of the
CDP, the physical condition of each of these parcels has remained unchanged, and no new or
different activities on the site have been implemented.

Oil operations continue on the southern portion of the Synergy Oil Field with the remainder
currently undeveloped and not used for oil operations. In November, 2020, the Coastal Commission
approved a coastal development permit (No. 9-20-0500) to conduct soil remediation work in
furtherance of the Upper Los Cerritos Wetlands Mitigation Bank project. These two areas have been
remediated with the contaminated soil removed and the site restored to its prior contours.

Oil operations conducted by Synergy Oil and Gas on the City-owned, 33-acre site continue
unchanged from 2018 when the CDP was approved. The Pumpkin Patch Site has remained vacant
and unchanged. The LCWA Site continues to be leased for short periods of time for storage of
materials but is otherwise in the same physical condition as it was in December, 2018.

Certification of the SEASP

When the CDP was approved, its land uses were governed by the City of Long Beach’s
Southeast Development and Improvement Plan (“SEADIP”’). The City had initiated an update of the
SEADIP called Southeast Area Specific Plan or SEASP, but when the CDP was approved, the
SEASP had not been approved by the Coastal Commission. In October, 2020, the California Coastal

400013346.1



Commission approved the SEASP and amended the City’s Local Coastal Program. Although this is
a change as a result of a new land use plan applicable to the four sites that comprise the Project site
under the CDP, the land uses adopted for these sites under SEASP are consistent with the uses
approved under the CDP.

Under SEASP, the Synergy Oil Field and the City 33-acre Site are both designated Coastal
Habitat/Wetlands/Recreation in recognition of the intent that both sites be ultimately restored as
wetlands habitat once oil operations are removed — which is a requirement under the CDP. The
Pumpkin Patch and LCWA Sites are designated for Industrial Use, again in recognition of and
consistent with the CDP’s authorization for new, consolidated oil production facilities to be
constructed and operated on these two sites.

Legal Challenge to the CDP Rejected:; Legality of the CDP Upheld

In February, 2019, the Puvugna Wetlands Protectors (later joined by Anna Christensen) filed
a writ of mandate lawsuit against the Coastal Commission challenging the approval of the CDP.
Initially, the writ hearing was scheduled for June, 2020, but with the COVID-19 pandemic, it needed
to be postponed until March of 2021. On March 11, 2021, the Los Angeles Superior Court (Judge
Strobel) rejected the claims of the Puvugna Wetlands Protectors and Ms. Christensen and denied
their petition for writ of mandate and upheld the Coastal Commission’s approval of the CDP. The
court specifically addressed the adequacy of the Coastal Commission’s findings under Coastal Act
Section 30260, and the conditions adopted to address potential impacts to cultural resources.
Specifically, the Court ruled:

There was substantial evidence before the Commission to support its decision that denying
the permit would be against the public welfare. Commission found that the principal public
benefits from the Project would be: (1) “immediate restoration of 29.66 acres of salt marsh
and mudflat habitat and about 6 acres of wetlands buffer areas”; (2) “preservation of 32
acres of relatively pristine salt marsh, mudflat and subtidal habitat in Steamshovel Slough”;
(3) “the construction of a Visitor’s Center and a trail on the adjacent upland which would
allow the public to access a valuable biological resource that has been locked away on
private land for almost 100 years”; (4) the opportunity for tribal communities “to educate
the public on their culture and connection to the wetlands and to experience a small part
of their cultural landscape returned to a natural state”; (5) “the possibility of restoring up
to 106 additional acres after the 20 year decommissioning period is completed”; and (6)
“the decommissioning of existing aging oil infrastructure which would eliminate a potential
oil spill risk and a visual blight from the Los Cerritos Wetlands area.

(March 11, 2021 Minute Order, p. 11 of 26, attached.See also p. 13 of 26 [“The court
determines that substantial evidence supports the Commission’s decision the Project would promote
important policies of the Coastal Act, including wetlands preservation and restoration”]; p. 16 of 26
[“Substantial evidence supports Commission’s finding that the Project complies with section 30244
because reasonable mitigation measures were included for any adverse impacts on cultural
resources.”].)
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The court’s decision underscores the fact that the CDP is consistent with these specific
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act — a finding that continues to remain valid.

The Granting of an Extension is Warranted

The CDP was approved by the Coastal Commission in December, 2018, a little over 2 years
ago. During that time, and until the Los Angeles Superior Court’s decision on March 11, 2021, the
CDP has been subject to legal challenge, and the outcome of the litigation was not known. Although
approved, the CDP will not be issued and work cannot commence until the permittees have complied
with the numerous conditions of approval that must be satisfied “Prior to Issuance” of the CDP,
BOM est1mates that the cost of sat1sfy1ng the cond1t1ons could be as much as $15 m11110n While

Wrs of tlme in which it could have been
working on illing the special conditions to the CDP.

Despite the risks imposed by the litigation, BOM has continued work to implement its
proposal to restore the wetlands on the northern portion of the Synergy Oil Field and obtain resource
agency authorization for the creation of a wetlands mitigation bank. Over the last two years, the
BOM has been working with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Interagency Review Team
(“IRT”) to obtain approval of a mitigation bank. LCWA has also been involved in this effort. The
Coastal Commission is a member of the IRT and has seen the considerable effort being made by all
parties to develop a wetlands restoration plan, a long term management plan, and provide secure
long-term funding for the bank. In February, 2021, the Coastal Commission authorized the
Executive Director to sign the Bank Enabling Instrument (“BEI”). This was a significant step in
creating the wetlands mitigation bank and assuring its feasibility as a source of wetlands credits for
future projects. Extension of the CDP is needed to allow the permittees the time to satisfy the
special conditions and begin work in reliance on the CDP, including commencement of wetlands
restoration.

Conclusion

challenging the approval of the CDP, the permittees have effectively lost 2 years of 1s initial 3 year
term. Given the delay that the permittees have faced due to litigation, we are requesting that the
executive director grant an extension of the term of the CDP pursuant to the authority of Section
13169 of the Coastal Commission regulations.

As the Coastal Commission staff is aware, despite the challenges presented by the litigation,
the permittees have continued to work with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the California
Coastal Commission and the IRT to finalize the wetlands mitigation bank and its implementing
documents. Absent the CDP, the permittees cannot conduct the wetlands restoration work to
implement the wetlands mitigation bank. The permittees’ request for an extension is further
supported by the need for additional time to obtain the permit so that it can begin the wetlands
restoration work to implement the mitigation bank.
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For all of these reasons, we request an extension of the term of the CDP.

Ver_y truly yours,
A

) /
/‘-'lf»" F}

U ) AU~

Y/

BEACH OIL MINERALS

Attachments:

Notice of Intent to Issue Permit No. 9-18-0395

Evidence of applicant’s legal interest in the property

Minute Order, Puvunga Wetlands Protectors, A California Non-Profit Public Benefit Corporation
v. California Coastal Commission, A California Public Agency, et al. (Los Angeles Superior
Court No. 19STCP00435 (March 11, 2021).

Cc:  Mark Stanley, Los Cerritos Wetlands Authority
Christopher Koontz, City of Long Beach
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RECROER 817 « U.S. PATENT NOC. 5538298, 5575508, 5641183, 5745353, 5884364, 6030000

Beach OQil Minerals Partners, LLC CAL1CS Califcornia Coastal Commission
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Beach Oil Minerals Partners LLC First Bank & Trust 90-3913/1222 999
4901 Birch Street 43071 MacArthur Blvd.
Newport Beach, CA 92660 Newport Beach,, CA 92660

DATE 03/18/2021

Pay;*renaadr st One thousand two hundred seventy dollars and no cents § e 270.00

To California Coastal Commission
THE 455 Market Street, Ste 228
ORDER San Francisco, CA 94105 TWO SIGNATURES REQUIRED OVER §5,000
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Beach Oil Minerals Partners, LLC CAL108 California Coastal Ccmmission
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CHECK CHECK
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PLEASE DETACH AND RETAIN FOR YOUR RECORDS
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January 2, 2019
Permit Application No.: 9-18-0395

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE PERMIT
F (Uj?on satis_f;gction of special conditions)

; L 74 % P 1
R Sy e S |

THE SOLE PURPOSE OF THIS NOTICE IS TO INFORM THE APPLICANT OF THE STEPS
NECESSARY TO OBTAIN A VALID AND EFFECTIVE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
(“CDP”). A Coastal Development Permit for the development described below has been approved
but is not yet effective. Development on the site cannot commence until the CDP is effective. In
order for the CDP to be effective, Commission staff must issue the CDP to the applicant, and the
applicant must sign and return the CDP. Commission staff cannot issue the CDP until the

applicant has fulfilled each of the “prior to 1ssuance” Sgeclal Condxtxons A llst of all the Siﬁecml
Conditions for this permit is attached. : > :

The Commission’s approval of the CDP is valid for two years from the date of approval. To prevent
expiration of the CDP, you must fulfill the “prior to issuance” Special Conditions, obtain and sign
the CDP, and commence development within two years of the approval date specified below. You
may apply for an extension of the permit pursuant to the Commission’s regulatlons at Cal. Code
Regs. title 14, section 13169. '

On December 13, 2018, the California Coastal Commission approved Coastal Development Permit
No. 9-18-0395 requested by Michael Barmettler, Beach Oil Minerals, and Mark Stanley, Los
Cerritos Wetlands Authority, subject to the attached conditions, for development consisting of: New
oil production and wetlands restoration project that includes: (1) construction and operation of two
oil production facilities, including drilling and operation of up to 120 new wells, (2) construction and
operation of 2,200 ft. above-ground oil pipeline, (3) decommissioning of existing oil facilities on
two sites, (4) conversion of existing building to Visitor’s Center for Los Cerritos Wetlands, (5)
implementation of wetlands restoration project as part of mitigation bank on northern portion of

- existing oil field, more speciﬁcally described in the application filed in the Commission offices.
Commission staff will not issue the CDP untll the “Dl‘lOl’ to lssuance” spec1al condztlons have
been satisfied. g

The development is within the coastal zone at four locations within the City of Long Beach, Los
Angeles County: (1). Synergy Oil Site, 6433 E. 2nd St.; 52) City site, southeast corner of 2™ St. and
Shopkeeper Rd.; (3). LCWA site, Northeast corner of 2" St. and Studebaker Rd.; (4). Pumpkin
Patch site, 6701 Pacific Coast Highway.
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NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE PERMIT

(Upon satisfaction of special conditions)

If you have any questions regarding how to fulfill the "prior to issuance" Special Conditions for CDP
No. 9-18-0395, please contact the staff person identified below.

Sincerely,

John Ainsworth
Executive Director

&

Kate Huckelbridge
Senior Environmental Scientist

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

The undersigned permittee acknowledges receipt of this Notice and fully understands its contents,
including all conditions imposed.

fhy Sr007 T _

Date Permittee
ate’ Permittee

Please sign and return one copy of this form to the Commission office at the above address

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 condltlons is returned to the Commission
office.

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, then permit will expire three years from the
date on which the Commission voted on the application Development:shall bepursued inardiligent
manner andcompietcd in a reasonable period of time. Apphcatlon for extension of the permit must
be made prior to the expiration date.


Anna
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NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE PERMIT

- (Upon-satisfaction of special conditions)

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

4. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files with
the Commission and affidavit aceeptmg ali terms and conditions of the pernut

5. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be perpetual, and
it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future owners and possessors of
the su‘bjeet’property to the terms and conditions.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

IO

~Other Permits and ApprovaIS‘ PRIOR TO THE START OF CONSTRUCTION the

Penmttee shall prov1de to the Execitive Director copies.of all other local; state, and federal

© permits required to perform- pro;ect—related work. Any modifications to the prOJect orits

design; configuration, or implementation that occur as a result of these agenc1es review and
authorization processes shall be provided to the Executive Director for review to determine if
an amendment to this coastal development penmt is legally requlred These permits and
approvals include:

 a. Regional Water Quality Control Board Los Angeles Region: ﬁnai approved 401 water

- quality certification.
b. U.S:Army Corpsof Engmeers Authorization under Nationwide Permit #27, pursuant to
Rivers and Harbors Act Section 10 and Clean Water Act Section 404.
c. California Department of Fish and Wildlife: final approved Lake and Streambed
Alteration Agreement

Rev1sed Site, Gradmg and Design Plans for the Synergy Site. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE
OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the Applicant shall submit to the
Executive Director for review and written approval one set of revised site and grading plans
for the Synergy site including restoration activities on the northern portion of the site and
work associated with construction of new facilities on the southern portlon of the site. These
Plans shall include the following:

4. Specific location, dimensions and elevations of all proposed pmJect elements on the
Synergy site, including but not limited to, proposed tidal wetland restoration area
(including the sheetpile wall, berm, tidal channels, and breaches to the existing berm),
Visitor’s Center, trails, outdoor edication area, and any other new development.

b. Elimination of the proposed transitional wetland grading and the overlook tetrace fill
north and east of Steamshovel Slough.

c. - Any revisions required by other state and federal agencies including the U.S. Army Corps

and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. If implementation of the other agency
requirements results in impacts to coastal resources that are not analyzed and mitigated in
this permit, an amendment to the permit may be required.

d.. Plans for the renovated building (i.e., Visitor’s Center) demonstrating that:

i. It has been relocated outside.of the mapped fault hazard zone.
ii. The final ground surface elevation for the site is above anticipated terrestrial
and marine flooding levels including up to 6.7 feet of sea level rise and
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NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE PERMIT

(Upon satisfaction of special conditions)

assuming the restoration of the southern portion of the Synergy site to tidal
wetlands as a baseline condition.

The Permittee shall undertake development in conformance with the approved plans unless
the Commission amends this permit or the Executive Director provides a written
determination that no amendment is legally required.

Perimeter Pipeline Alignment Implementation Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the Applicant shall submit a Perimeter Pipeline
Alignment Implementation Plan to the Executive Director for review and written approval.
The purpose of the Plan shall be to incorporate into the project the perimeter pipeline
cortidor alternative for the pipeline connecting the Pumpkin Patch site to the LCWA site that
substantially conforms to the perimeter alignment alternative described in the City of Long
Beach’s Response to Comments on the Draft EIR, Section 9.2.1.4, pp 9-76 — 9-81 and
submitted to the Commission as part of the Response to a Notice of Incompleteness, dated
8/27/18. The Plan shall include the following elements:

@ rinal site plans

b. Final design plans, including the following:

i. Location and details for shutoff valves, expansion loops and any other oil spill
prevention measures. The pipeline shall include a minimum of three
automatic shutoff valves, one at each end of the pipeline and one ata feasible
location in the middle of the pipeline.

ii. Representative cross-sections and detail drawmgs of key components, such as

bends and expansion loops needed for seismic safety.
iii. Final design for the crossing underneath 2™ St. and Studebaker St.

iv. Safety measures to ensure the pipeline is protected from hazards associated

with vehicle traffic on 2™ St. and Shopkeeper Rd.

v. Final Design plans shall reflect any revisions required based on the results of
supplemental analyses required in parts (c) and (d).

c. Supplemental Geotechnical Analysis and Safety Plan that incorporates the followmg
elements:

i. A site-specific geotechnical analys1s evaluating fault rupture hazards along
the final pipeline route, at 2 minimum evaluating the maximum horizontal
and vertical fault displacement that could occur during an earthquake event
on the Newport-Inglewood fault with a 1% in 50 year chance of occurrence
(1/4,975 annual probability), as determined based on a review of the most
current available science. .

ii.  Anengineering analysis, using the final route, configuration and dimensions
of the pipeline system, demonstrating that the pipelines have been designed
to withstand the maximum horizontal and vertical fault displacements
derived from the geotechnical analysis required in subsection (¢)(i) of this
condition, and describing the specific design elements that would be used to
accornmodate the expected displacements.



Page 5
January 2, 2019
Permit Application No.: 9-18-0395

- NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE PERMIT

- (Upon-satisfaction of special conditions)

iii, - An engineering analysis of the proposed secondary containment berms
describing their capacity to withstand fault rupture and any feasible design
: measures that would be incorporated to maximize their structural integrity.
iv. A Repair and Maintenance Plan describing the measures that would be taken
' to maintain the pipelines and containment berms in an optimal condition.
d. - Supplemental Hydrologic and Flooding Analysis that'?incorporates the following
elements; - -
1. Assessment of the Vulnerablhty of the penmeter pipeline design and
ahgnment to’ terrestmai and marlne ﬂoodmg and up to 6.7 feet of sea level
: rise. ‘
ii. - The study shaﬂ mcorporate restoratlon of the remamder of the City site to
- -tidal-wetlands-and consider-a restoration scenario that resuits-inthe worst-
case flooding of the pipeline corridor and is consistent with: restoration
planning efforts by the LCWA to the maximum extent'feasible.
i, If modeling results show that the pipeline is vulnerable to.inundation from
flooding and/or sea level rise over its design life; the Plan shall recommend
~ design features for the pipeline that could be implemented over the life of
“thé pipeline to ensure the pipeline is constructed at a safe and appropriate
. elevation in coordination with future restoration efforts ‘to ensure that
hazards assoc1ated with ﬂoodmg are mmumzed '

The Perm1ttee shall undeltake development in conformance w1th the approved plans unless
the Commission amends this permit or the Executive Director provides a written
determmatlon that no amendment is 1egally requlred

Wetiand Restoratzon and Mitlgatlon Plan PRIOR TO ISSUAN CE OF THE COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the.Applicant shall submit for review and written approval of
the Executive Director a Wetland Restoration and Mitigation Plan to restore the northern
portion of the Synergy site, including mitigation for all wetland impacts associated with the
proposed project. The Plan shall be developed in consultation with the California
Department of Fish & Wildlife, Regional Water Quality Control Board and U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers and other appropriate state and federal agencies as applicable, and at a
minimum shall include:

a. A detailed site plan of the wetland impact area that substantially conforms to the plan
submitted to the Commission as part of the CDP application as shown generalty on
Exhibits 22, 24 and 28. The site plan shall delineate all impact areas (on a map that
shows elevations, surrounding landforms, etc.), the types of impact and the exact acreage
of each impact so identified. The site plan shall be consistent with the Plan submitted
under Special Condition 3.

b. * Applicable wetland mitigation ratios. Wetland impacts shall be mitigated at the
following ratios:

i. Permanent impacts to wetlands from sheetpile wall instailation, sidewalk
grading, and installation of the pipeline corridor shall be mitigated at a 4:1
ratio (restored/created area: impacted area) for mitigation involving creation
or substantial restoration of wetland habitat and/or 6:1 ratio (enhanced area:
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NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE PERMIT

(Upon satisfaction of special conditions)

impacted area) for mitigation involving enhancement,of existing wetland
habitat.
- ii. Permanent impacts to wetlands from construction of the portions of the berm
that will result in uplands (i.e., above 4.3 feet NGVD) shall be mitigated at a
2:1 ratio (restored/created area: impacted area) for mitigation involving
creation of substantial restoration of wetland habitat and/or 3:1 ratio
(enhanced area: impacted area) for rmt:gatlon involving enhancement of
existing wetland habitat.
A detailed site plan of the restoration and mitigation sites. The site plan shall include
both the restoration area and the buffer surrounding the restoration area. If wetland
creation or substantial restoration is proposed, the site plan shall include: existing and
proposed hydrologic, soil and vegetative conditions of the mitigation site(s);
engineering/grading and erosion control plans and schedule — if applicable; weeding
plans and schedule; planting plans and schedule; short- and long-term irrigation needs;
on-going maintenance and management pFans and a monitoring plan consistent with
Snecialt‘ondltlon 5.
A baseline assessiuei, wwiuding photogiaphs, of e sutrend pliysival uud souivgivu
condition of the proposed restoration site and any areas outside of the restoration site that

* are tidally connected to the restoration site, including as appropriate, a wetland

delineation conducted according to the definitions in the Coastal Act and the
Commission’s Regulations and the methods laid out in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
“Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid
West Region,” a detailed site description and map showing the area and distribution of
vegetation types and site topography, and a map showing the distribution and abundance
of sensitive species that includes the footprint of the proposed restoration. .

A description of the goals of the restoration plan and the applicable mitigation ratio from
(b) above. The goals should also include, as appropriate, any changes to site topography,
hydrology, vegetation types, presence or abundance of sensitive species, and wildlife
usage, and any anticipated measures for adaptive management in response to sea level
rise or other climatic changes. ‘In addition, the goals shall describe how the wetlands
mitigation requirement will be met within the larger restoration site.

A description of planned site preparation and invasive plant removal.

A restoration plan including the planting palette (seed mix and container plants), planting
design, source of plant material, methods and timing of plant installation, erosion control
measures, duration and use of irrigation, and measures for remediation if success criteria
(performance standards) are not met. The planting palette shall be made up exclusively
of native plants that are appropriate to the habitat and region and that are grown from
seeds or vegetative materials obtained from local natural habitats to protect the genetic
makeup of natural populations. Horticultural varieties shall not be used. The planting
palette shall be developed in consultation with representatives of Native American groups
with documented ancestral ties to the area, as determined by the NAHC.

A plan for documenting and reporting the physical and biological “as built” condition of
the restoration or mitigation site prior to operation of new oil production facilities and
within 30 days of completion of the initial restoration activities. This report shall
describe the field implementation of the approved Wetland Restoration and Mitigation
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~:(Upon satisfaction of special conditions)

Plan in narrative and photographs, and report any problems in the implementation and
their resolution, and any recommendations for future adaptive management. The “as
built” assessment and report shall be completed by a qualified biologist, who is not
employed by and independent of the installation contractor,

i. .Provisions for submittal of a wetland delineation of the restoration site at the end of 5
years to confirm that the total acreage mitigated is consistent with the applicable
mitigation ratio established in (b)-above. The final delineation should also demonstrate
that the restoration work. d1d not adversely affect wetland areas outside the restoratzon site

‘ -boundary

The Penmttee shall undertake development n oonformance w1th the approved plans unless
the Commission amends thispermiter the Executive-Director prov1des a written -
determmatlon that no amendment is legaHy reqmred -

Wetland Restoratlon and Mltngatmn Memtormg PRIOR TO ISSUAN CE OF THE
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT: PERMIT, the Applicant shall submit for review and written
approval of the’Executive Director:a detailed Wetland Restoration and Monitoring Plan
designed by a qualified wetland or restoration ecologist for monitoring of the wetland

" restoration site. The Wetland Monitoring Plan shall at a minimum include the following:

- a/+ A plan forinterim monitoring and maintenance of any restoration or mitigation site(s)
and pre-approved reference s1te(s) 1ncludmg

IR
-
iii.

v,

vi.

vil.

Schedule;.

Interim performance standards

A description of field activities that includes sampling design, number of
samples and sampling methods. The number of samples should rely ona
statistical power analysis to document that the planned sample size will
provide adequate statistical power to detect the maximum allowable
difference between the restored site and a reference site(s).

The monitoring period (generally not less than 5 years, depending on case
details or ionger if performance standards are not met in the inijtial time
frame). -

Changes in sea level rise, sed1ment dynarmcs and the overall health of the
wetland to allow for adaptive management, as needed. Include triggers for
implementing adaptive management options.

Provision for submission of annual reports of momtonng results to the
Executive Director for the duration of the required monitoring period,
beginning the first year after submission of the “as-built” report. Each report
shall be-cumulative and shall summarize all previous results. Each report
shall document the condition of the restoration with photographs taken from
the same fixed points in the same directions. Each report shall also include a
“Performance Evaluation” section where information and results from the
monitoring plan are used to evaluate the status of the restoration project in
relation to the interim performance standards and final success criteria.
Provisions for the submittal of a revised or supplemental restoration plan to be
submitted if an annual monitoring report shows that the restoration effort is
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(Upon satisfaction of special conditions) -

falling significantly below the interim performance standards. Triggers shall
be included in the plan to define the level of nonperformance at which the
submittal of a revised or supplemental restoration plan will be required. The
applicant shall submit a revised or supplemental restoration program within 90
days to address those portions of the original program which did not meet the
approved success ctiteria,
viii. Following the restoration, reports shall be submitted every ten years to ensure
that the restoration is‘maintained over the time period of the development,
Final success criteria for each habitat type, including, as appropriate: total ground cover
of all vegetation and of native vegetation; vegetative cover of dominant species; and
hydrology, including timing, duration and location of water movement.
The method by which “success” will be judged, including:
i, Type of comparison.

ii. Identification and description, including photographs, of any high functioning,
relatively undisturbed reference sites that will be used.

tii. Test of similaritv with a reference site. This could simplv be determining
whether the resull ol u vensus was wbuve o predeionniucd hiestivid,
Generally, it will entail a one- or two-sample t-test that determines if
differences between the restoration site and the reference site are within the
maximum allowable difference for each success criteria (performance
standard),

iv. A statement that final monitoring for success will occur after at least 5 years
with no irrigation or significant remediation or maintenance activities other
than weeding in the last year.

Provisions for submission of a final momtormg report to the Executive Director at the
end of the final monitoring period. The final report must be prepared by a qualified
restoration ecologist. The report must evaluate whether the restoration site conforms to
the goals, objectives, and success criteria set forth in the approved final restoration
program. The report must address all of the monitoring data collecied over the
monitoring period. Following the restoration, reports shall be submitted every ten vears
to ensure that the restoration is maintained over the time period of the development.

If the final report indicates that the restoration project has been unsuccessful, in part, or in
whole, based on the approved success criteria (performance standards), the Permittee
shall submit within 90 days a revised or supplemental restoration program to compensate
for those portions of the original plan that did not meet the approved success criteria. The
Permittee shall undertake restorationand monitoring in accordance with the approved
final, revised Wetland Restoration and Mitigation Plan following all procedures and
reporting requirements as outlined for the initial plan until all performance standards
(success criteria) are met. The revised restoration program shall be processed as an
amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines
that no permit amendment is legally required. '

A long term maintenance plan. '
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The Permittee shall undertake development in conformance with the approved plans unless |
the Commission amends this permit or the Executive Director provides a written
determination that no amendment is legally required.

Open Space and Conservation Deed Restriction.

a. No'development, as defined in Section 30106 of the Coastal Act, shall occur within
Steamshovel Slough and the areas of the northern portion of the Synergy site that are
approved for txdal wetlands restoratlon under this: permn: as depmted on Exhibit 5, except -
for:

i. Restoration coristruction work, including construction of channels, breaehmg
~ of the existing berm, installation of the sheet pile wall and berm, and
o '1mplementat10n of poﬂutlon preventlon measures approved under Special
' 'Condztlons 10'and 11, o
it Wetland and ‘habitat momtormg and other act1v1t1es approved under Special
_ Conditlons 5and 8. )
il Interim and long term habltat management activities approved under Special
 Condition5.
iv. Invasive piant removal and other restora’mon mamtenance actlvmes as
- -approved under Special Conditions 5 and 15,
v. Fence mamtenance and repair activities.
vi. Removal of'the sheet pile wall. -
vil. Erection and maintenance of publid access signage
viii. Mamtenance of the public access trail
ix. Any remedial action requlred by the Commmszon or another state or federal
agency to ensure the restored area meets mitlgatlon requlrements

b. PRIOR TO OPERATION OF OIL PRODUCTION FACILITIES, the landowner shall
execute and record a deed restriction in a form and content acceptable to the Executive
Director, reflecting the above restrictions on development in the designated open space
area. The recorded document(s) shall include a legal description and corresponding
graphic depiction of the legal parcel(s) subject to this permit and a metes and bounds
legal description and a corresponding graphic depiction, drawn to scale, of the designated
open space area prepared by a licensed surveyor based on an on-site inspection of the
open space area. : . :

¢. The deed restriction shall be recorded free of pnor Iiens and any other encumbrances that
the Executive Director determines may affect the interest being conveyed.

d. The deed restriction shall run with the land.in favor of the People of the State of
California, binding successors and assigns of the Permittee or landowner in perpetuity.

Deed Restriction. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT, the Applicant shall submit to the Executive Director for review and written _
approval documentation demonstrating that the landowners of the Synergy, City, LCWA, and
Pumpkin Patch sites have executed and recorded against the parcel(s) governed by this
permit a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director: (1)
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indicating that, pursuant to this permit, the California Coastal Commission has authorized
development on the subject properties, subject to terms and conditions that restrict the use
and enjoyment of those properties; and (2) imposing the Special Conditions of this permit as
covenants, conditions and restrictions on the use and enjoyment of the properties. The deed
restriction shall include a legal description of the entire parcel or parcels governed by this
permit. The deed restriction shall also indicate that, in the event of an extinguishment or
termination of the deed restriction for any reason, the terms and conditions of this permit
shall continue to restrict the use and enjoyment of the subject properties so long as either this
pemnt or the development it authorizes, or any part, modification, or amendment thercof,
remams in ex1stence on or with respect to the subject properties.

Biological Resource Protectian Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit for review and written approval of
the Executive Director a Biological Resource Protection Plan. The purpose of the Plan is to
document bi()]ngical resources on each site, including wetlands, sensitive habitat areas and
special-status species, provide for biological momtormg durmg construction and oil facﬂltv
LCHIU vdl ui.lu d\)buiiltﬂil vi’vhaﬂu AUSUUILCY UCL\J.{C dlh.t dli.vl Ui.l 1auuuc:;:. s .Lvillb‘vvu [ ¥ v\.u.l:)
that any impacts to these resources are temporary. The Plan shall address all project
activities and all project sites.

a. Pre-Construction Surveys. NO MORE THAN 60 DAYS PRIOR TO THE
COMMENCEMENT OF PROJECT ACTIVITIES AT A GIVEN SITE, pre-construction
surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist approved by the Executive Director
for special-status plant and wildlife species and nesting birds protected under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Wildlife Code section 3503 and to
document the boundaries of existing wetlands and other sensitive habitat areas identified
by the biologist. Surveys shall incorporate the following:

i. Appropriate survey methods and timeframes shall be established by the
‘consulting qualified biologist and described in the Plan,

ii. If work on a project site ceases for a period of 30 days or more, a new pre-
construction survey shall be conducted prior to continuing with construction
or decommissioning activities.

ili. Pre-construction surveys for special-status species shall target estuary seablite,
Southern tarplant, wooly seablite, Belding’s savannah sparrows, Ridgeway’s
rails, California least terns, western snowy plovers, mudflat tiger beetles, and
white-tailed kites. If these or any other listed species are encountered, the
Permittee shall consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and the Executive
Director before continuing with work.

iv. In oil infrastructure removal areas, surveys shall include detailed vegetation
mapping to document the present site conditions of all areas within three (3)
feet to either side of the pipeline and three (3) feet around oil infrastructure
proposed to be removed from the Synergy, Pumpkin Patch, and City sites. The
mapping shall document the percent cover of native and non-native species
including any rare native species (e.g. Southern tarplant) as well as bare
ground adjacent to and within the pipeline and around and within the oil
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infrastructure and oil wells.: Mapping shall also distinguish wetland from non-
wetland areas. For identification and location purposes, the pipelines slated
. for removal should be divided-into 10 or 20 meter segments that are
individually mapped and labeled. Likewise, each oil infrastructure and oil
well area slatéd for removal should be described, mapped, and labeled. Every
section of pipeline and-each oil-infrastructure and oilwell area shall be photo
~documented before work is undertaken, -

v. A site plan shall be prepared that deplcts wetlands, vegetation, spemal—status
species and any nests detected. A Site Plan shall be prepared for each site and
‘should include Targer scale depictions for each respective pipeline segment

~ and oil infrastriicture and oil well area. The Plan shall include staging areas,

“ ingress and- egregswutesat both asite scaleand-onra smaller: scale for each

“pipeline segmentiand oil infrastructure removal'areas. -

vi. NO'MORE THAN 15DAYS AFTER COMPLETION OF- THE SURVEY, a
pre~construct10n suirvey report shall be submiited to the Executive Director for
review and written approval. The report shall include the site plan,.a narrative
description‘of'each'site and work area, results of the survey 1nclud1ng species

- ricliness and percent cover and acreage of wetlands and/or rare species,

" inclading Southern tarplant, The report shall also include a description of the
potential impacts that will:occur from the proposed work including impacts
caused by ingress and egress, excavation, and/or re-contouring and whether

- the'impacts will likely be temporary or:permanent. Any area of wetland or -

“ESHAexcavated or re-contoured will be considered to be a permanent impact.
The report shall also describe avoidance measutres that will be implemented
for wetlanids or rare species and a list of any additional recommended
mitigation measures or monitoring protocols.

b. Nesting Birds. All construction shall be avoided, to the greatest extent possible, durmg
the southern California bird nesting season which is January 15 through September 15. If
construction must occur during this time; NO MORE THAN 14 DAYS PRIOR TO

 COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES, a qualified biologist,
approved by the Executive Director, shall conduct a pre-construction survey for the
presence of nesting birds. If an active nest of any bird including a Federal or State-listed
threatened or endangered bird species; bird species of special concern, or any species of
raptor is identified during such preconstruction surveys, or is otherwise identified during
construction, the Permittée shall nofify all appropriate State and Federal agencies within
24 hours, and shall develop an appropriate action plan specific to each incident that shall
be consistent with any recommendations of those agencies. The Permittee shall notify the
Executive Director in writing within-24 hours of-identifying such a nest and consult with
the Executive Director re garding the determinations of the State and Federal agencies. At
a minimum, if the active nest is located within 300 feet of construction activities (within

500 feet for raptors), the Permittee must ensure that noise levels do not exceed 65 dB at
the nest and that nesting birds are not disturbed by construction-related activities, and
shall submit a plan to the Executive Director, for review and written approval,
demonstrating how construction activities will be modified to avoid, minimize and
mitigate impacts to nesting birds, including, but not limited to, such measures as buffer
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zones around nests, sound blocking BMPs, limits on duration of construction activities,
and limits on the location of construction-related machinery and activity. If construction
activity noise levels exceed a peak of 65 dB at the nest site(s), sound mitigation measures
such as sound shields, blankets around smaller equipment, use of mufflers, and
minimizing the use of back-up alarms shall be employed. If these sound mitigation
measures do not reduce noise levels, construction within 300 ft. (500 ft. for raptors) of the
nesting areas shall cease and shall not commence again until either new sound mitigation
can be employed or until the nest(s) is vacated, juveniles have fledged and there is no
second attempt at nesting

. Biological Monitoring. The Permittee shall employ or have under contract a biologist(s)
approved by the Executive Director, during the duration of approved construction and oil
facility decommissioning activities. The Permitiee shall ensure that the biologists(s)
conducts monitoring during any project activities involving mobilization, ground
disturbance, grading, soil movement, or any other activities that could affect biolo gical
resources including special-status species, wetlands, coastal waters and marine species in
accordance with the followmg :

L Bdbvu Gl LUHU&%—:& Ui L.liC pic: L.aUu..‘:u.L Uvu\}h Rivin u) chuuvu 41; riaiu \d.j CLUV Ve wids
biologist shall clearly mark all sensitive biological resources located within 25
feet of any project-related activity. The biologist shall maintain a 10-foot
buffer around any individual special-status plant unless otherwise approved in

~ this permit or by the Executive Director under part (a).

ii. Conduct worker training with all project-related personnel to identify the
location and types of sensitive biological resources on and near the project szte
and the measures to be taken to avoid impacts to these resources

iii. Implement all approved Plans required in Special Conditions 10, 11, and 12 to
ensure impacts to special-status species, wetlands, and coastal waters are
minimized. : :

iv. The biologist(s) shall require a halt to any project activities when he or she
defermines that continuing the activities would result in an unauthorized
adverse impact to coastal waters, wetlands, and other biological resources.
The biologist(s) shall inform the Permittee what measures are needed to
address the impact and may allow activities to resume after necessary
measures are implemented.

v. An annual summary report, mcludmg monitoring results and avoidance
measures implemented shall be submitted to the Executive Director before
December 31 of each year that constructmn and decommissmmng act1v1tles
are ongoing.

vi. If biological monitoring results indicate fill or dredging or any other adverse
impacts to any wetland areas or sensitive biological resources that are not
approved under this permit, the Permittee shall submit an application to
amend this permit to address these impacts and fully restore any disturbed
wetlands or sensitive biological resources to its pre-project condition, unless
the Executive Director determines that no such permit amendment is legally
required.
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d. Revegetation of Areas Disturbed During Oil Facility Removal. The Permittee shall
implement the 2018 Ecological Restoration Plan, submitted in October 2018, except
where the 2018 Ecological Restoration Plan is not m conformance w1th this Special
Condition § as outlined below:

i. The Permittee shall implement the “As-Built” Plan identified in section 7 per
‘the’ Vegetatlon mappmg results obtamed via the pre-condition survey (part a
-above).”

il. The Permittee shall foﬂow Speclal Condltlon 13 for addressmg 1mpacts to and

mltlga‘aon for Southern tarplant.
iii. The source of all propagules and seed used to revegetate‘areas shall be from
7 the site or immiediately adjacent coastal areas. If propagules or seed are .
B obtainedfrom‘a*nursery they*must be from Iocal genetic stock. -
v, ‘Site recovery and fevegetation success shall be determmed based on the
success criteria outlined in section (e) v.-below.

v. Reporting shall'be based on the criteria outlined'in the follmmng sectlons of
- ‘this‘Special Condition 8: (a) vii; (¢) v; and (e) iv.- 5 :

e. Post-Construction Surveys to verify Temporary Wetland Impacts. -NO MORE THAN
ONE YEAR AFTER THE COMPLETION OF OIL FACILITY REMOVAL
ACTIVITIES AT A GIVEN'SITE, post-construction surveys shall be conducted to verify
that impacts to wetlands assocmted with 011 facility removal are tcmporary Surveys shall
mciude the following:

. ‘Vegetation Mapping: Vegetatmn mapping; conducted ‘per the same methods
employed for the pre-conétruction vegetation mapping, shall be conducted.

ii. - Site Plan, A site plan shall be prepared that depicts the vegetation (based on
vegetation mapping results) one (1) year following the completion of pipeline,
oil infrastructure and oil well removal within each respective pipeline segment

- and oil infrastructure and oil well area, the ingress and egress location for each
pipeline segment and oil infrastructure and oil well removal area, and
excavation and re-contouring locations,”

iv. Post-Construction Survey Report. The post-construction survey results shall
be submitted to the Executive Director within fifteen (15) business days of
completion of the survey. The data from the pre- and post-construction
sutveys shall be compared to determine the temporary or permanent impact

~ status of all the areas based on the success of habitat recovery in meeting the
approved siiccéss criteria (see V. below) as well as the nature of the impacts
themselves (e.g. as defined in the findings, some impacts will automatically be
considered permanent.) If the post-construction survey results show that the
area 'where the pipeline was removed-or the access and egress-locations have
not recovered per the success criteria, the applicant shall apply for an
amendmient to this coastal development pérmit within 90 days to address the
.additidnal impacts unless the Executive Director determines an amendment is -
not legally necessary.

v. Success Criteria. A wetland area that has been temporarily 1mpacted shall be
considered fully recovered, if, after one year, the vegetation has recovered to
85% of the value of the-adjacent native habitat cover and has at least 90% of
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- the species found in the respective pipeline segment or oil infrastructure area.
The area shall also not contain more than 5% cover of non-native invasive
species.
f. Construction and decommissioning activities shaﬂ occur during dayhght hours only.

The Permittee shall undertake development in conformance with the approved plans unless
the Commission amends this permit or the Executive Director provides a written
determination that no amendment is legally required.

Revised Decommissioning Plan for Existing Facilities, PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT; the Applicant shall submit a Revised
Decommissioning Plan that is in substantial conformance with the Decommissioning Plan
dated September 2018 and submitted as part of the application for this CDP, but shall be
revised to incorporate the following:

a. Provisions for removal of all surface mfrastructure associated with a well within 60 days
following successful abandonment of that well. Surface infrastructure may include, but is
aot iinited 1o the wellhead, pumiping equipment and conticls, concrete pads aind au,
associated debris. The Executive Director may extend the 60 day time period for
removal of surface infrastructure for good cause.

b. Within 60 days of completion of decommissioning activities at the last remaining well on
each site, the Permitiee shall submit to the Executive Director an application for an
amendment to this permit, or a new application to address characterization and cleanup of
any contaminated soils or materials on the site.

c. Provisions for removal of all remaining equipment, 1nfrastructu.re and debris associated
with the oil production facilities and completion of cleanup activities within 20 years of
‘the occupancy date for the new office building. This provision does not apply to new
facilities approved under this permit, but does apply to existing wells on the Synergy,

: City and Pumpkin Patch sites.

d. Provision for removal of the sheetpile wall separating the Synergy oil field from the
~western portion of the restored area after all remaining equipment, infrastructure and
debris associated with the oil production facilities are removed and cleanup activities
have been completed,

e. Prior to the commencement of construction on the Pumpkin Patch and LCWA sites, a
performance bond or other acceptable financial security shall be posted by the operator
with the issuing entity in an amount commensurate with the estimated costs of

* decommissioning for all oil facilities approved in this permit. The cost of
decommissioning shall include, but is not limited to, costs associated with planning,
permitting and implementation of abandonment and removal of all facilities associated
with the oil and gas production facility as well as site restoration. The bond or other
financial security may be posted in increments over time based on the well drilling
schedule at each site. However, before construction of any specific oil facility or drilling
of any well commences, the Permittee shall ensure that the dollar amount of the bond or
other financial security is sufficient to cover the cost of decommissioning that oil facility
or well. The bond or other financial security shall be returned to the applicant upon
successful decommissioning, abandonment and restoration of the site. This requirement
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is not intended to be duphcatlve of other state or federal requirements. If another
government agency requires a bond or financial’ security for decommissioning of all
facilities, the Applicant may provide evidence of obtaining said bond or financial security
as a means to satisfy part or.all of this requirement.

The Permittee shall undertake developmenf'in: conformance with the approved plans unless

- the Commission amends this permit or the Executive Director provides a written

determination that no amendment is legally required.

Pollution Prevention Plan for Steamshovel Slough: PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the Applicant shall submit to the Executive

- Director for review and writtenapproval-aPollition-Prevention‘Plan (PPP) for Steamshovel
- Slough. The Plan shall-descfibe’hiow the existing berm separating Steamshovel Slough and

* the Synergy Oil Field will'be breached and what ineasures shall be in place to ensure that the

* habitat and water-quality within'Steamshovel Slough is not adversely affected durmg or after

the berm is breached. The Plan shall include the following components:

‘a. A detailed methodology and timeline for excavation of the breaches in the existing berm
and introduction of tidal flows-into the newly restored areas. The Plan should
specifically address phasingof the’ four* proposed breaches and include provisions for
sequential timing of the breaches with time in between for post-breach monitoring.

b. A staging plan, including types and locations of equipment, stockpiles, and proposed
travel routes for construction.equipment entering and existing-the breach areas.

¢. - A description of all- sediment control measuresito be implemented before, during and

after the berm is bieached in each location. The Plan should include a site plan map
indicating the location of all measures. ‘These measures shall include the following:

i.  Silt fences, silt curtains, coffer dams and/or other sediment control devices
shall be deployed near the breaches to prevent any sediment from flowing into
the Slough. If the silt fences are not adequately containing sediment,
construction activity shall cease until remedial measures are implemented that
prevents sediment from entering the waters below.

ii. Sediment sources shall be controlied using fiber rolls, silt fences, sediment
basins, and/or check dams that shall be installed prior to or during grading
activities and removed once the site has stabilized.

iii. Erosion control may include seeding, mulching, erosion contro] blankets, sﬂt

fences, plastic coverings, and geotextiles that shall be implemented after
completion of construction activities. -

iv. The use of erosion and sediment control products (such as fiber rolls, erosion
control blankets; mulch centrol netting, and silt fences) that incorporate plastic
netting (such as polypropylene, nylon, polyethylene, polyester, or other
synthetic fibers) is prohibited in order to minimize wildlife entanglement and
plastic debris poliution.

V. Appropriate energy dissipation devices shall be used to reduce or prevent
erosion as tidal flows are introduced into newly restored areas.

d. A detailed monitoring plan that includes protocols for:
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1. Baseline water quality monitoring. The Permittee shall conduct monitoring of
baseline conditions in the Slough, including turbidity, pH, temperature,
dissolved oxygen and other appropriate water quality parameters. Monitoring
shall be conducted at different points in the tidal cycle and over a sufficient
time period to adequately characterize the variability in baseline water quality
conditions in the Slough.

- ii. Monitoring of turbidity, pH; temperature, dissolved oxygen and other
appropriate water quality parameters in Steamshovel Slough and the newly
restored wetland areas immediately before, during and after tidal flows are
introduced into newly restored areas. Monitoring shall continue throughout
the site stabilization period to ensure that water quality in the Slough is not
being degraded. The Plan shall identify thresholds for turbidity and other
water quality parameters such that waters with measurements of turbidity
and/or other parameters exceeding a certain threshold shall be contained and
prevented from being discharged into receiving waters. The Plan shall also
identify menitoringmotccois* The turbidity and othet water- quality
thresholds shall be de VLiUIJka.. in consultation with the R‘NQFJ aind vquaAuv ;
in the Plan. If sediment is not being contained adequately, as determined by
visual observation or turbidity measurements, the activity shall cease until
corrective measures are taken to remedy the situation.

e. A description of remedial actions that can be taken immediately by the Permittee if
monitoring results indicate that water quality parameters are on a trajectory to exceed
established thresholds or have exceeded established thresholds.

1. If monitoring results indicate that water quality thresholds in Steamshovel Slough are
exceeded, the Permittee shall immediately stabilize the site, stop work, and notify the
Executive Director. After consulting with the Executive Director, the Permitiee shall
implement remedial measures and continue monitoring all water quality parameters.
Before continuing work, the Permittee 'shall submit a Supplemental Pollution Prevention
Plan for Steamshovel Slough to the Executive Director for review and written approval
describing what project-related activities lead to the exceedance, what sediment control
measures were in place, what remedial measures were implemented after the exceedance
was discovered and what measures will be implemented in the future to ensure another
exceedance is avoided.

g. The Permittee shall submit a Final Report within 60 days of the completlon of monitoring
activities associated with breaching the existing berm and reintroducing tidal flows to
newly restored areas. The report shall include a description of all related construction
activities and sediment control measures, results of all monitoring activities, and a
detailed discussion of any. water quality parameter exceedances.

The Permlttee shall undertake development in conformance with the approved plans unless
the Commission amends this permit or the Executive Director provides a written
determination that no amendment is legally required.

Construction and Poliuﬁon Prevention Plan. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the Applicant shall submit to the Executive
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Diréctor for review and written approval of a Construction and:Pollution Prevention Plan,
The Plan shall apply to all construction activities and all oil facility decommissioning and
removal activities on all four project sites and shall, at a minimum, describe all structural and”’
non-structural measurés the Permittee will implement to avoid and minimize project-related
impacts to wetlands and codstal waters adjacent to the project sites. The Plan shall be
prepared by a qualified, licensed professional, who shall certify in writing that the Plan is in
conformance with the following requirements: -

a. Erosion and the discharge of sediment off-site or to coastal waters shall be minimized
through the use of appropriate Best- Management Practices (BMPs), including:

+'Land disturbance during construction (e.g:; -clearing, grading, and cut-and-fill)
“ghall be minimized; and- gradmg act1v1t1es sha,ll be phased, to avcnd increased
~T e e T erosiot ait seditnentation,

- iii Etosion‘control" BMPs (such ‘as’ mulch 'soil bmders, geotextile blankets or

~'mats, of*temporary seedmg) shall be installed as needed to prevent soil from
' being transported by water” or ‘wind. ‘Temporary BMPs shall be implemented
- to “stabilize -soil -on graded ‘or - disturbed -areas as soon as feasible during
construction, where thereis a‘potential for soil erosion to lead to discharge of
* sediment off-site or to coastal waters. ~ -
il Sediment control: BMPs (such as silt fences, fiber rolls, sediment basins, inlet
' protection; sand ‘bag’ bamers, or straw bale barriers) shall be installed as
" needed “to trap and remove eroded Sedxment from runoff, to prevent
sedimentation-of coastal waters. ‘
iv: Tracking control BMPs (such as a stablhzed construction entrance/emt and
street sweeping) shall be installed or implemented as needed to prevent
- tracking sediment off-site by vehicles leaving the construction area.

v. Runoff control BMPs (such as a concrete washout facility, dewatering tank, or
dedicated vehicle wash area) that will be implemented during construction to
retain, inﬁitrate, or treat stormwater and non-stormwater runoff.

b. The erosion control measures shall be required on the project site prior to or concurrent -
with the initial grading operanons and monitored and maintained throughout the

~ development process to ‘minimize erosion and sediment from runoff waters duting
construction. All sediment should be retained on-site, unless removed to an approprlate,
approved disposal site penmtted to receive fill.

c. The planshall also include erosion control measures should grading or site preparation
cease for a period of mare 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.

d. All construction and decommissioning-related erosion control materials shall be
comprised of bio- degradable materials (natural fiber, not photo-degradable plastics) and
must be removed when permanent erosion control measufes are in place. Bio-degradable
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erosion control materials may be left in place if they have been incorporated into the
permanent landscaping design.

The discharge of other pollutants resulting from construction activities (such as

chemicals, paints, vehicle fluids, petroleum products, asphalt and cement compounds,
debris, and trash) into runoff or coastal waters shall be minimized through the use of
appropriate BMPs, including

i

it.

Materials management and waste management BMPs (such as stockpile
management, spill prevention, and good housekeeping practices) shall be
installed or implemented as needed to minimize pollutant discharge and
polluted runoff resulting from staging, storage, and disposal of construction
chemicals and materials. BMPs shall include, at a minimum:

1. Covering stockpiled construction materials, soil, and other excavated
materials to prevent contact with rain, and protecting all stockpiles
from stormwater runoff using temporary perimeter barriers.

2. Cleaning up all leaks, drips, and spills immediately; having a written

- plan for the clean-up of spills and leaks; and maintaining an inventory
of products and cliemicals used oi siie.

3. Proper disposal of all wastes; providing trash receptacles on site; and
covering open trash receptacles during wet weather.

4. Prompt removal of all construction debris from the beach.

5. Detaining, infiltrating, or treating runoff, if needed, prior to
conveyance off-site during construction.

Fueling and maintenance of construction equipment and vehicles shall be
conducted off site if feasible. Any fueling and maintenance of mobile
equipment conducted on site shall not take place on the beach, and shall take
place at a designated area located at least 50 feet from coastal waters, drainage
courses, and storm drain inlets, if feasible (unless those inlets are blocked to
protect against fuel spills). The fueling and maintenance area shall be
designed to fully contain any spills of fuel, oil, or other contaminants.
Equipment that cannot be feasibly relocated to a designated fueling and
maintenance area (such as cranes) may be fueled and maintained in other
areas of the site, provided that procedures are implemented to fully contain
any potential spills.

f.  Minimize Other Impacts of Construction Activities. Other 1mpacts of construction
activities shall be minimized through the use of appropnate BMPs, including:

i

ii.

i1,

The damage or removal of non-invasive vegetation (including trees, native
vegetation, and root structures) during construction shall be minimized, to

~ achieve water quality benefits such as transpiration, vegetative interception,

pollutant uptake, shading of waterways, and erosion control.

Soil compaction due to construction activities shall be minimized, to retain the
natural stormwater infiltration capacity of the soil.

The use of temporary erosion and sediment control products (such as fiber
rolls, erosion control blankets, mulch control netting, and silt fences) that
incorporate plastic netting (such as polypropylene, nylon, polyethylene,
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.- polyester, or‘other synthetic fibers) shall be avoided, to minimize w11dhfe

v,

Vi,

Vi

viii.

ix.

xi.

- entanglement and plastic debris’ ‘poliution.

Tarps or other devices shall be used to capture debris, dust oil, grease, rust,

dirt, fine particles, and spilis to protect the quality of coastal waters.

At the conclusion of the removal of all existing oil facilities on the Synergy
and ‘City-sites; the former sites 'of these structures shall be:level clean soil
(with or withouit-vegetation) that is unencumbered by remnant structures,
debris, waste material, asphalt, or concrete foundations. These sites shall be
revegetated with-native vegetation according to Special Condition 8d.

‘All abandoned matetial, equipment, structures, ‘and debris within the Synergy
~and Puimpkin'Patch sites shall be collected and removed from the site.
The:Permitte¢ shall-not engage infuture-stockpiling-orlong-term storage of

construction debris, vehicles;out of service or abandoned equipment. All
such-vehicles, equipment, and materials shall ‘be removed as part of oil field

© decommissioning.and abandonment activities -
‘Noise control measures:shall be-employed to mitigate noise levels to the

extent feasible: These measure shall include, but would not be limited to:
teriipdtary noise barriets or sound walls between construction areas and

-adjaceht‘-habitats;‘hois‘e-pad’sbr” dampers, or moveable task noise barriers,
.inclirding rubberized pads within pipewalk areas; replacement or update of
: noxs'y equipment and use of.enhanced hospital quality engine mufflers;

queuing of trucks to distribute-idling noise;. siting of vehicle access points

-away from the sensitive habitat area; Teduction in the number of loud activities |

that occur simultaneously; efforts to. concentrate ¢levated noise causing’

activities during the middle hours of the day outside of key morning and

evening wildlife foraging periods; placement of loud stationary equipment in
acoustically engineered enclosures or maximum distances away from sensitive

'habltat areas; and use of walkie-talkles or similar devices to 11m1t personnel

noise; o

The Permittee shall prevent w11dhfe subsidies or attractants (primarily food
and water) by minimizing watering for dust control, maintaining all tanks and
pipes to prevent leaks, prohibiting littering by personnel, performing daily site
cleanup, and providing self-closing waste containers and removmg {rash
contents regularly to prevent overflow.

© Allconstriiction Tighting ‘shiall be itistalled at the minimum necéssary height,

shielded and directed downwards and towards the interior of the project areas
to minimize night lighting of habitat areas located adjacent to these sites. All
lighting shall employ the best available “dark sky technologies including
lights with the lowest intensity possﬂ)le and using wavelengths that are the
most environmentally protective of organisms active at night and dawnand
dusk. The lowest intensity lighting shall be used that is appropriate for safety
purposes.

All construction activity, except for drilling and weil installation operations
that must be carried out continuously until completed, shall be limited to
daylight hours.
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g. Manage Construction-Phase BMPs. Appropriate protocols shall be implemented to
manage all construction-phase BMPs (including installation and removal, ongoing
operation, inspection, maintenance, and training), to protect coastal water quality.

h. Construction Site Map and Narrative Description. The Construction and Pollution
Prevention Plan shall include a construction site map and a narrative description
addressing, at a minimum, the following required components:

i. A map delineating the construction site, construction phasing boundaries, and
the location of all temporary construction-phase BMPs (such as silt fences,
inlet protection, and sediment basins). The map shall delineate the areas on
all four project sites to be disturbed by grading or construction activities and
shall include any temporary access roads, staging areas and stockpile areas.

. Wetlands and natural areas on the site shall be clearly delineated on the plan
and on-site with fencing or survey flags .
it. A description of the BMPs that will be 1mplemented o minimize land
disturbance activities, minimize the project footprint, minimize soil
compaction, and-minimize damage or removal of noh-invasive vegetation.
include & construction phasing schedule, if appu&,awc tu e piujecd, Wit w
description and timeline of significant land disturbance activities.

iii. A description of the BMPs that will be implemented to minimize erosion and
sedimentation, control runoff and minimize the discharge of other pollutants
resulting from construction activities. Include calculations that demonstrate
proper sizing of BMPs.

iv. A description and schedule for the management of all construction-phase
BMPs (including installation and removal, ongoing operation, inspection,
maintenance, and training). Identify any temporary BMPs that will be
converted to permanent post-development BMPs.

Prior to implementing any new or modified project developments, facility locations, or BMPs
not included in the initial Plan, the Permittee shall submit for Executive Director review and
written approval proposed modifications needed to incorporate these project components into

- the Plan. The Permittee shall undertake development in conformance with the approved
. plans unless the Commission amends this permit or the Executive Director provides a written

determination that no amendment is legally required.

Inadvertent Release Contingency Plan for jack and bore and/or Horizontal Directional
Drilling (HDD) activities. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT, the Applicant shall submit to the Executive Director for review and approval an
Inadvertent Release Contingency Plan for all jack and bore/HDD activities associated with
the project. The plan shall include, at a minimum:
a. An evaluation of a worst-case spill volume;
b. Clear identification of the location and dimensions of entry and exit pits and the
trajectory and depth of bores beneath the intersection of Westminster Rd/2™ St. and
Studebaker Rd.
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¢. Measures describing training of personnel, monitoring procedures, equipment,
materials and procedures in place for the prevention, containment, clean up, and
- disposal.of released drilling muds, and agency notification protocols;

“d. ‘Methods for detectmg the accidental release of drilling fluids that include: (1)
‘monitoring by a mitiirivit of orie blologlcal inonitor throughout drilling operations to
‘ensure swift résponse if a rélease (i.€., frac-out) occurs; (2) continuous monitoring of
drilling pressures to ensure they do not.exceed those needed to penetrate the formation;
(3) continuous monitoring of mud returns at the exit and entry pits to.determine if mud
circulation has been lost; and (4) continuous monitoring by spotters to follow the
- progress of the drﬂl bﬂ: durmg the pllot hole operanon, and reammg and ‘pull back

- operations, -

- g Protocolethe Permittee” wﬁlfollow*lf there is a:Toss of circulation or- other indicator of a

release of fluids.

- f. Protocols the Penmttee will follow if there'is a-fluid release in- ad}acent wetland areas

- (€.g.; isolating the area throtigh construction of tempotary berms/dikes and use of silt
fences; straw-bales; absotbent pads, straw wattles, and plastic sheeting).

g. - Ifafrac-out and fluith rélease-occurs in a'wetland area, the Permittee shall immediately
halt work and notify and consult with:the staffs of the City, Coastal Commission, and
U.S.‘Fish and Wildlife Service regarding approprlate 1n01dent-spec1ﬁc actions to be

' undertaken before HDD act1v1t1es ean begm agam : T : :

‘The Permlttee shall undertake development in conformance with the approved plans unless

the Commissioti amends this permit or the Executive Director. prov1des a written
detennlnauon that no amendment is Iegally reqmred ‘ =

Southern Tarplant Resteratlon and Mltlgatlon Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUAN CE OF A
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the Applicant shall submit a‘Southern Tarplant
Restoration and Mitigation Plan to the Execuitive Director for rev1ew and written approval.
The Plan shall include the following elements:

a. Provision for seed collection from-éxisting Southern tarplant populations in late summer -
and fall in preparation for future mitigation. Southern tarplant is an annual species
belonging to the sunflower family that grows in seasonally moist (saline) areas and that

" germinates in the spring and flowers in late summer and into fall.- The tarplant phenology
must be monitored by the biologist assigned to collect seeds in-order to determine the
appropriate timing for seed colléction. " Seeds st be collected from ll tarplants within
the impact area once it has been determined tarplants have set seed. A biological monitor
must be present during seed collection activities to ensure that seed is only collected from

+ plantsithat will be impacted by the-oil infrastructure removal activities. - Upon completion
© of seed collection, the seeds must be cleaned in preparation for planting. If necessary, the
seed must be temporanly stored in a dark cool place and not be allowed to become

* damp. :

b, Summary of impacts to Southern tarplant from project-related activities including the

- percent cover measurements of the areas of impacted Southern tarplant. The summary-
should note which impacts are to fragmented and disturbed Southern tarplant in and
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around the oil infrastructure and which impacts are to Southern tarplant in large

- undisturbed areas.

A detailed site plan of the Southern tarplant mitigation sites. Appropriate sites will have
suitable hydrology, soils, and necessary open space. The mitigation sites shall mitigate
impacts to the fragmented and disturbed Southern tarplant in and around the oil
infrastructure, described in (b) at a 1:1 ratio (created:impacted) and impacts to Southern
tarplant in large undisturbed areas, described in (b) at a 3:1 ratio (created:impacted) . The
mitigation site plan shall include both the restoration area and the buffer surrounding the

restoration area.
. A baseline assessment, including photographs, of the current physical and ecological

condition of the proposed mitigation site including the hydrology and soil type.
A description of the goals of the restoration plan and the applicable mitigation ratio from
(b) above.
A description of planned site preparatlon that includes:
i. Soil preparation - soils must be ripped or disced prior to seeding to afleviate
any soil compaction that exists within the mitigation sites
. Weed coniiol - all non-native species must be removed piin iv sooding.
-iii.. Temporary irrigation may be necessary and may include either an overhead
and/or drip system or use of a water truck or other hand-watering methods.
Seed planting/broadcasting shall occur between October and January 30 during following
late fall and winter rain when the weather and soil conditions are suitable.

. A plan for documenting and reporting the physical and biological “as built” condition of

the restoration or mitigation site within 30 days of completion of the initial restoration

activities.
Monitoring design that measures the percent germmanon rate and the number of

seedlings the first year followed each year by the number and percent cover of surviving

~ Southern tarplants.

Monitoring must occur until the number and percent cover of Southern tarplants has
reached 75% of the value of the impacted areas for a minimum of five (5) years.

. Provisions for submittal of annual reports and a final report ongce success criteria have

been met.

The Permittee shall undertake development in conformance with the approved plans unless
the Commission amends this permit or the Executive Director provides a written
determination that no amendment is legally required.

Revised Nuisance Minimization Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF A COASTAL

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the Applicant shall submit, for review and written approval of
- the Executive Director, a Revised Nuisance Minimization Plan that is in substantial

conformance to Development Plan, Section viii. Measures to Prevent or Reduce Nuisance

Effects, submitted on September 28, 2018. The Plan shall describe how the Permittee will

meet the criteria outlined in the Plan and also reflect the following additions or revisions:

a. Lighting. All allowed night lighting shall be minimized, directed downward, and

shielded using the best available dark skies technology and pole height and design that
minimizes light spill, sky glow, and glare impacts. Lighting shall use the lowest intensity
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possible that is appropriate for safety purposes.and using wavelengths that are the most
environmentally protective of organisms active at ni ght and dawn and-dusk. Outdoor
lighting is limited to the following:
- 1. The minimum:necessary to hght walkways used for entry and exit to
© structures; including parking areas on the site. This lighting shall be limited to
- fixtures that do not-exceed three feet in height above finished grade, are
‘shielded and directed downward, and generate the same orfewer lumens
equivalént to those:generated by a 60 watt inicandescent bulb, unless a greater
number of lumens is authorized in writing by the Executive Director.
ii. -Securitylighting attached to-the strictures shall use a-control-device or
automatic switch system or-equivalent functions to minimize lighting and is
- limited to'sameor-fewer lumens equivalent-to those-generated by a 60 watt
incandescent bulb. The controlisystem shall include controls that
: -=’autemat1cally extmguxsh ali outdoor hghtmg when sufficient daylight is
- available; .

il The: minitum necessary to hght 011 productlon fa0111tles, if feasible; with the
samé or fewer lumens equivalentto those generated by a 60 watt incandescent
bulb. This lighting shall be shielded and directed downward.

- iv. All windows shall-be compnsed of glass treated to minimize transmission of
indoor lighting toroutdoor areas. ¥

v. No hghtmg around the penmeter of the 51te and no hghtmg for aesthetic
4o PUTPOSES- 1s allowed, . s b o
b Implementatmn Plan. The Rev1sed Plan shali 1nclude spemﬁc measures to 1mplement the
requirements and guldelmes outhned in the Pian

Within 60 days of the comp}etlon of constructlon of new 011 productlon facilities and the
Visitor’s Center, the Permittee shall submit a written report, for the review and written
approval of the Executive Director, showing that all project components were installed in
compliance with the Revised Nuisance Minimization Plan. The Permittee shall undertake
development in conformance with the approved plans unless the Commission amends this

- permit or the Executive Director pr0v1des a wntten determination that no amendment is

legally required.

Manageinent and Maintenance Plan for Pubhc Access, Recreational Use, and Open
Spacé Areas. PRIOR TO OPERATION:QF NEW OIL PRODUCTION FACILITIES, the

Applicant shall provide for the review and written-approval of the Executive Director, a

Management and Maintenance Plan for all public access and recreational use areas on the

Synergy site:-The Plan shall balance public access and recreation on the Synergy site with

protection of sensitive biological resources on the site, including Steamshovel Slough and the

surrounding existing and restored areas. The final management and maintenance program(s)

shall include the following:

a. Identify all entities responsible for management and maintenance of the public access and

- recreational use areas. The current owner(s) of the Synergy site shall maintain those dreas

consistent with the final management and maintenance program until such time as
management of the site is accepted by the Los Cerritos Wetlands Authority (LCWA). All
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management and maintenance shall occur in accordance with the approved Management
and Maintenance Program.
b. Interim Management Plan that addresses how public access will be managed while oil
production and decommissioning operations at the Synergy Oil Field are ongoing,
¢. Restrictions on timing, locations, number of persons allowed on all public access
features, and group activities for public access and recreation on the site that ensure
disturbance to surrounding habitats is minimized. The Plan shall also include measures
such as signage, wildlife-friendly fencing or barriers, public education programs and
other means to ensure successful implementation of restrictions.
d. Signage Plan. The Permittee shall submit a Signage Plan, in comphance with the
following:
i, Public Access Signage that directs the public to the public access and
recreation areas, and trails, on the Synergy site.
ii. Conservation signage that directs the public to refrain from entering and
disturbing wetland areas included in the mitigation bank and educates the
public about the"ha'bitat value and lists common disturbances to wildlife which

ara o b axraa ot cliidismo vt et Bvgtart 40 o rrbin b Bidbaden s Lot
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noises, lights, etc. |

iii. Signs shall be included that are located and sized such that they are visible

from existing publicly accessible areas (e.g. nearby sidewalks and public
. roads) adjacent to the site, Signs shall invite and encourage public use of
- access opportunities and shall identify and direct the public to those locations.

iv. Directional signage is required including direction to public parking,
directional monuments (e.g. location of public amenities), and public trails.
Signage denoting a coastal access point is required.

\A Interpretative signage shall be limited to historical, environmental and cultural
educational signage.
e. Identify funding for Management and Maintenance Activities. The Plan shall include:

i. - A funding program sufficient to fund the actual cost of maintenance and
periodic repair and replacement of the facilities within the areas open to the
public, such as the Visitor’s Center, trails, public access walkways and
associated appurtenances including, but not limited to, surfaces, landscaping
(if any), and signage; and

il. A list of maintenance activities including but are not limited to: trash
collection, repairs or replacement of surfaces due to cracks, spalling, broken
concrete, etc., maintenance of gutters, curbs and sidewalks (keep free of
debris, buildup, etc.), removal and/or trimming of vegetation that is interfering
with public use of trails and any cher public access and recreational use areas,
repair/replacement of public access signs, trash receptacles, benches,
handrails, stairs, and lighting, if necessary.

ii. A funding program sufficient to fund the actual cost of mamtenance and
periodic vegetation enhancements including on-going restoration, habitat
enhancements for identified sensitive species, and repair and replacement of
associated appurtenances including, but not limited to, fencing and signage for
the trails and recreational areas; and
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© iv. - A list of maintenance activities related to the on-going restoration and habitat
enhancement for the traﬂs and recreatlonal areas.

The Permittee shall-undertake development in confonnance w1th the approved plans unless

‘the Commission amends this permit ot the:Executive Director provides a written

determmatmn that no amendment is legally reqmred

Water Quahty Management Plan PRIOR TO ISSUAN CE OF THE COASTAL

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the Applicnat shall: submit to the Executive Director for review

and written approvaly-a Water Quality‘Management Plan (WQMP) for post-construction
conditions at all four project sties. This Plan shall'be prepared by a qualified licensed water

-—quality professional: For-oil-produetion: Frcilities‘at:the- Pumpkin Patch and LECWA site, the

Plan shall include site-and ‘grading plans demonstratmg that all stormwater on the site will be

‘collected onsite'and tréated as produced watet.: 'The Plans shall include all stormwater

collection and“ﬁansmiss'ion systems’ _andequiprﬁent that handle stormwater on these two
sites. For the Synergy-and City sites, the- WQMP shall include details on all aspects.of of

 this project, including detailed dtainage:and runoff control plan sheets, and all supporting
- BMP sizing calculations:  The Plan-shall include the following, where appropriate:
-a. -Drainage and Runoff Controls:"A Drainage Plan shall be developed for each project site

and included in the-WQMP which details the movement and discharge of runoff. This
plan shall include discharge directional indicators, sizing calculations for all associated

- :BMPS meluded in: the ﬁnal Dramage Plan The Plan shall include, ata mmlmum the

development of the: sate, in the followmg order-of pnonty
~Site DesignBMPs- Project -design features that reduce the creation or severity
of potential pollutant sources, or reduce the alteration of the project site’s
‘natural stormwater flow regime. Examples are minimizing impervious
surfaces, preserving native vegetation; and minimizing grading.
ii. Source Control BMPs- Methods that reduce potential pollutants at their
' sources and/or avoid entrainment of pollutants in runoff, including schedules -
of activities, prohibitions of practices, maintenance procedures managerial
practices, or operational practices. Examples are covering outdoor storage
areas, use of efficient 1rr1gat10n, and minimizing the use of landscaping
- chemicals.

i, Treatment Control BMPS- Systems designed to remove pollutants from
stormwater by gravity settling of particulate pollutants, filtration, biological
uptake, media adsorption, or-any other physical, biological, or chemical

- process. Examples are vegetated swales, detention basins, and storm drain
inlet filters. Where post-construction treatment of stormwater runoff is
required, freatment control BMPs (or suites of BMPs) shall, at a minimum, be
sized and designed to treat, infiltrate, or filter stormwater runoff from each
storm event, up to and including the 85th percentile, 24-hour storm event for
volume-based BMPs, or the 85th percentile, 1-hour storm event (with an
appropriate safety factor of 2 or greater) for flow-based BMPs.
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iv. The qualified licensed professional shall certify in writing that the final
Drainage and Runoff Control Plan is in substantial conformance with the
following minimum requirements:

L

Pro; ects shall mcorporate Low Impact Development (LID) techniques
in order to minimize stormwater quality and quantity impacts from
development, unless a credible and compelling explanation is provided
as to why such features are not feasible and/or appropriate. LID
strategies use small-scale integrated and distributed management
practices, including minimizing impervious surfaces, infiltrating
stormwater close to its source, and preservatlon of permeable soils and
native vegetation. :
Post-development runoff rates from the site Shall be maintained at
levels similar to pre- development conditions.

Selected BMPs shall consist, or primarily consist of, site design
elements and/or landscape based systems or features that serve to

- maintainsite permeability, avoid-directly connected impervious areas

/ Voot 3 £ A e e
and/or retain 1, intil g, or tilter ranott from rC’GiprD, GUIVOWaRYE Rl

other hardscape areas, where feasible. Examples of such features
include but are not limited to porous pavement, pavers, rain gardens,
vegetated swales, infiltration trenches and cisterns.

Structural BMPs (or suites of BMPs) shall be designed to treat,
infiltrate or filter the amount of stormwater runoff produced by all
storms up to and including the 85th percentile, 24-hour storm event for
volume-based BMPs, and/or the 85th percentile, 1-hour storm event,
with an appropriate safety factor (i.e., 2 or greater), for flow-based

BMPs.

Landscape plants shall have low water and chemical treatment
demands,

All slopes shall be stabilized in accordance w1th provisions contained
in Special Condition 11 (Construction and Pollution Prevention Plan),
and, if applicable, in accordance with engineered plans prepared by a
qualified licensed professional.

Runoff shall be discharged from the developed site (where applicable)
in a non-erosive manner. Energy dissipating measures shall be
installed to prevent erosion. Plan details and cross sections for any
rock rip-rap and/or other energy dissipating devices or structures
associated with the drainage system shall be prepared by a qualified
licensed professional. The drainage plans shall specify the location,
dimensions, cubic yards of rock, etc. for any velocity reducmg

_structure with the supporting calculations showmg the sizing
- requirements and how the device meets those sizing requirements. The

qualified, licensed professional shall ensure that all energy dissipaters .
use the minimum amount of rock and/or other hardscape necessary to
protect the site from erosion.
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0 _All BMPs shall be operated, monifored, and maintained in accordance

» with manufacturer’s specifications where applicable, or in accordance

with well recognized technical: spec1ﬁcat10ns appropriate to the BMP
for the life of the project and at a'minimum, all structural BMPs shall

- be-inspected, cleaned-out, and where necessary, repaired, prior to the

onset-of the storm-season (October 15th each year) and at regular
intervals as necessary between October 15th and April 15th of each

“year. Debris and other water poliutants removed from structural
" BMP(s) dunng clean—out shalI be contamed and disposed of in a

+ proper'manner.’ :
" Site drainage and BMP selectlon shall be developed concurrent with
the preliminary development:design-and grading plan, and final

- % drainage plansishall'be approved by a lzcensed geotechnical engineer

e o engineering: geologlst '
© - 10..Should any of the project’s surface or subsurface dramage/ﬁltratlon
.. “stiictures or other BMPs fail or resultin increased erosion; the.

' '="apphcant/1andowner or successor-in- interest shall be responsible for

any necessary repairs'to the dramage/filtratmn system or BMPs and

" restoration of the affected area. Should repairs or restoration become
" iv'necessary, prior fo the commencement of such repair or restoration

work, the applicant shall submit a repair and restoration plan to the

=="~-~Execut1ve Director:to: dq'_tcmune if an‘amendment or new coastal
“devélopment permit is required to authorize such work.

11.

The structural BMPs shall be constructed prior to or concurrent with
the construction of infrastructure associated with the development.
Prior to the occupancy of commercial or public structures approved by

-~ this permit, the'structural BMPs proposed to service those structures
- and associated support facilities shall be constructed and fully

13..
~:did not prevent adverse impacts to wetlands or coastal waters and the

RIS I

functiotial in accordance w1th the final WQMP approved by the

. Executive Directoz.
12,

Structural BMPs shall incorporate natural treatment components (e.g.
soft-bottom vegetated basins/bioswales) to the maximum extent
practicable;

The Plan shall include measures for reportmg any events where BMPs

measures taken in response to these events

b. Best Management Practices, The WQMP shall incorporate long-term post-construction
Best Management Practices (BMPs) that protect water quality and minimize changes in
runoff volume and rate post—construc’aon Thc WQMP shall include the following

requirements:

i. The use of chemical pesticides, herb1c1des and rodentlcldes containing any
anticoagulant compounds (including, but not limited to, Warfarin,
Brodifacoum, Bromadiolone or Diphacinone), shall be prohibited. The use of
fertilizers shall' be minimized to the maximum extent practicable. An
Integrated Pest Management Program (IPM) shall be implemented in all
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landscaped areas. The IPM Program shall be designed and implemented for all
- of the proposed landscaping/planting on the project site and shall include the
following IPM features, as appropriate:
' 1. Bacteria, viruses and insect parasites shall be considered and employed
as a pest management measure, where feasible.

2. Manual weeding, hoeing and trapping

3.. Use of non-toxic, biodegradable, alternative pest control products.

4. The applicant or responsible party shall be responsible for educating
all landscapers or gardeners on the project site about the IPM program
and other BMPs applicable to water quality management of
landscaping and gardens. Education shall include written and verbal

, materials.

ii. Trash and recycling containers and storage areas: The applicant shall use trash
and recycling containers and storage areas that, if they are to be located
outside or apart from the principal commercial structures, are fully enclosed
and water-tight in-order to prevent stormwater contact with waste matter
which can be a potenhial source of bacterig, greass, and particulaten and
suspended solids in runoff, and in order to prevent dispersal by wind and
water. Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and
pavement diverted around the area(s), and must be screened or walled to
prevent off-site transport of trash.

iii. Structures, hardscape, and Roads: Runoff from all new and redeveloped
surfaces on the site shall be collected and directed through a system of media
filter devices and bioswales. - The filter elements shall be designed to treat,
filter, or infiltrate runoff and a) trap sediment, particulates and other solids and
b) remove or mitigate contaminants. through filtration and biological uptake.
The drainage system shall also be designed to convey and discharge runoff in
a non-erosive manner.

iv. Education and Training: Annual verbal and written training of employees,
tenants, landscapers, and property managers and other parties responsible for
proper functioning of BMPs in commercial development shall be required.
Outdoor drains in the commercial site shall be labeled/stenciled to indicate
whether they flow to an on-site treatment device, a storm drain, or the sanitary
sewer as appropriate. Storm drain stenciling (“No Dumping, Drains to
Ocean” or equivalent phrase) shall occur at all storm drain inlets in the
development. Informational signs around the commercial establishments for
customers and employees/tenants about water quality and the BMPs used on-
site shall be provided.

The Permittee shall undertake development in conformance with the approved plans unless
the Commission amends this permit or the Executive Director prov1des a written
determination that no amendment is legally required. -

Contaminated Soil Investigation and Removal Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the Applicant shall submit to the Executive
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Director for review and written approval a'Contaminated Soﬂ Investigation and Removal
Plan for the Synergy and City sites that is consistent with Regional Water Quality Control
Board requirements; The Plan shall be developed in consultation with other appropriate
agencies, including; but not limited to the U.S. Army Corps:of Engineers, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California

' Department:of Fish and Wildlife. ‘The Plan shall include thefollowing components:

a. Description of all soil sampling and analysis efforts to identify and delineate
- contaminated areas, including dates, sampling methodologles and analy’ueal methods.
b. Results of all soil sampling and analysis activities - :

‘. Tdentification: of* appropnate cleanup thresholds reflecting the ultunate use of the site as

wetland habitat subjéct to tidal-influence, and protectiveiof existing surrounding wetlands -
and habitats. Deveiopment of these thresholds shalI mclude mput from all appropnate
+ state’and federal agencies. . T SRR

- d. A-detailed'site planiofall excavauon areas’ meludmg any necessary staglng and

temporary stockpile:areas, it i

e.  An-estimate’of therequired’ surface area: and volume of soll that must be excavated to

achieve appropriate clean-up thresholds.«Ifianticipated excavation activities will result in
'1mpacts to wetlands; Southern tarplant, or other'sensitive resources that are not addressed
in this permit, the Permittee shall:submit an'application to-amend this permit to address

- additional wetland impacts; unless the Executtve Director detemunes a pemnt '
amendment is not necessary.

£, -"Avoidance and:minimization measures to protect Steamshovel Siough and other wetland

and upland Habitat aréds surrounding the excavation sites:

g- Apost-contaminated soil removal samphng protocol to verlfy that approprlate clean-up
thresholds wetre achieved. - ‘

h. Provisions for submittal of a final report documentmg actual excavatlon surface areas and
volumes and results of post-removal monitoring. If excavation activities result in

* unanticipated impacts to wetlands, the Permittee shall submit an application'to amend

this permit to address additional wetland-impacts, unless'the Executive Director
determines a permit amendment is not legally necessary.

- The Permittee shall undertake development-in conformance with the approved plans unless

the Commission amends this permit or the Executive Director provides a written .

~ determination that no amendment is legally required.

Land Surface Monitoring Plan. PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF OIL

DRILLING ACTIVITITES, the Permittee shall submit for Executive Director review and

written approval a Land Surface Monitoring Plan. The purpose of the.Plan is to establish

baseline land surface elevations in vulnerable areas, and then monitor those areas throughout
the duration of the pro;ect for any mgmﬁcant change. The Plan shall include the following
components:

a. Baseline surface elevations on the project sites and the lands under which the Permittee
holds or leases mineral rights for oil and gas extraction. Existing data, if sufficient, may
be used to establish a baseline. The Plan shall use a statlstlcai analysis to _]llStlfy the
number of data points used to establish the baseline.
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b. Baseline data on ground shaking and land surface movement in the project vicinity
" obtained from available sources such as the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) and the
. California Institute of Technology Seismological Laboratoty (CalTech). -

¢. Protocols for annual monitoring of land surface elevations at locations identified in
Subsection a. above.

d. Protocols for obtaining information on ground shaking and land surface movements in
the project vicinity from sources identified in Subsection b, above. The type, frequency
and duration of all monitoring activities shall be consistent with the City’s monitoring
program and shall be described in the Plan.

e. Criteria developed in consultation with the City, DOGGR and the Executive Director to
determine if a change in land surface elevation or the frequency and duratlon of seismic
activity is significant.

f. If monitoring results indicate significant changes in land surface elevations or land
surface movements, the Permittee shall submit a supplemental report to the Executive
Director for review and written approval that analyzes potential causes of the observed
changes. The report:shall specifically address the potential that oil and gas activities

L\r—
approved under this permit contributed fo the observed changes. "Lhe report shal! &

submitted within 60 days of submittal of a report indicating significant changes.

g. If land surface monitoring results, including results from the required supplemental report
indicate that oil and gas activities approved under this permit caused or contributed to
significant changes in land surface elevations or movement, the Permitiee shall submit a
Land Surface Mitigation Plan to the Executive Director for review and written approval
that identifies additional measures the Permittee will take to address the causes and
effects of the identified changes in land surface elevation or movement. The Permittee
will apply for an amendment to this permit to implement the identified measures unless
the Executive Director determines an amendment is not legally necessary.

The'Permittee shall undertake development in conformance with the approvéd plans unless

. the Commission amends this permit or the Executive Director provides a written

determination that no amendment is legally required.

Revised Oil Spill Prevention and Response Plan, PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the Applicant shall submit for Executive Director

review and written approval, a revised Oil Spill Prevention and Response Plan (OSRP) that

includes the following:

a. A risk assessment that analyses the oil spill risk and hazards for all project components
that could cause an oil spill. The risk assessment shall include an inventory of the hazards
that could cause an oil spill, or that have resulted in historical spills, and identify the
control measures that will be used to avoid or minimize the risk of an oil spill. The risk
assessment shall include a probability analysis of significant oil spills (specifying size,
frequency, cause, duration, and location) that could still occur after any or all spill control
measures have been implemented, including a cumulative worst-case spill scenario.

b. Demonstration that the prevention and response measures included in the Plan address
the magnitude of the risk as determined in (a).
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* ¢, Updated worst case discharge volume and containment voluine-calculations for the

- selected pipeliné route on the City site consistént w1th ﬁnal desxgn and site plans required
in Special Condition 3.

d. Detailed site:and-facility plans and ali gradmg plans for all- prOJect components/ sites,
‘including-the selécted pipeline route on the City site (consistent with requirements in
Special Condition 3), that match the detalls and results of the 011 sp1ll rlsk and worst-
case spill assessment.

. Prevention and safety measures. The oil spill preventlon and safety measures for all -
prOJect components/s1tes, heluding schedules, methods, and procedures for testing,
+».maintaining, and- 1nspectmg pipelines and'other facilities; shall comply with California
Office of Spill Prevetition and Response regulations for Oil-Spill Contingency Plans for

- e MaribeorTnland Facilities (14:CCR:§-815.01 - 818:03;:14:CCR §:817:04).

£ .~ The Plan shallinaximize Secondary: containment of all-tanks to-the extéht feasible.

. g. - Incorporate the'use-of'smart:pigs or equivalent monitoi‘ing technologyto- inspect the

interior of the pipeline to detect internal corrosion; defects or. 1rregu1ar1t1es a minimum of
- every three years,

“h, Preparedness training-andiemergency planning. -The oil spill traihing: programs for all
project:components/sites shall comply with California Office of Spill: Preventlon and
Response oil*spill training:and drills regulations (14 CCR:§820.01). - .

i. Evidence of financial responsibility. PRIOR TO OPERATIONS, the OSRP shail include
evidence that a Certificate of Financial Responsibility (COFR) has been issued by the
- California Office of Spill Preverntion and Response demonstratmg compliance with 14
CCR §791 =797, for all pmject components/s1tes TR

The Perxmttee shaH undertake development in conformance thh the approved plans unless
the Commission amends this permit or the Executive Director-provides a written

- determmation that no amendment is legally reqwred

: r,{;si_-\”_ : R R TI

- No Future Shorehne Protectwe Devnce LI

a. By acceptance of this permit, the Permittee agrees, on behalf of itself and all successors
and assigns, that no bluff or shoreline protective device(s) shall ever be constructed to
-protect the development:approved pursuant to Coastal Development Permit No. 9-18-
0395 including, but not limited to, oil production facilities including wells, pipelines,
tanks, processing equipment and other support infrastructure including in the event that
thedevelopment is'threatened 'with'damage or destructionfrom-waves, erosion, storm
conditions, liquefaction, bluff retreat, landslides, or other coastal hazards in the future,
and as may be'exacerbated:by sea level rise. By acceptance of this permit, the Permittee
hereby waives, on behalf of itself and all successors and assigns, any rights to construct
such devices that may ¢xist under applicable law.

b. By acceptance of this permit, the Permittee further agrees, on behalf of itself and all
successors and assigns, that the landowner shall remove the development authorized by
this penmt including oil production facilities including wells, pipelines, tanks,
processing equipment and other support infrastructure, if any government agency has
ordered that the structures are not to be occupied due to any of the hazards identified
above, or if any public agency requires the structures to be removed. If any portion of the
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development at any time encroaches onto public property, the Permittee shall either
remove the encroaching portion of the development or apply to retain it. Any application
to retain it must include proof of permission from the owner of the public property. The
Permittee shall obtain a coastal development permit for removal .of approved
development unless the Executive Director provides a written determination that no
coastal development permit is legally required.

¢. Prior to removal/relocation, the Permittee shall submit two coples of a
Removal/Relocation Plan to the Executive Director for review and written approval. The
Removal/Relocation Plan shall clearly describe the manner in which such development is
to be removed/relocated and the affected area restored so as to best protect coastal
resources, including the Pacific Ocean. If portions of the development fall into
surrounding waterways or wetlands before they are removed/relocated, the landowner
shall remove all recoverable debris associated with the development from the bluffs and
ocean and lawfully dispose of the material in an approved disposal site. Such removal
shall require a coastal development permit. '

wptamepn apd { ontanfimioat & poalvore and Hozoard Mnﬂgqt!nn fa Tt L LA B I A AN B
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OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the Applicant shall submit for the
Executive Director review and written approval, a Seismic Analysis and Safety Plan. The
Plan shall include the following:

a. Detailed design plans for the following:

1. Sheetpile wall and berm separating Steamshovel Slough and restored wetlands
from the Synergy oil field.

il. All new significant structures, including buildings, plpehnes storage tanks,
well cellars, walls and berms

b. A site-specific geotechnical analysis for each site evaluating:

i. Fault rupture hazards, at a minimum evaluating the maximum horizontal and
vertical fault displacement that could occur during an earthquake event on the
Newport-Inglewood fault with a 1% in 50 year chance of occurrence (1/4,975
annual probability), as determined based on a review of the most current
available science. ,

ii. Ground shaking, liquefaction and seismic settlement hazards based on current
building codes (e.g., CBC 2016) and ASCE guidelines (e.g., ASCE 7-16) and

: - the most current, best available science
c. An engineering analysis, specific to each site, demonstrating the followmg

i. The flood control barriers have been designed to withstand the maximum
horizontal and vertical fault displacements indicated in the geotechnical
analysis, and describing the specific design elements that would be used to
accommodate the expected displacements.

ii. Project structures would be designed and constructed to withstand expected
levels of ground shaking, liquefaction and ground settlement as determined in
the geotechnical analysis, and describing the specific design elements and
mitigation measures that would be used to assure the integrity of each
structure.
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~-d. Specific design recommendations-and mmgatmn measures to address the hazards
described in (b) and (¢) above.

e. An Inspection and Maintenance Plan describing in detaﬂ the types and frequency of
inspections and the: procedures that will be followed to maintain the flood control
elements and structures in good Workmg condmon S

N

The: Permittee shall undertake development in conformance wrth the approved plans unless

the Commrssron amends this permit or the Executive Director prov1des a written
determmatron that no amendment 1§ legally requrred '

T R

Greenhouse Gas Reportmg The Permlttee shali submrt each year, for Executive Director

__.review,:the annualreport:required:pursuant:to:its: partrcrpatronm the California Air

- - Resources Board’s:Cap-and-Trade Program. - The report is'to-document GHG emissions from
. all project sources-covered by:the Program and shall 1dent1fy aH offsets and credits acquired
,;:,to fully offset emissiornis from those. sources !

” The Permrttee shall also subnnt each year for Executlve Drrector review, an annual report
: documentmg compliance with, apphcable requirements of the. South Coast Air Quality
‘Management District’s Statlonary Sources, Rules, and Plans program, or documentation from

the District that the project is not sub_; ect to the program.

Protectlon of Cultural Resources S

a. - PRIOR TO.JSSUANCE OF THE: CbASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the Apphcant |

. Archeologlcal Research Plan (ARP), prepared consrstent wrth subsectlons b,canddof
 this condition. The ARP shall; :
e Include a detailed plan for addmonal archeologrcal research and testing to
_ better characterize the ‘potential for archeolo g1ca1 resources on the site and to
‘ 1dent1fy and accurately delineate (to the maximum extent practicable and in
accordance With current professronal archeologrcal practices) any resources
, that may be dlscovered during the investigations.
- i Address the nature of archeologrcal resources that could be found around the
_ mudflats, beach lines, and wetlands in and around the project sites.

iii. Expand upon the existing records search investigation (Fulton & Fulton 2017)
by conducting a.new, search that i increases the search radius from within 0.5
miles to w1th1n 1.5 mlles of the pro;ect sites.

iv. Address the ia:rger cultural and tribal setting of the project area and describe
how the prOJ ject sites fit into this settmg The ARP shall address potential
connections between the ‘project sites and the broader network of prehistoric

- villages and resources of tribal people in the Long Beach area. The ARP shall |
address the value of hvmg resources and the cultural significance for the
surrounding sites to tribal communities. .

v. Inélude further site testing at the Pumpkin Patch, LCWA and Synergy sites, at
a minimum, soil core samplmg to determine the depth of artificial fill and to
characterize the deeper soil layers, The ARP shall address the likelihood of
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archeological resources (including burials) being present and what impacts the
proposed project may have on unknown archeological resources under the
artificial fill. Additional site testing may also include excavation of test pits
and other soil testing methodologies if recommended by the peer review
committee (see Item 9). ,

vi. If, during archeological testing, any cultural deposits, including but not
limited to skeletal remains and grave-related artifacts, traditional cultural,
religious or spiritual sites, midden and lithic material or artifacts, are
discovered, they shall not be exposed and the testing shall be immediately
halted in this location. Additional testing shall be conducted further from the
center of the discovery until sterile conditions are encountered. The ARP does
not authorize the excavation of any cultural deposits nor data recovery.
Nothing in this cendition shall prejudice the ability to comply with applicable
State and Federal laws if human remains are encountered. However, in
compliance with applicable State and Federal laws the project archaeologist
shall work with the County Coroner and other authorities to allow Native
Amertcan hman Temams 10 be left 1n sty to the mavimum extent nrachion!

vil. If'resources are discovered, the Permittee shall undertake significance testing
of these resources consistent with Subsection d. Based on the results of
significance testing, the Permittee shall submit a revised ARP describing the
nature and boundaries of any archeological sites. The revised ARP shall also
identify proposed investigation and mitigation measures. If there is
disagreement between the project archeologist and the Native American
monitors and/or the Native American most likely descendent (MLD), both
perspectives shall be presented to the Executive Director. The range of
investigation and mitigation measures considered shall not be constrained by
the approved development. Mitigation measures considered shall range from
in-situ preservation to recovery and/or relocation. A good faith effort shall be
made to avoid impacts to cultural resources through methods such as, but not
limited to, project redesign, capping, and creating an open space area around -
the cultural resource areas. In order to protect cultural resources, any further
development may only be undertaken consistent with the provisions of the
final, approved ARP. _ .

1. If the Executive Director approves the revised ARP and determines
that the revised ARP’s recommended changes to the proposed
development or mitigation measures are de minimis in nature and
scope, construction may recommence after the Executive Director
informs the Permittee of that determination.

2. If the Executive Director approves the revised ARP but determines
that the changes therein are not de minimis, construction may not
recommence until after the Commission approves an amendment to
this permit. o

~viil. Archeological and cultural resource monitoring shall be consistent with
subsection ¢ of this condition;
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" The ARP shall beteviewed by an. ""chaeologzcal peer review committee,

* Native Amencan groups and agency 'rev1ew process consistent with

Subsectiontf.

b. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPWNT PERMIT, the Applicant
shall submit-for-the review-and written. approval of the Executive Director an
Archaeologwai Menitoring ‘and Miti gatlon Plan forithe protection of

o archaeologmal/paleontologicai tesources during prOJect grading and construction
‘act1v1t1es, prepared bya quahﬁed-professmnal consistént with Subsections ¢, d, e, f and

“gof thlS condm

} whzch shall _jljporate the followmg fricasures and procedures:

PR kl . g " ke
T archaeologxcai MONHtoT(s) quahfied by theCalifornia Office of Historic
v Préservation’(OHP) standards-and the Native American MLDs from each tribe
-when' State Law mandates identification 6f MLDs, shall be presention the site.

e

‘Also present durmg all dlggmg, ground disturbance, and subsurface activity

o “ofithe-site shall b a minimum of¢ I set’of Native American monitors for every

- Jocation of ground disturbatice; T set shaltinclude 2 individual monitors

' representing the Tribes identified on the Native American Hentage
“Commission’s list: (NAHC list): Both- Native American monitors in the set
~ shall'be present at the same time and monitoring the same location.

2

Vi

“Mote thanl set of onitors o the site may be necessary during times with
- multiple grading and soil disturbance- locations.
- Tribal’ rcpresentatlves selected for the monitoring set shall be rotated equally

and’ falrly among ll tribal groups-identified on the NAHC list, such that every
tribal group has att equal opportunity to' monitor on the site.

During all digging, ground disturbance; 4nd subsurface activity on the szte
any Nafive American representatives from Tribes on the NAHC list are

. welcome to be’ present on the site and monitor, even if they are not the

e assxgned set 6f. monitors within the rotation for that day.

Vil

‘ThePermittes shall provide sufficient archeological-and Native American

monitors to dssure‘that all project grading or-other development that has any
potentlal to-uncover or otherwise disturb cultural deposits is monitored at all

- “tifnes: All drchaeolo gical monitors, Native American monitors and Native

American mostlikely descendants (MLD) shall be provided with a copy of the
final revised archaeological monitoring and mitigation plan required by this
permit, - Prior to commencement of grading, the Permittee shall convene an

' on-site pre—gradmg meeting with the all archaeological monitors, Native

‘Americati monitors and Native American MLDs along with the grading
contractor, the Permittee and the applicant’s archaeological consultant in order
to ensure that all parties understand the procedures to be followed pursuant to
the subject permit condition and the approved afchaeolo gical monitoring and-
mitigation plan, including the procedures-for dispute resolution. At the
conclusion of the meeting all attendees shall be required to'sign a declaration,
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which has been prepared by the applicant, subject to the review and written
approval of the Executive Director, stating that they have received, read,
discussed and fully understand the procedures and requirements of the

- approved Archaeological Monitoring and Mitigation Plan and agree to abide

by the terms thereof. The declaration shall include contact phone numbers for
all parties and shall also contain the following procedures to be followed if

- disputes arise in the field regarding the procedures and/or terms and

conditions of the approved Archaeological Monitoring and Mitigation Plan.
Prior to commencement of grading, a copy of the signed declaration shall be
given to each signatory and to the Executive Director.

1. Any disputes in the field arising among the archaeologist,
archaeological monitors, Native American monitors, Native American
MLD, the grading and construction contractors or the applicant
regarding compliance with the procedures and requirements of the
approved archaeological menitoring and mitigation plan shall be

. promptly-reported to-the-Executive Director via e-mail and telephone.

/0 AT WK SAZH NE RATEN 1IN TRe ATEAS ) OT QISpITe WorK mav continue

in area(s) not subject to dispute, in accordance with all provisions of
- this special condition.

3. Disputes shall be resolved by the Executive Director, in consultation
with,the archaeological peer reviewers, Native American monitors,
Native American MLD, the archaeologist and the Permittee. The
Executive Director shall make a good faith effort to resolve the dispute
within 20 working days after notification of the Executive Director.

4. If the dispute cannot be resolved by the Executive Director in the
timeframe described in subsection 3. above, said dispute shall be
reported to the Commission for resolution at the next regularly
scheduled Commission meeting or as soon as practicable after the
dispute is referred to the Executive Director.

If any cultural deposits are discovered during project grading or construction,
including but not limited to skeletal remains and grave-related artifacts,
traditional cultural sites, religious or spiritual sites, or other artifacts, the
Permittee shall carry out significance testing of said deposits and, if cultural
deposits are found by the Executive Director to be significant pursuant to
Subsection d of this condition and any other relevant provisions, additional
investigation and mitigation in accordance with all subsections of this special
condition;

If any cultural deposits are discovered mcludmg but not hmlted to skeletal
remains and grave-related artifacts, traditional cultural sites, rehgious or
spiritual sites, or other artifacts, all development shall cease in accordance
with Subsection ¢ of this special condition;

In-situ preservation and avoidance of cultural deposits shall be considered as
the preferred mitigation option, to be determined in accordance with the
process outlined in this condition, including all subsections. A setback shall be
established between the boundary of cultural deposits preserved in-situ and/or
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* “reburied on-site and any proposed- development; the setback shall be no less
“iithan 50 feet and may be larger if nécessary to protect the cultural deposits;
xi. 'If human rémains are encountered, the Permittee shall comply with applicable
State and Federal laws. -Procedures outlined in the monitoring and mitigation
- plan shall not preju judice the ablhty to comply-with applicable State and Federal
- laws; The range‘of 1nvest1gat10n and mitigation measures considered shall not
' be cofistraiied by the-approved deveiopment plan. Where appropnate and
consistent with State ‘and Fedéral laws, the treatment of remains shall be
" decided as a co' nt of the'process outlmed in the other subsections of t}ns
- o e condition : - :
c. Dlscovery of Cuktural Depos:ts;‘
vl gkelétaliréma d:
spiritual sites, or other dunng the course of the P eject all grading
i -and construction activities in the area of the discovery that have any potential to uncover
o othcrw1se distuib cultural: deposits in the area of the discovery and dll construction that
= 'imay foreclose: m1t1gat10n optlons or the’ ab111ty to’ unplement the reqmrements of this
-~ icondition shall cease and shall niot récommence except as provided iri ‘Siibsections e and
.~ fand other subsectlons of this spemal ¢ondition. Tn general, the area wheére construction
activities must cease shall be no less than aQOO foot wide buffer around the cuh:ural
B ‘?'deposrc e :
d. 'Sigmficance Testmg Plan Reqmred Followmg the D:scovery of: Cultural Deposits.
“"PRIOR TO RECOMMENCING CONSTRUCTION, the Permittee, followmg a discovery
e Giltural deposits; shall siibimita Significance Testing Plan for the review and written
approval of the Executive Director. The Significance Testing Plan shall identify the
testing measures that will be undertaken to determine whether the cultural deposits are
" significant. The Significance Testmg Plan shall be prepared by the project '
- archaeologist(s), in consultation with the Native American monitor(s), and the Most
Likely Descerident (MILD) when State Law mandates identification of aMLD. Once a-
-+ planis déemed adequate, the Executive Director wﬂl make a determmatxon regarding the
sagmﬁca.nce of the cultutal deposits discovered: ' e o
- If the Executive Director approves the Slgmﬁcance Testing Plan and
* determines that the Slgmﬁcance Testing Plan’s recommended testing
“measures are dé minimis in‘nature and scope, the significance testing may
comitience after the Executwe Dlrector mforms the perrmttee of that '
determination: - BEe 3 : 45
" ii. If the Executive Dzrector approves the S1gn1ﬁcance Testing Plan but
determines that the measurés therein are not de minimis, significance testing
may not commence until afier the Comrmssmn ‘approves an amendment to this
permit.
- iii:- Once the meastres identified in the Sigrificance Testing Plan are undertaken,
~ the petimitiee shall submit the #ésults of the testing to the Executive Director
for review and written approval. The results shall be accompanied by the
project archeologist’s recommendation as to whether the findings should be
considered significant. The project archeologist’s recommendation shall be
made in consultation with the Native American monitors and the MLD when

f an area of cultural deposxts mcludmg but not limited

......
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State Law mandates identification of a MLD. If there is disagreement
between the project archeologist and the Native American monitors and/or the
MLD, both perspectives shall be presented to the Executive Director. The
Executive Director shall make the determination as to whether the deposits are
significant based on the information available to the Executive Director. If
the deposits are found to be significant, the permittee shall prepare and submit
to the Executive Director a supplementary Archeological Plan in accordance
with Subsection e of this condition and all other relevant subsections. If the
deposits are found to be not significant by the Executive Director, then the
Permittee may recommence grading in accordance with any measures outlined
in the Significance Testing Plan.
Supplementary Archaeological Plan Required Followmg an Executive Dlrecter
Determination that Cultural Depeosits are Significant. PRIOR TO :
RECOMMENCING CONSTRUCTION, the Permittee, following a determination by the
Executive Director that the cultural deposits discovered are significant, shall submit a
SupplementarpArchae@ioglcal Plan for-the review-and written-approval of the Executive
EJIIGLMH !‘I(‘.’; ”lLlUUHﬂ“ICHldIV H!LHCUI(}QFLdS !’ldﬂ ‘\rld.li nt: nrepdren ﬁ\l e T\Y‘f\"—‘! T

- archaeologist(s), in consultation with the Native American momtor(s), the MLD when

State Law mandates identification of a MLD, as well as others identified in subsection f
of this condition. The supplementary Archeological Plan shall identify proposed
investigation and mitigation measures. If there is disagreement between the project
archeologist and the Native American monitors and/or the MLD, both perspectives shall
be presented to the Executive Director. The range of investigation and mitigation
measures considered shall not be constrained by the approved development plan.
Mitigation measures considered shall range from in-situ preservation to recovery and/or
relocation. A good faith effort shall be made to avoid impacts to cultural resources
through methods such as, but not limited to, project redesign, capping, and creating an
open space area around the cultural resource areas. In order to protect cultural resources,
any further development may only be undertaken consistent with the provisions of the
final, approved, Supplementary Archaeological Plan.

i. If the Executive Director approves the Supplementary Archaeological Plan
and determines that the Supplementary Archaeological Plan’s recommended
changes to the proposed development or mitigation measures are de minimis
in nature and scope, construction may recommence after the Executive
Director informs the Permittee of that determination.

‘i, If the Executive Director approves the Supplementary Archaeolo gical Plan
but determines that the changes therein are not de minimis, construction may
not recommence until after the Commission approves an amendment to this
permit. '

Review of Plans Required by Archaeologlcal Peer Review Committee, Native
American Groups and Agencies. Prior to submittal to the Executive Director, all plans -
required to be submitted pursuant to this special condition, including the revised ARP and
the monitoring and mitigation plan durmg project grading, excepting any S1gn1ﬁcance '
Testing Plan, shall have received review and written comment by a peer review

committee convened in accordance with current professional practice. The Committee
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shall consist of 3:professional archeologists with' experience it Los Angeles and/or

Orange Counties. Names and-qualifications of selected peer reviewers shall be submitted
for review and written approvaI by the Executive Director. The Executive Director shall
make a good faith effort to complete the review within 20 working days after submittal to

- the Executive Director;” Reptesentatives of Native American groups with documented

ancestral ties to the area, asidetermined by the NAHC, shall also be invited to review and

* comment on the above required plans. The'plans submitted to the Executive Director

shall mcorporate the recommendations of the peer review' cominittee and the Native
American groups oran expianahon provided as to’ why the recommendations were
rejected. Furthermore, upon® completzoni of'the péerreview and Native American review
o to submittal t6 the"Ex : utive' Ditectot;all plans shall be submitted to
Ps ) e NAHC foritheir review and
an opportunity to commeit. The plans’ subm1tted to'thé Executive Diréctor shall

o 'mcorporate the recommendations:of the*OHP and NAHE. If any of the entities contacted

for review and comiment do not respond within 30 days of their receipt of the plan, the

< requitement under this perrmt for those entities” review and-comiment shall expire, unless
-the Execitive Diredtor extends said deadline fotgood cause: All plans shall be submitted
- for the review and written’ approval of’ the Exécutive Director:
3 Findl Report. At the completlon iofithe’ revised ARP and the Archaeologicai Momtormg
" and'Mifigation Plan, the Permittee shall prépare areport, subject to the review and

written approval of the Executive Director, which shall include but not be limited to,
detailed mformatlon concerning the quantlty, types, location, and detailed description of

. any-cultural tesources discovered: oni the projectsite; ahalysisperformied and results and

the treatment and disposition of any cultural resources that were excavated. The report
shall be prepared consistent with the State of California Office of Histori¢ Preservation
Planning Bulletin #4, “Archaeological Resource Management Reports (ARMR):

Recommended Contents and Format”. The final report shall be disséminated to the
‘Executive Director and the South Central Coastal Informatlon Center at Cahforma State
‘University at Fullerfon, ™ ™~

. The Perm1ttee shaIl undertake development in eonformance w1th the approved plans

arnendment 1s Iegally reqmred

Tribal Culture Educatlon Plari. PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION
ACTIVITIES ON THE SYNERGY SITE; the Permittee shall subinit'to the Executive
Director for review and written approval a Tribal Culture Education Plan. The Plan shall
describe educational materials and activities to be provided at the Visitor’s Center to educate
visitors about the history and culture of all tribal peoples with a cultural connection to the
Los Cerritos Wetlands. The Plan shall seek to include a variety of tribal perspectives and
shall be representative and respectful of all tr1ba1 peoples. The Plan shall mclude the
following components:”

a. -The Permittee shall work with tribal representatlves to develop an educational plan for

the Visitor’s Center.
i. The Permittee shall contact all tribal members on the NAHC list o gather
feedback on the types of materials, displays, activities or other educational
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components the tribal members would like include at the Visitor’s Center.
The Permittee shall provide an adequate amount of time, and no less than 45
days for tribal representatives to respond.

il, Based on the feedback received from tribal representatives, the Applicant
shall develop a draft Plan describing tribal educational materials and activities
to be provided at the Visitor’s Center.

iii. The Permittee shall submit this Plan to all tribal members on the NAHC list to
provide them an opportunity to comment on the draft Plan. The Permittee
shall provide an adequate amount of time, and no less than 60 days for tribal
representatives to provide comments.

. b. Ifthere is a disagreement among different tribal representatives on the content of types of

materials and activities to be included, the Permittee will present dlfferent alternatives in
the Plan that is submitted to the Executive Director.

¢. The Plan shall provide for maintenance and upkeep of the educational materials and
activities,

d. The Plan»sh@uld include a-process to re»evaluate tribal educational materials and
AGLIVILIES W ITHeTesTeq minat renregentatives on tha MNALI T ot o overy [ Yiais.

e. The Permittee shall implement the final approved Plan within one year of approval by the
Executive Director unless he or she determines that additional time is warranted. Any
subsequent changes to the Plan must be submitted to the Executive Director for review
and written approval.

The Permittee shall undertake development in conformance with the approved plans unless
the Commission amends this permit or the Executive Director provides a written
determination that no amendment is legally required.

Visual Compensation Plan. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the Applicant shall submit for Executive Director review and
written approval a Visual Compensation Plan to address the adverse visual effects of the
proposed project. The Visual Compensation Plan shall include the following:

a. Descriptions and photographs of existing visual conditions from viewpoints around the
project sites and descriptions and visual simulations of conditions expected during typical
periods of project construction and operations during the upcoming 20—year project life,
The visual simulations are to encompass visual conditions during both maximum and
minimum levels of activities at the project sites. [Note: these may be expanded versions

~ of the visual elements provided in the project EIR.]

b. Descriptions of the viewsheds from within which the proposed project’s components are
visible, including aerial views or maps showing the extent of the viewsheds surrounding
the project sites.

c. Measures proposed to restore and enhance visual quality within visually degraded areas
of the nearby coastal zone within these viewsheds. Cumulatively, the measures proposed
shall be roughly proportional in scale to the visual components of the proposed project,
and/or be visible to a significant portion of the public using the coastal zone in the project
vicinity. These measures may include, but not be limited to, any of the following
improvements to public views to or along the shoreline:
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i. Removing or reducing in size structures that block or inhibit public views to
or along the shoreline. '
ii. Adding screening to existing blighted or degraded structures visible from
public locations to or along the shoreline.
iii. Restoring or repairing blighted or degraded structures visible from public
' locations to or along the shoreline.
iv. Providing landscape enhancements to areas visible from public locations to or
along the shoreline. :
For each of these proposed restoration and enhancement measures, the Plan is to include
photographs of existing conditions and visual simulations of conditions expected upon
implementation of each measure. '
d. A schedule that assures.the proposed measures will be implemented in concert with
project development;
e. A description of all approvals and Jegal mstruments needed to implement the proposed
measures.

f. Provision for a final post-implementation report demonstrating the visual improvements

achieved by implementation of the visual enhancement measures.

The Permittee shall undertake development in conformance with the approved plans unless
the Commission amends this permit or the Executive Director provides a written
determination that no amendment is legally required.

Tndemnification by Permittee, Liability for Costs and Attorney's Fees. By acceptance of this

permit, the Applicant/Permittee agrees to reimburse the Coastal Commission in full for all
Coastal Commission costs and attorney's fees, including (1) those charged by the Office of
the Attorney General, and (2) any court costs and attorney's fees that the Coastal Commission
may be required by a court to pay that the Coastal Commission incurs in connection with the
defense of any action brought by a party other than the Applicant/Permittee against the
Coastal Commission, its officers, employees, agents, successors and assigns challenging the
approval or issuance of this permit. The Coastal Commission retains complete authority to
conduct and direct the defense of any such action against the Coastal Commission.
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For Respondent(s): Ginetta Giovinco (X) (Telephonic); Alan Asher Greenberg (X) (Telephonic);
Michael J Mais (X) (Telephonic) -- See additional appearances below.

NATURE OF PROCEEDINGS: HEARING ON PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE
Matter comes on for hearing and is argued.

.Petitioner's exhibit 1 (administrative record) is admitted into evidence.

;Fhe court adopts its tentative ruling as the order of the court and is set forth in this minute order.

Petitioners Puvunga Wetlands Protectors and Anna Christensen (“Petitioners”) petition for a writ
of administrative mandate directing California Coastal Commission (“Commission”) to set aside
its approval of a Coastal Development Permit (“CDP”) for consolidation of an oil and gas
development and wetlands restoration project (“Project’”) on four sites in the City of Long Beach
(“City”). Commission and Real Parties in Interest Beach Oil Minerals, LLC, Lyon Housing
(Pumpkin Patch) XLV, LLC, and Los Cerritos Wetlands, LLC (“Real Parties”) separately
oppose the petition, and Real Party in Interest Los Cerritos Wetlands Authority (“LCWA”) joins
the opposition.

Background
Project Site
The Project spans four distinct sites in the Los Cerritos Wetlands Complex and within the

Coastal Zone. (AR 49-50, 151.) These are known as the “Synergy,” “City,” “Pumpkin Patch,”
and “LCWA” sites. (AR 150 [site map].) Since the mid-1920s, the two largest sites (i.e., the
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Synergy and City sites) have been used for oil and gas production. (AR 49-50.) Current
operations on the Synergy and City sites include a total of 106 acres of aging oil and gas
facilities (like wells, above-ground pipelines, tanks, transformers, and other production
equipment). (AR 49-50, 84; see, e.g., AR 5054-5059, 5062, 19518-19522 [photographs]; AR
153, 155 [aerials].) Most of the equipment is old and outdated, which contributes to the relatively
low annual production from the field in recent history. (AR 49-50.)

The Pumpkin Patch Site is an approximately 7-acre disturbed site that is currently used
seasonally for the sale of pumpkins and Christmas trees. (AR 50.) The LCWA site is an
approximately 5-acre disturbed industrial site that is generally used as a temporary storage and
staging area. In 2007, Real Party LCWA accepted an offer of dedication for this site. Other than
some non-native trees on the perimeter, the LCWA site is generally devoid of vegetation. (Ibid.)

The wetlands in this area have been severely degraded by urban developments, including oil
production. (AR 49, 151, 609.) Only a few remnant wetlands remain. (AR 49.) One such
wetland, the relatively pristine 30-acre Steamshovel Slough, lies within the northern part of the
Synergy oil field property. (Ibid.) The 150-acre Synergy site is divided into a 76.5-acre northern
section and 73.1-acre southern section. (AR 49, AR 153 [Figure of northern and southern sites]).
All existing oil production facilities are located on the southern site, interspersed among
wetlands and wildlife. (AR 49.)

Project Description
The Project consists of five main components:

(1) Construction and operation of two new oil production facilities on the Pumpkin Patch and
LCWA sites, including drilling up to 120 new wells with a maximum production capacity of
24,000 barrels per day.

(2) Construction and operation of a 2,200 foot above-ground pipeline on the City site that
connects the Pumpkin Patch and LCWA sites.

(3) Decommissioning of existing oil productions at the Synergy, Pumpkin Patch, and City sites
over a 20-year period.

(4) Conversion of an existing building into a Visitor’s Center for the Los Cerritos Wetlands on
the southern portion of the Synergy site.

(5) Implementation of a wetlands restoration project and mitigation bank on the northern portion
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of the Synergy site. (AR 50-51; see also 51-59 [detailed description of Project components].)
CEQA Review

Between April 2016 and January 2018, the Project underwent environmental review under
CEQA. City certified an EIR and adopted corresponding CEQA findings, a statement of
overriding considerations (“SOC”), and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program
(“MMRP”) in January 2018. (See e.g. AR 15235-26 [City Council resolution], 12369-14690
[FEIR].) In this writ action, Petitioners have not challenged the City’s approval of the Project
under CEQA, or any other land use entitlements granted by the City.

Commission Approves Coastal Development Permit

On December 13, 2018, in a lengthy public hearing, Commission considered an application of
Real Parties Beach Oil Minerals (“BOM”) and LCWA for a Coastal Development Permit
(“CDP”) for the Project. (AR 19855.) The Commission’s initial staff report, which was published
prior to the hearing, recommended 25 special conditions to mitigate the environmental impacts
of the project. (AR 2568-2607.) The Commission received 70-80 comments, approximately one-
half supporting the project, and one-half objecting. (AR 19855.) An addendum added a twenty-
sixth special condition (AR 2715), and responded to comments about the project. (AR 2701-
2716.) Commission staff presented its recommendations orally during the hearing and described
the main benefits to the public: the restoration of a small area of wetlands and the ability to
restore a much larger area in the future, and the certainty of a timeline for removal of the existing
aging and outdated oil infrastructure. (AR 19873.)

After hearing from the applicant, tribal leaders, conservation groups, and members of the public,
the Commission voted 6-3 to approve the project’s coastal development permit. (AR 1- 146
[final adopted findings]; AR 19854-20103 [hearing transcript].) The Commission imposed 26
special conditions on the Project. (AR 20175-20217.)

The Commission assessed the Project’s consistency with each of the policies in Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act — i.e., wetland resources (§ 30233), environmentally sensitive biological resources
(§ 30240), water quality (§§ 30230-30231), oil and gas development (§ 30262), oil spills (§
30232), visual resources (§ 30251), geological hazards (§ 30253(a)-(b)), greenhouse gas
emissions (§ 30253(c)), cultural and tribal resources (§ 30244), public access and recreation (§§
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30210 & 30214), and environmental justice (§ 30604(h)). (AR 60-138.) For all but two of those
policies (i.e., visual resources [§ 30251] and oil spills [§ 30232]), the Commission found the
Project is consistent with Chapter 3’s policies. (See AR 72, 83, 85-86, 117, 123-124, 132, 134, &
137-138.)

The Commission approved the project despite its inconsistency with the Oil Spill and Visual
Resources policies of the Coastal Act, finding that the project met the three-part test of the
override provision in section 30260, as further discussed below. (Pub. Res. Code § 30260; see
AR 86-97, 138-145.)

Procedural History

On February 11, 2019, Petitioner Puvunga filed a verified petition for writ of mandate pursuant
to CCP section 1094.5. On August 2, 2019, Petitioners Puvunga and Christensen filed a first
amended petition (“FAP”) for writ of mandate.

On October 27, 2020, after a hearing and briefing, the court denied the motion of Real Parties for
an order tolling term of the Coastal Development Permit.

On December 7, 2020, Petitioners filed their opening brief (“OB”) in support of the writ petition.
The court has received hyperlinked opposition briefs from Real Parties and Commission, the
joinder of Real Party in Interest Los Cerritos Wetlands Authority, Petitioners’ reply, the
administrative record, and the joint appendix.

Standard of Review

Under CCP section 1094.5(b), the pertinent issues are whether the respondent has proceeded
without jurisdiction, whether there was a fair trial, and whether there was a prejudicial abuse of
discretion. An abuse of discretion is established if the agency has not proceeded in the manner
required by law, the decision is not supported by the findings, or the findings are not supported
by the evidence. (CCP § 1094.5(b).)

The trial court reviews Commission’s decision and findings under the substantial evidence test.
“The trial court presumes that the agency's decision is supported by substantial evidence, and the
party challenging that decision bears the burden of demonstrating the contrary. [Citation] In
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reviewing the agency's decision, the court examines the whole record and considers all relevant
evidence, including that evidence which detracts from its decision. [Citation.] Although this task
involves some weighing to fairly estimate the worth of the evidence, that limited weighing does
not constitute independent review where the court substitutes its own findings and inferences for
that of the Commission. Rather, it is for the Commission to weigh the preponderance of
conflicting evidence, as [the court] may reverse its decision only if, based on the evidence before
it, a reasonable person could not have reached the conclusion reached by it.” (Lindstrom v. Cal.
Coastal Com. (2019) 40 Cal.App.5th 73, 93.)

Substantial evidence is relevant evidence that a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to
support a conclusion (California Youth Authority v. State Personnel Board (2002) 104 Cal. App.
4th 575, 584-85), or evidence of ponderable legal significance which is reasonable in nature,
credible and of solid value. (Mohilef v. Janovici (1996) 51 Cal. App. 4th 267, 305 n. 28.)

“‘On questions of law arising in mandate proceedings, [the court] exercise[s] independent
judgment.’” (Christensen v. Lightbourne (2017) 15 Cal.App.5th 1239, 1251.) To the extent
“purely legal issues involve the interpretation of a statute [or regulation] an administrative
agency is responsible for enforcing, [the court] exercise[s] [its] independent judgment, ‘taking
into account and respecting the agency's interpretation of its meaning.”” (Housing Partners I, Inc.
v. Duncan (2012) 206 Cal.App.4th 1335, 1343; see also Yamaha Corp. of America v. State Bd.
Of Equalization (1998) 19 Cal.4th 1, 11.)

Analysis
Exhaustion of Administrative Remedies

Real Parties and Commission contend that Petitioners failed to exhaust their administrative
remedies for all (Real Parties) or most (Commission) of the arguments made in Petitioners’ writ
briefs.

“Where an administrative remedy is provided by statute, this remedy must be exhausted before
the courts will act. This is not a matter of judicial discretion, but is a fundamental rule of
procedure laid down by courts of last resort, followed under the doctrine of stare decisis, and
binding upon all courts. The rationale for the rule is that an agency is entitled to learn the
contentions of interested parties before litigation arises, so it will have an opportunity to address
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the contentions and perhaps render litigation unnecessary. To advance this purpose an interested
party must present the exact issue to the administrative agency that is later asserted during
litigation or on appeal. General objections, generalized references or unelaborated comments will
not suffice. [T]he objections must be sufficiently specific so that the agency has the opportunity
to evaluate and respond to them. The petitioner bears the burden of demonstrating that the issues
raised in the judicial proceeding were first raised at the administrative level.” (Greene v.
California Coastal Com. (2019) 40 Cal.App.5th 1227, 1237 [Property owners' general arguments
before Coastal Commission did not put Commission on notice of takings issue, and thus, owners
did not exhaust their administrative remedies on this issue].)

“To satisty the exhaustion requirement, [Petitioners] were required to present the ‘exact issue’ to
the administrative agency.” (Green, supra, at 1238.) “Less specificity is required to preserve an
issue for appeal in an administrative proceeding than in a judicial proceeding.” (East Peninsula
Ed. Council, Inc. v. Palos Verdes Peninsula Unified School Dist. (1989) 210 Cal.App.3d 155,
176-177.) Nonetheless, to prove that they exhausted their administrative remedies, Petitioners
must show that they fairly alerted the Commission to the issues raised in their writ briefs. (Ibid.)

Public Resources Code section 30801 sets forth a specific exhaustion requirement for
proceedings before the Commission, and provides in relevant part:

Any aggrieved person shall have a right to judicial review of any decision or action of the
commission by filing a petition for a writ of mandate in accordance with Section 1094.5 of the
Code of Civil Procedure ....

For purposes of this section ..., an “aggrieved person” means any person who, in person or
through a representative, appeared at a public hearing of the commission, local government, or
port governing body in connection with the decision or action appealed, or who, by other
appropriate means prior to a hearing, informed the commission, local government, or port

governing body of the nature of his concerns or who for good cause was unable to do either. (§
30801.)

Petitioners concede that Petitioner Puvunga Wetlands Protectors “did not exist until after the
Commission rendered its decision” and therefore did not participate in the administrative
proceedings. (Reply 5, fn. 2.) Petitioners contend that “[b]ecause it was impossible for Petitioner
Puvunga to appear before the Commission good cause exists for its failure to do so.” (Ibid.) The
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court is not persuaded by this interpretation of the “good cause” exception in section 30801,
which would substantially weaken the exhaustion requirement for entities created after the
Commission proceedings.

However, Petitioner Christensen appeared in the administrative proceedings and informed the
Commission of her concerns about approval of the CDP. (See e.g. 2760, 2775-2789, 19930-57.)
Accordingly, she exhausted administrative remedies for issues she raised to Commission below.
For the specific arguments raised in Petitioners’ writ briefs, the court analyzes below whether
Petitioner Christensen exhausted administrative remedies based on written and oral statements
she or other persons presented to the Commission.

In the reply brief, Petitioners suggest that they could exhaust administrative remedies if the issue
was raised by other participants in the Commission proceedings, even though such persons or
entities are not parties to this writ petition. (See e.g. Reply 12:21-24 [“Petitioners and others
commented that the plans required via Special Conditions should have been submitted to the
Commission prior to project approval”]; Reply 16:7-8 [same].) Because this argument was raised
in reply, Real Parties and Commission have not had the opportunity to respond. They should do
so at the hearing. Subject to argument at the hearing, the court is inclined to interpret section
30801 similarly to the exhaustion requirement that applies in CEQA cases. (See Pub. Res. Code
§ 21177(a).) Under CEQA, the exhaustion requirement is satisfied if the issue was “presented to
the public agency orally or in writing by any person....” (Pub. Res. Code § 21177(a).) Although
section 30801 is not identical, it does not state that the “aggrieved person” is prohibited from
raising arguments on writ review that were presented to the Commission by other persons. A
stricter interpretation of section 30801 would seem inconsistent with section 30009, which
requires the Coastal Act to be “liberally construed to accomplish its purposes and objectives.”
The court would reach the same result on this writ petition even if the exhaustion requirement
were strictly construed to require the “aggrieved person” to have exhausted the specific argument
at issue.

Commission’s Public Welfare Findings Under Section 30260

The Commission approved the project despite its inconsistency with the Oil Spill and Visual
Resources policies of the Coastal Act, finding that the project was subject to the override
provision in section 30260 and that it met its three-part test. (Pub. Res. Code § 30260; see AR
86-97, 138-145.) Section 30260 provides in full:
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Coastal-dependent industrial facilities shall be encouraged to locate or expand within existing
sites and shall be permitted reasonable long-term growth where consistent with this division.
However, where new or expanded coastal-dependent industrial facilities cannot feasibly be
accommodated consistent with other policies of this division, they may nonetheless be permitted
in accordance with this section and Sections 30261 and 30262 if (1) alternative locations are
infeasible or more environmentally damaging; (2) to do otherwise would adversely affect the
public welfare; and (3) adverse environmental effects are mitigated to the maximum extent
feasible. (§ 30260.)

Petitioners’ Writ Contentions; and Exhaustion of Administrative Remedies

Petitioners contend that Commission’s finding that denying the project would be against the
public interest was improperly based on the benefits of the land swap and the wetlands
restoration rather than the expanded oil and gas development alone. (OB 10.) Petitioners contend
that the Commission should have denied the oil and gas project because (1) there is little need for
oil and gas infrastructure due to the decrease in use of fossil fuels, and (2) the benefit of
decommissioning older infrastructure is outweighed by the “increased potential spill risk.” (OB
9.

Real Parties contend that Petitioners failed to exhaust administrative remedies for these
arguments. (RP Oppo. 16.) In reply, Petitioners contend that “Petitioner and numerous others
took issue with the Commission’s override consistency determination, including the project
description. (AR19964[Marcia Hanscom, Ballona Institute and Wetlands Defense, CDP hearing,
first and second prong of override provision not met]; AR19973 [Steve Brothers, CDP hearing,
second prong not met]; AR14837 [“Again, | understand that the promise of Wetlands restoration
is driving today’s hearing and the pressure to approve the modified LCP document before you.”];
AR4618-4619; AR15044; AR15192).” (Reply 7.) Petitioners also cite comments from
Commission staff, Commissioners, and others that the “impetus” behind the Project is the
expansion and relocation of Real Parties’ existing oil operations. (Reply 8.)

Petitioners do not cite any evidence that they, or any other commenters, raised their contention
that Commission could not base its public welfare finding, in part, on the benefits of the land
swap and the wetlands restoration. However, Commission itself analyzed and considered that
legal issue, and members of the public raised concerns about Commission’s analysis of the
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second prong of section 30260. In that circumstance, and where Petitioner Christensen
participated in the administrative proceedings, the court considers the issue preserved for writ
review. (AR 141-143.)

Commission Correctly Interpreted the Override Provision in Section 30260

As noted, Petitioners contend that the Commission’s finding that denying the project would be
against the public interest was improperly based on the benefits of the land swap and the
wetlands restoration rather than the expanded oil and gas development alone. (OB 10.) In effect,
Petitioners contend that Commission applied the wrong legal standard with respect to the public
welfare prong of section 30260.

Petitioners raise a question of statutory construction. “To determine legislative intent, we turn
first to the words of the statute, giving them their usual and ordinary meaning. [Citations.] When
the language of a statute is clear, we need go no further. However, when the language is
susceptible of more than one reasonable interpretation, we look to a variety of extrinsic aids,
including the ostensible objects to be achieved, the evils to be remedied, the legislative history,
public policy, contemporaneous administrative construction, and the statutory scheme of which
the statute is a part.” (Nolan v. City of Anaheim (2004) 33 Cal.4th 335, 340.)

Real Parties contend that the plain language of section 30260 does not support Petitioners’
narrow interpretation. (RP Oppo. 19-20.) The court agrees. Section 30260 does not expressly
limit or constrain Commission’s discretion to consider non-industrial benefits or detriments to
the public welfare of the proposed project.

Petitioners rely on Gherini v. California Coastal Co. (1998) 204 Cal.App.3d 699. In Gherini, the
Commission rejected a proposal that would allow new hydrocarbon development on Santa Cruz
Island in an area that was designated as a National Park and an Area of Special Biological
Significance, and surrounded by a marine sanctuary. (Id., at 706-707.) Evaluating whether an
“override” was appropriate, the Commission “determined that energy development on the island
would be inconsistent with the resource protection policies of the Act” and that the public
welfare would not be adversely affected by prohibition of energy development on the island. (Id.
at 707-708.) Similarly to Petitioners, the Gherini applicant argued it was improper for the
Commission to consider “environmental effects of development” in its public welfare analysis
and that the Commission must focus “solely” on whether there would be an “adverse impact on
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the public welfare of prohibiting energy development.” (Id. at 707.) The Court of Appeal
disagreed, stating “We do not read the section so narrowly.” The Court held that “a
determination of what will adversely affect the public welfare requires consideration of the
preservation and protection of the state’s natural resources and the ecological balance of the
coastal zone as well as the need for a particular type of coastal-dependent development.” (Id. at
707-708.) The Court held that the Commission “properly balanced the risk of harm to the highly
sensitive and unique natural resources in and around Santa Cruz Island against the public's need
to permit oil and gas development in ascertaining whether refusal to permit such hydrocarbon
development would adversely affect the public welfare.” (Ibid.)

Petitioners contend that Gherini “confirms the Commission should consider the positive and
negative direct impacts of the oil and gas development, not non-industrial incentives as the
Commission did here.” (Reply 10.) The court is not persuaded by this narrow reading of Gherini,
especially where non-industrial aspects of the Project are designed to promote protection of
natural resources in the Coastal Zone. Although the Gherini Court upheld a Commission
determination that the public welfare requirement was not satisfied, Gherini strongly supports
Commission’s decision in this case to consider both the preservation and protection of the state’s
natural resources—the wetlands—and the need for the oil and gas infrastructure. As stated in
Gherini, legislative findings for the Coastal Act recognize that “the public welfare involves both
protection and preservation of natural coastal resources and the need for some coastal
development.” (Gherini, supra at 708; see Pub. Res. Code § 30001, § 30001.2

Further, Real Parties argue Petitioners’ interpretation of the public welfare prong is problematic
because it would require Commission to evaluate a hypothetical version of the Project that the
applicant has not proposed — a project that only includes oil and gas development and does not
include any wetland restoration, nor provision of public access and public ownership of the
wetlands. Petitioners’ interpretation would require the Commission to “piecemeal” or “split” the
Project in a manner that is not required in the statute. (See RP Oppo. 20-21.)

In reply, Petitioners contend that, under Real Parties’ and Commission’s interpretation,
“applicants could simply add infinite project features until the scales tipped in their favor. For
example, an oil and gas drilling project could be coupled with a cash donation to a local agency
or foundation for a land purchase. Petitioners argue that interpretation would stretch the statute
beyond its literal and logical confines.” (Reply 10-11.) Unlike these hypotheticals, the
Commission’s public welfare finding was based directly on Project benefits to natural resources
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— wetlands — that fall squarely within the scope of the Coastal Act. (See Pub. Res. Code §
30001.) The court need not and does not decide whether Commission’s discretion under section
30260 extends to Petitioner’s hypothetical scenarios.

Based on the foregoing, Petitioners do not show that Commission prejudicially abused its
discretion or failed to proceed as required by law in the manner it interpreted the public welfare
requirement of section 30260.

Substantial Evidence Supports Commission’s Public Welfare Findings

Petitioners contend that the Commission’s public welfare findings are not supported by
substantial evidence because (1) there is little need for oil and gas infrastructure due to the
decrease in use of fossil fuels, and (2) the benefit of decommissioning older infrastructure is
outweighed by the “increased potential spill risk.” (OB 9-10, citing AR 2, 12, 84, 87, 120.)
Petitioners contend that the Commission’s denial of a 1998 application for a different oil and gas
development on one of the Project sites (the “Samedan project”) undermines the Commission’s
finding that denying this Project would adversely affect the public welfare. (OB 9-10, citing AR
608.)

The court’s role is to consider whether the Commission’s decision regarding the public welfare is
supported by substantial evidence, not whether there is support for a different decision. There
was substantial evidence before the Commission to support its decision that denying the permit
would be against the public welfare. Commission found that the principal public benefits from
the Project would be: (1) “immediate restoration of 29.66 acres of salt marsh and mudflat habitat
and about 6 acres of wetlands buffer areas”; (2) “preservation of 32 acres of relatively

pristine salt marsh, mudflat and subtidal habitat in Steamshovel Slough”; (3) “the construction of
a Visitor’s Center and a trail on the adjacent upland which would allow the public to access a
valuable biological resource that has been locked away on private land for almost 100 years”; (4)
the opportunity for tribal communities “to educate the public on their culture and connection to
the wetlands and to experience a small part of their cultural landscape returned to a natural
state”; (5) “the possibility of restoring up to 106 additional acres after the 20 year
decommissioning period is completed”; and (6) “the decommissioning of existing aging oil
infrastructure which would eliminate a potential oil spill risk and a visual blight from the Los
Cerritos Wetlands area. (AR 141-143.)

Minute Order Page 11 of 26



SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
Civil Division
Central District, Stanley Mosk Courthouse, Department 82

19STCP00435 March 11, 2021
PUVUNGA WETLANDS PROTECTORS, A CALIFORNIA 1:30 PM
NON-PROFIT PUBLIC BENEFIT CORPORATION vs

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION, A CALIFORNIA

PUBLIC AGENCY, et al.

Judge: Honorable Mary H. Strobel CSR: Cindy Cameron/CSR 10315
Judicial Assistant: N DiGiambattista ERM: None

Courtroom Assistant: R Monterroso Deputy Sheriff: None

In their writ briefs, Petitioners do not dispute that substantial evidence supports Commission’s
findings that the Project would have these public benefits. Based on the court’s independent
review, the court finds substantial evidence supporting these findings. (See e.g. AR 49-50; 5054-
61, 19518-522 [photographs]; 153-168 [aerials]; 1455-56 [chart comparing existing and
proposed conditions]; 19524-566 [PowerPoint slides]; 4989, 5023 [draft EIR].)

Commission also acknowledged “BOM’s proposed project also imposes potential risks to the
public,” including “a significant visual impact from the drill rig for a twelve year period” and oil
spill risks. (AR 141-143.) Commission also considered the uncertainty with respect to wetlands
preservation and restoration that would be caused by denial of the Project: “If the proposed
project does not move forward, it is uncertain what would happen with the four project sites.
Synergy Oil, the current operator of the Synergy and City sites, could continue to operate the oil
fields indefinitely.... At this time, the only way to ensure restoration of these wetlands on an
established timeline would be to approve the proposed project.” (AR 141-143.) Petitioners do not
dispute these findings. Substantial evidence supports that the public benefits set forth above
could be lost, reduced, or delayed if Commission denied the permit.

Commission’s denial of the 1998 application for a different oil and gas development does not
mean Commission had to reach the same decision here. (See OB 9, citing AR 608.) Unlike this
Project, the Samedan project did not include a wetlands restoration component. (AR 621-614.) It
would have expanded oil and gas development (i.e., added 12 new wells) on a site planned for
wetlands restoration (i.e., the Synergy site) and was not consolidated to the “maximum extent
feasible” (as required by Section 30262(b)). (AR 608-609.) It would have created an “industrial
‘island’ that would divide the restorable area” on the Synergy site. (AR 612.) Rejecting the
Samedan project, the Commission staff encouraged that applicant to “evaluate whether the drill
site could be relocated either completely outside of, or to a more appropriate alternative site
within, the wetland restoration area to optimize restoration opportunities ....” (AR 624.)
Substantial evidence supports that the current Project addresses at least some of the
Commission’s concerns from the Samedan project. In any event, Commission’s prior findings
are not binding on its current determination under section 30260.

Commission considered potential adverse impacts of the Project and also that it was unlikely that
the public would be harmed by loss of additional oil and gas development. Weighing these
factors, the Commission concluded that denial of the Project would adversely affect the public
welfare. The court cannot re-weigh the evidence to determine if it would reach a different
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conclusion than the Commission. (See San Diego Navy Broadway Complex Coalition v.
California Coastal Com. (2019) 40 Cal.App.5th 563, 600 [court “will not reweigh the evidence”
in writ petition challenging Commission’s evidentiary findings under the Coastal Act].) The
court determines that substantial evidence supports the Commission’s decision the Project would
promote important policies of the Coastal Act, including wetlands preservation and restoration,
and that Commission’s weighing of the public benefits and risks for the second prong of section
30620 was not unreasonable, arbitrary or capricious.

Based on the foregoing, Commission’s public welfare findings under section 30260 are
supported by substantial evidence. Commission applied the correct legal standard in making
these findings. Other than the specific arguments analyzed below related to mitigation,
Petitioners otherwise do not challenge Commission’s override findings under section 30260.
(See OB 8-15; see also Reply 16, fn. 7.)

Commission’s Findings and Mitigation for Cultural and Tribal Resources

The third requirement of the override statute, section 30260, is that “adverse environmental
effects are mitigated to the maximum extent feasible.” Commission interpreted this requirement
to apply only to “impacts in the areas of policy inconsistency identified” in its decision,
specifically visual resources and oil spill. (AR 143-145.) With imposition of various mitigation
measures and special conditions, Commission found that “adverse visual impacts from the
proposed project would be mitigated to the maximum extent feasible” and “the proposed project
would have mitigated potential oil spill impacts to the maximum extent feasible.” (AR 144-145.)
Other than the improper delegation and deferred mitigation arguments discussed below,
Petitioners do not challenge these specific findings under section 30260 in their writ briefs.
(Nelson v. Avondale HOA (2009) 172 Cal.App.4th 857, 862-863 [argument waived if not
raised].)

Rather, Petitioners challenge Commission’s mitigation findings related to impacts on cultural
resources. Commission analyzed mitigation for impacts to cultural resources under section
30244. (AR 132.) Section 30244 provides that “[w]here development would adversely impact
archaeological or paleontological resources as identified by the State Historic Preservation
Officer, reasonable mitigation measures shall be required.”

Petitioners contend that “[b]ecause the Commission applied a less stringent standard to the
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Project’s adverse cultural resources impacts [from section 30244], it failed to proceed in the
manner required by law and the Project did not meet this additional aspect of the Section 30260
override provision.” (OB 12.) Petitioners contend that “Commission only imposed ‘reasonable
mitigation measures’ pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30244” and “[c]ultural resource impacts
were therefore not eliminated (AR132) and additional feasible mitigation measures were in fact
available.” (OB 12.) Petitioners make this same argument in reply. (Reply 18:4-6.)

Exhaustion of Administrative Remedies

Real Parties and Commission contend that Petitioners failed to exhaust administrative remedies
as to these mitigation arguments related to cultural resources impacts. (RP Oppo. 23; Comm.
Oppo. 10:9-15.) The court agrees.

Petitioners have the burden to prove exhaustion of administrative remedies. The Commission’s
staff report applied the section 30260 mitigation standard only to impacts related to visual
resources and oil spills. (AR 2698-2700.) The staff report analyzed mitigation for cultural
resources impacts under section 30244. (AR 2682-91.) The staff report was circulated prior to
the Commission hearing. (See AR 2560, 2760, 4521-23.) Despite this analysis in the staff report,
Petitioners’ record citations do not show that any person made an argument that Commission
should apply the section 30260 standard to impacts on cultural resources or to any other Coastal
Act policies for which Commission made findings of consistency (i.e., any policies other than
visual resources and oil spills). (See Reply 16-17, citing AR 19939, 3546, 2784, 20209-210,
20213, 3493.)

In their writ briefs, Petitioners do not contend or develop an argument that Commission abused
its discretion in finding that the mitigation measures for cultural resources impacts satisfied the
reasonableness standard of section 30244. All of Petitioners’ arguments depend on the theory
that Commission was required to apply the more “stringent” standard from section 30260. (See
OB 10-12; Reply 16-18.) Because Petitioners did not exhaust administrative remedies on that
issue, Petitioners’ arguments about the sufficiency of mitigation for cultural resources impacts
are waived.

No Prejudicial Abuse of Discretion

Even if Petitioners exhausted administrative remedies, Petitioners do not show a prejudicial
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abuse of discretion in the Commission’s decision related to cultural resources impacts.

Petitioners contend that “[b]ecause the Commission applied a less stringent standard [of section
30244] to the Project’s adverse cultural resources impacts, it failed to proceed in the manner
required by law and the Project did not meet [the third requirement] of the Section 30260
override provision.” (OB 12.) Petitioners raise a question of statutory interpretation. Petitioners
contends that section 30260 governs even if the agency finds that the project is consistent with
the Coastal Act because impacts were found for cultural resources. In contrast, Commission
interpreted section 30260 to apply only to “impacts in the areas of policy inconsistency
identified” in its decision, specifically visual resources and oil spill. (AR 143-145.)

“A statute must be construed 'in the context of the entire statutory system of which it is a part, in
order to achieve harmony among the parts.” (People v. Hall (1991) 1 Cal. 4th 266, 272.) “When
the legislature has carefully employed a term in one place and has excluded it in another, it
should not be implied where excluded.” (Wasatch Property Management v. Degrate (2005) 35
Cal.4th 1111, 1118.) The court “may neither insert language which has been omitted nor ignore
language which has been inserted.” (See People v. National Auto. and Cas. Ins. Co. (2002) 98
Cal.App.4th 277, 282.)

The override provisions of section 30260 only apply “where new or expanded coastal-dependent
industrial facilities cannot feasibly be accommodated consistent with other policies of this
division.” (emphasis added.) Section 30244 provides that “[w]here development would adversely
impact archaeological or paleontological resources as identified by the State Historic
Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation measures shall be required.” Petitioners do not argue
or show that any other statute in the Coastal Act specifically governs impacts on cultural
resources. Harmonizing sections 30260 and 30244, these provisions are reasonably interpreted
such that a project that complies with the “reasonable mitigation” standard of section 30244 is
consistent with the Coastal Act. Thus, where a project complies with section 30244, the override
provisions of section 30260 do not apply. Commission’s interpretation of the statute is
reasonable, harmonizes sections 30244 and 30260, and is entitled to deference. (Reddell v.
California Coastal Com. (2009) 180 Cal.App.4th 956, 965.) Petitioners’ interpretation creates a
conflict between sections 30244 and 30260 and fails to harmonize the statutory scheme. The
court finds Commission’s interpretation of the statutes to be more reasonable.

Here, Commission found that the Project, as conditioned and mitigated, would be consistent with
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section 30244 and Coastal Act policies related to cultural resources. (AR 124-132.) Specifically,
Commission found that the Project complies with section 30244 because “as conditioned, the
proposed project includes reasonable mitigation measures that would partially address but do not
eliminate this impact, and there are no additional reasonable mitigation measures available that
could fully eliminate this impact.” (AR 132.) The court reviews this finding for substantial
evidence. “Where the alleged defect predominantly relates to a factual dispute, such as ‘whether
adverse effects have been mitigated or could be better mitigated’ [citation], the courts ‘accord
greater deference to the agency's substantive factual conclusions.’” (Citizens Opposing a
Dangerous Environment v. County of Kern (2014) 228 Cal.App.4th 360, 382.)

Substantial evidence supports Commission’s finding that the Project complies with section
30244 because reasonable mitigation measures were included for any adverse impacts on cultural
resources. Although no known cultural resources were discovered on any of the project sites,
because it was nevertheless possible that cultural resources were present, a mitigation measure
for Protection of Cultural Resources, consisting of six pages of mitigation, was imposed. (AR
129-131, 20207-20213 [special condition 23]).) Special condition 23 requires an Archeological
Research Plan and Archaeological Monitoring and Mitigation Plan, which expands and increases
the records search radius from within 0.5 miles to within 1.5 miles of the project sites, and
includes additional soil core sampling. (AR 20207.) If any cultural deposits are discovered, all
work is halted until the discovery can be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist, with
consultation with Native American representatives for possible treatment or preservation. (AR
20207-08 [special condition]; 2049, 4942-43, 8601-03 [same mitigation standard under CEQA].)

The Commission also evaluated any potential impacts to the Tribal Cultural Landscape as
described by members of the Gabrieleno — Tongva tribe and the Gabrieleno — Kizh Nation, and
imposed five special conditions to mitigate any potential impacts: 10, 11, 14, 19 and 24. (AR
130- 132.) This mitigation included: a Revised Nuisance Minimization Plan to meet identified
lighting, noise, and vibration restrictions (AR 131, 20196-97 [special condition 14]), a Pollution
Prevention Plan and Cultural Responsibilities Plan to verify that erosion control measures are in
place and are mitigated during construction (AR 132, 20189-94 [special conditions 10 & 11], an
Oil Spill Prevention and Response Plan to reduce the chance of a spill and respond adequately in
the event it occurs (AR 131-32, 20204-05 [special condition 19]), and a Tribal Cultural
Education Plan with direct involvement from tribal members on educational materials for the
Visitor’s Center (AR 132, 20213-14 [special condition 24]).
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To address these potential impacts on cultural resources, the Commission also sought input from
several tribal representatives. (AR 126, 19870-72.) Of the representatives who spoke at the
Commission hearing, the Tribal Chair of the Gabrielino Band of Mission Indians — Kizh Nation,
appearing on behalf of 550 members, supported the project as conditioned. (AR 19902-03; see
also 19906-07, 19912-13.) A tribal biologist also spoke in support of the project’s benefits to
plants and animals, including endangered species, in the wetlands. (AR 19903-05.) An
archeologist testified favorably that the cultural resources conditions were “comprehensive and
well suited to mitigate impacts to archeological deposits that might be found during the project,”
and that the Tribal Education Plan would “emphasiz[e] the past and present Native American
contributions to the local area.” (AR 19928-29.) This testimony is substantial evidence
supporting Commission’s determination that the cultural resources impacts are reasonably
mitigated, as required by section 30244. (AR 132.)

Petitioners have not challenged Commission’s finding that the Project is consistent with section
30244 and Coastal Act policies related to cultural resources. Because Commission’s finding of
consistency with the Coastal Act is supported by substantial evidence, the override provisions of
section 30260 were not triggered as to impacts on cultural resources. Accordingly, Petitioners do
not show a prejudicial abuse of discretion. (CCP § 1094.5(b).)

Finally, even assuming arguendo that section 30260 did apply to cultural resources impacts,
Petitioners do not show a prejudicial abuse of discretion. Petitioners contend that Commission’s
findings violate section 30260 because “Cultural resource impacts were ... not eliminated
(AR132).” (OB 12.) Section 30260 does not require adverse impacts to be eliminated, but rather
to be “mitigated to the maximum extent feasible.”

Petitioners do not cite evidence establishing that any feasible mitigation measures exist that
would be more protective of and further reduce the impacts on cultural resources. Petitioners
contend that “additional feasible mitigation measures were in fact available,” specifically a
“LCWA Cultural Resources Plan suggesting incorporation of Tongva advisors in restoration
planning and potential salt panne landscape as unique habitat for cultural and educational
activity.” (OB 12, citing AR 3493-96; see also Reply 16-17.) In response, Commission contends
that “similar measures are already imposed, and Puvunga does not explain how its proposals
provide any more protection.” (Comm. Oppo. 17, citing 20180, 20213-14; see also RP Oppo.
29.) Commission’s argument is persuasive.
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Special Condition 4, the Wetland Restoration and Mitigation Plan, requires a restoration plan
developed in consultation with Native American groups “with documented ancestral ties to the
area,” and therefore allows Tongva advisors to be involved in restoration planning or wetlands
design. (AR 20180 [condition 4(g)]; see also AR 3494 [“the entire LCW Complex is a cultural
site and is of great significance within the larger homeland of the Tongva™].) Relatedly, Special
Condition 24, the Tribal Cultural Education Plan, requires consultation with tribal
representatives to develop an education plan, and provides notice and an opportunity for tribal
representatives to comment on the draft plans, which will be re-evaluated every five years. (AR
20213-20214.) While Petitioners contend that these special conditions only apply to Native
American Heritage Commission (“NAHC”) groups, and do not include public comment,
Petitioners have not shown it suggested public comment or that such a provision would improve
the level of mitigation. In light of Special Conditions 4 and 24, Petitioners cited evidence does
not show that impacts on cultural resources were not “mitigated to the maximum extent
feasible.” Thus, even if section 30260 applied Petitioners do not show a prejudicial abuse of
discretion in Commission’s decision with respect to cultural resources. 1

Based on the foregoing, Petitioners did not exhaust administrative remedies with respect to their
arguments about mitigation of cultural resources impacts. Moreover, Petitioners do not show a
prejudicial abuse of discretion in the Commission’s decision for the reasons discussed above.
Based on these conclusions, the court need not reach Real Parties’ arguments that the State
Historic Preservation Officer has not identified any archeological resources on the sites and
section 32044 does not require any mitigation. (RP Oppo. 25-28.)

Delegation of Duties to the Executive Director; and Deferred Mitigation

Petitioners contend that “the Commission delegated its quasi-judicial function and deferred
analysis of numerous Project mitigation measures.” (OB 13-14.) Specifically, “the Commission
imposed 26 Special Conditions, most of which require preparation of a plan or study and
mitigation measures based thereon, subject to Executive Director review and approval.” (OB 12.)

Exhaustion of Administrative Remedies; and Failure to Plead Claim
Real Parties and Commission contend that Petitioners failed to exhaust administrative remedies

for, or plead in the petition their arguments about improper delegation of duties to the executive
director, and impermissible deferred mitigation. (RP Oppo. 29-30; Comm. Oppo. 17-18.) The
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court agrees.

In written correspondence relevant to the improper delegation issue, Petitioner Christensen and
others objected that plans for the 25 special conditions should be submitted to the Commission
before approving the project. (AR 2777-79, 2749, 4544.) This objection was part of a request to
postpone the hearing, stating that the “plans should be submitted and agreed to by both parties
before this project is approved.” (AR 2775, 2777-78.)

In arguing that they exhausted their administrative remedies, Petitioners contend that “Petitioners
and others commented that the plans required via Special Conditions should have been submitted
to the Commission prior to project approval.” (Reply 12-13, citing AR 2863, 2789, 2778, 4528,
3542, 3584.) In a letter dated December 3, 2018, Center for Biological Diversity requested a
postponement of the Commission hearing “to provide stakeholders ... additional time to review,
comment, and consult with the Commission .....” (AR 2862-64.) Among other reasons for a
postponement, Center for Biological Diversity wrote that “much of the mitigation relied on by
the Staff Report to reduce these impacts and risks is included in 25 Special Conditions and
remains to be fully developed and evaluated.” (AR 2863.)

To satisty the exhaustion doctrine, “the objections must be sufficiently specific so that the
agency has the opportunity to evaluate and respond to them.” (Greene v. California Coastal Com.
(2019) 40 Cal.App.5th 1227, 1237.) Petitioners’ record citations to not satisfy that standard with
respect to their arguments about improper delegation of duties and deferred mitigation.
Christensen and other commentators (including Center for Biological Diversity) did not argue
that the special conditions were inadequate because they lacked specific criteria or because they
delegated duties to the executive director. Nor do these record citations show any legal
arguments applying concepts of improper delegation or deferred mitigation to specific
components of the Special Conditions, which are extremely detailed and span some 40 pages.
(See AR 1-48.)

Real Parties and Commission also contend that Petitioners failed to plead in their writ petition a
claim that Commission improperly delegated duties to the executive director or deferred
mitigation. (RP Oppo. 29-30; Comm. Oppo. 17-18.) The court agrees. Contrary to Petitioners’
assertion in reply, Petitioners’ general allegations about “conflicts with Chapter 3 of the
California Coastal Act” did not place in issue a claim that Commission improperly delegated
duties or deferred mitigation. (See Reply 13, citing FAP 99 56, 59-64, 67.) Nor did Petitioners’
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allegation that “Commission abused its discretion in determining the Project met all three tests of
Section 30260.” (FAP 9 59.) An issue not raised in the petition for writ of mandate should not be
considered by the trial court. (Borror v. Department of Investment (1971) 15 Cal.App.3d 531,
547; see also Duchrow v. Forrest (2013) 215 Cal.App.4th 1359, 1380 [denying leave to amend
pleadings mid-trial to add a new and substantially different theory of liability])

In their Reply, Petitioners request leave to amend their petition to conform to proof. (Reply 13-
14.) “A trial court has broad discretion to allow the filing of amendments to pleadings to
conform to proof after a trial has been concluded. Granting leave to file such an amendment is
not an abuse of discretion unless the amendment brings new and substantially different issues
into the case.” (Nelson v. Gaunt (1981) 125 Cal.App.3d 623, 636.) However, leave to amend is
not automatically granted. “[E]ven if a good amendment is proposed in proper form,
unwarranted delay in presenting it may—of itself—be a valid reason for denial.” (Duchrow,
supra, 215 Cal.App.4th at 1380.) In assessing a request for amendment at trial, the court may
consider the diligence of the party making the request. (Ibid.)

Here, in requesting leave to amend, Petitioners provide no explanation for the delay in seeking to
add a new legal theory to the petition. The writ petition was filed in February 2019, more than
two years ago. Petitioners filed an amended petition in August 2019. On October 27, 2020, after
a hearing and briefing, the court denied the motion of Real Parties for an order tolling the term of
the Coastal Development Permit. This motion highlighted that the passage of time was
significant to Real Parties, given that the project approval contained a deadline for
commencement of development. Substantial new legal theories that delay resolution of this writ
action could prejudice Real Parties as a practical matter. Nonetheless, Petitioners did not seek at
that time to amend their petition or at any time prior to filing their reply brief. This unexplained
delay and lack of diligence weigh heavily against granting an amendment at trial, especially
where Petitioners did not show that they exhausted administrative remedies with respect to the
proposed amended claim.

Petitioners suggest that leave to amend must be granted because their new legal claim is based on
an administrative record and not new evidence. (Reply 13-14, citing Rainer v. Buena Community
Memorial Hosp. (1971) 18 Cal.App.3d 240, 254.) The court is not persuaded. In a writ action
based on an administrative record, which in this case spans more than 20,000 pages, an entirely
new legal theory necessarily “brings new and substantially different issues into the case.”
(Nelson v. Gaunt (1981) 125 Cal.App.3d 623, 636.) The mere fact that a writ petition is based on
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an administrative record does not justify amendment of the petition at trial.

Based on the foregoing, Petitioners failed to exhaust administrative remedies with respect to their
contentions that Commission improperly delegated duties to its executive director and deferred
analysis of numerous Project conditions. Petitioners also failed to plead this claim in the writ
petition. Petitioners’ request to amend the writ petition is DENIED. (See Reply 13-14.)

No Prejudicial Abuse of Discretion

Because Petitioners did not exhaust administrative remedies and also failed to plead the claim,
Petitioners’ arguments that Commission improperly delegated duties to its executive director and
deferred analysis of numerous Project mitigation measures were waived. These procedural
defects are a sufficient basis for the court to deny the claim and have been specifically relied
upon by the court in its decision. However, even if Petitioners overcame these procedural
defects, Petitioners do not show a prejudicial abuse of discretion.

The Commission imposed 40 pages of special conditions on the Project. (AR 1-48; AR 20175-
20217.) The majority of the plans imposed therein require “review and written approval” by the
Executive Director. These plans concern numerous different aspects of the Project, including: the
development’s seismic safety (AR 20178, 20206-20207); wetland restoration and mitigation (AR
20179-82); the protection of wetlands, sensitive habitat areas, and special-status species (AR
20184-20188); construction pollution prevention (AR 20190-20194); special-status plant
restoration and mitigation (AR 20195-20196); nuisance minimization (AR 2196-20197); public
access protection (AR 20197-20199); water quality protection (AR 20199-20202); contaminated
soil investigation and removal (AR 20202-20203); land surface elevation and seismic activity
monitoring and mitigation (AR 20203-20204); oil spill prevention and response (AR 20204-
20205); seismic analysis and safety (AR 20206-20207); archeological research and protection of
cultural resources and a monitoring and mitigation plan (AR 20207-20213); tribal culture
education (AR 20213-20214); and visual compensation (AR 20214-20215).

Petitioners contend that these conditions “are not mere formalities” and that important decision-
making functions are delegated to the executive director or deferred. (OB 14.) As an example,
Petitioners refer to Special Condition 21, which requires BOM to submit a Seismic and
Geotechnical Analysis and Hazard Mitigation Plan that requires detailed design plans, site-
specific geotechnical analysis for each site evaluating fault rupture hazards, and engineering

Minute Order Page 21 of 26



SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
Civil Division
Central District, Stanley Mosk Courthouse, Department 82

19STCP00435 March 11, 2021
PUVUNGA WETLANDS PROTECTORS, A CALIFORNIA 1:30 PM
NON-PROFIT PUBLIC BENEFIT CORPORATION vs

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION, A CALIFORNIA

PUBLIC AGENCY, et al.

Judge: Honorable Mary H. Strobel CSR: Cindy Cameron/CSR 10315
Judicial Assistant: N DiGiambattista ERM: None

Courtroom Assistant: R Monterroso Deputy Sheriff: None

analysis and specific design recommendation and mitigation measures the address the
aforementioned hazards. (AR 39-40.) Prior to issuance of the CDP, BOM must submit these plan
documents to the executive director for “review and written approval.” The condition states that
“[t]he Permittee shall undertake development in conformance with the approved plans unless the
Commission amends this permit or the Executive Director provides a written

determination that no amendment is legally required.” (Ibid.)

Citing CEQA cases, Petitioners contend that “such deferral of formulation of mitigation
measures is forbidden unless the agency commits itself to specific criteria for evaluating the
efficacy of the measures implemented.” (OB 14.) Under guidelines that apply specifically to
CEQA, “[f]lormulation of mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time.”
(King & Gardiner Farms, LLC v. County of Kern (2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 814, 856, citing CEQA
Guidelines § 15126.4. ) “Thus, as a general rule, ‘it is inappropriate [under CEQA] to postpone
the formulation of mitigation measures.” However, the general rule is not absolute and ‘there are
circumstances in which some aspects of mitigation may appropriately be deferred.” For instance,
‘measures may specify performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the
project and which may be accomplished in more than one specified way.”” (King & Gardiner,
supra at 856.) “‘Deferral of the specifics of mitigation is permissible where the local entity
commits itself to mitigation and lists the alternatives to be considered, analyzed and possibly
incorporated in the mitigation plan.... If mitigation is feasible but impractical at the time of a
general plan or zoning amendment, it is sufficient to articulate specific performance criteria and
make further approvals contingent on finding a way to meet them.” (Ibid.)

Petitioners cite no authority that CEQA concepts of deferred mitigation have been applied to
conditions imposed by the Commission under the Coastal Act. Bolsa Chica Land Trust v.
Superior Court (1999) 71 Cal. App. 4th 493, cited by Petitioners, did not decide that question.
(OB 14.) “‘It is axiomatic that language in a judicial opinion is to be understood in accordance
with the facts and issues before the court. An opinion is not authority for propositions not
considered.”” (People v. Knoller (2007) 41 Cal.4th 139, 154-55.)

Even if the CEQA standard provides guidance here, Petitioners have not provided sufficient
discussion of the Special Conditions to establish that Commission improperly deferred
mitigation. In the opening brief, Petitioners only discuss Special Condition 21 and Petitioners’
legal analysis is conclusory. (OB 14.) As noted by Real Parties, Special Condition 21 provides
technical and specific standards for BOM’s preparation of a Seismic Analysis Safety Plan. For
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instance, the plan must include a geotechnical analysis for each site evaluating “[f]ault rupture
hazards, at a minimum evaluating the maximum horizontal and vertical fault displacement that
could occur during an earthquake event on the Newport-Inglewood fault with a 1% in 50 year
chance of occurrence (1/4,975 annual probability), as determined based on a review of the most
current available science.” (AR 39.) The geotechnical plan must also evaluate “[g]round shaking,
liquefaction and seismic settlement hazards based on current building codes (e.g., CBC 2016)
and ASCE guidelines (e.g., ASCE 7-16) and the most current, best available science.” (Ibid.)

In addition to the detailed requirements regarding the contents of the Plan, the Special Condition
also provides performance standards the Plan is to meet. For example, the Plan requires an
engineering analysis demonstrating that “flood control barriers have been designed to withstand
the maximum horizonal and vertical fault displacements identified in the geotechnical analysis,”
and that project structures are “designed and constructed to withstand expected level of ground
shaking, liquefaction and ground settlement as determined in the geotechnical analysis.” (Ibid.)

Given the highly technical nature of the required Plan, it seems reasonable for Commission to
articulate specific performance criteria and require Real Parties to submit the plans to the
executive director for review and approval. As long as the Special Condition contains criteria by
which the Plan is to be evaluated, such condition does not constitute improper deferred
mitigation, assuming the CEQA analysis of this issue is analogous.

In reply, Petitioners contend that “Special Condition 19, which is intended to address oil spills,
includes similar language [as Condition 21], requiring a risk assessment and thereafter a
demonstration that the prevention and response measures address the deferred assessment.”
(Reply 15, citing AR 37.) “The salutary rule is that points raised in a reply brief for the first time
will not be considered unless good cause is shown for the failure to present them before.”
(Balboa Ins. Co. v. Aguirre (1983) 149 Cal.App.3d 1002, 1010.) Petitioners do not show good
cause to raise a new argument in reply regarding a condition that was not discussed in the
opening brief. In any event, like Condition 21, Special Condition 19 specifies the information
that must be included in the Oil Spill Prevention and Response Plan and contain at least some
standards by which the Plan is to be evaluated [e.g. “oil spill prevention and safety measures for
all project components, ... and procedures for testing, maintaining, and inspecting pipelines ....
shall comply with California Office of Spill Prevention and Response regulations.”] (AR 37-38.)

Other than Special Conditions 19 and 21, Petitioners provide no meaningful discussion in their
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writ briefs concerning the specific components of the conditions and why Petitioners believe
Commission improperly deferred mitigation. It is not the court’s function to develop such
arguments in the first instance. (Nelson v. Avondale HOA (2009) 172 Cal.App.4th 857, 862-863
[argument waived if not raised]; Pfeifer v. Countrywide Home Loans, Inc. (2012) 211
Cal.App.4th 1250, 1282 [same]; Inyo Citizens for Better Planning v. Inyo County Board of
Supervisors (2009) 180 Cal.App.4th 1, 14 [court does not serve as “backup” counsel]; Quantum
Cooking Concepts, Inc. v. LV Associates, Inc. (2011) 197 Cal.App.4th 927, 934 [Cal. Rules of
Court, Rule 3.1113 “rests on a policy-based allocation of resources, preventing the trial court
from being cast as a tacit advocate for the moving party's theories”].)

Petitioners also make a broader argument that “neither the Coastal Act nor the Commission’s
regulations authorize delegation of the Commission’s primary quasi-judicial role to review
development permits for Coastal Act consistency.” (OB 13-15.) Petitioners contend that
“[t]hough the Coastal Act envisions some level of delegation to the Executive Director, such
instances must be specifically enumerated.” (Ibid.)

In response, Real Parties and Commission contend that the Coastal Act and its implementing
regulations authorize Commission to delegate certain duties to the executive director, including
with respect to execution of special conditions and determination of compliance with permit
conditions. (See e.g. Comm. Oppo. 18-19.) The Coastal Act empowers the Commission to
promulgate regulations and hire an executive director and staff counsel to administer those
regulations. (§§ 30333, 30335.) The executive director is authorized to issue coastal permits in
certain cases (§ 30624) and grant permit extensions (14 CCR § 13169(a) & (b)). Most important
here, the executive director is authorized to “administer the affairs of the commission.” (14 CCR
§ 13032.)

Real Parties and Commission contend that “[i]t would be entirely impractical for the
Commission, a 12-member body responsible for statewide Coastal Act compliance, to monitor
compliance with each of its individual decisions.” (Comm. Oppo. 18.) They also point out that
some of the special conditions specify that Commission approval is required, either for
mitigation that changes Project plans in a manner that is more than “de minimis,” or to resolve
disputes between interested parties. (RP Oppo. 32-33, citing AR 20210-12.)

The court is not persuaded that practical considerations alone, unconnected to any statute or
regulatory framework, allow Commission to delegate duties to the executive director or staff. It
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is also noteworthy that, other than for certain emergency and nonemergency permits not at issue
here (see § 30624), Commission has not identified any regulation that specifically describes the
circumstances in which Commission may delegate duties to the executive director related to
review, approval, and execution of project conditions. On the other hand, by regulation
promulgated pursuant to the Coastal Act, the executive director has broad authority to
“administer the affairs of the commission.” (14 CCR § 13032.) Petitioners have not disputed that
such authority extends to routine and ministerial duties related to the permit conditions, such as
receipt from the permittee of all local, state, and federal permits required to perform the project-
related work. (See AR 9; Special Condition 1.) There is at least a colorable argument that such
authority also extends to review and approval of design or mitigation plans, where the conditions
include detailed performance standards and instructions approved by the Commission.

None of the parties have provided the court with any case law authority bearing on the scope of
proper delegation to the Executive Director under the Coastal Act. Under the circumstances of
this case, the court need not further opine on this issue. Petitioners have not exhausted
administrative remedies on this argument, depriving Commission of an opportunity to respond to
Petitioners’ concerns in the administrative proceedings or modify the project conditions. Nor did
Petitioners sufficiently plead the claims.

As an unpled claim, and one for which Petitioners did not exhaust administrative remedies, and
for the further reasons discussed above, the court does not find the Commission’s delegation of
authority to the Executive Director with respect to some of the Special Conditions is a basis to
overturn the Commission’s decision.

Conclusion
The writ petition is DENIED.
FOOTNOTE:

1- In Reply, Petitioners argue that they suggested a mitigation measure turning over the entire
design of the Archaeological Research Plan to NAHC. Petitioners have not shown it would be
consistent with the Coastal Act to delegate design of a mitigation measure to a party not under
the control of the Commission, or that it would result in greater mitigation of any impact than the
Commission’s condition.
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Counsel for respondent is to give notice and is to prepare, serve and e-file the proposed judgment
within ten days. The court will hold the proposed judgment for ten days unless there is no
objection from opposing counsel as to form.

Additional appearances for Respondent(s):
Alisha Anne Patterson (X) (Telephonic)
John Andrew Ramirez (X) (Telephonic)
Leena Mary Sheet (X) (Telephonic)
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411 Daioca Avenue
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Jim Carter, Bixby Village Community Assocation

430 Marbora Court
Long Beach, CA 90803

Jim Coke 1864 Hackett Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90815
Jim Vironda 270 Rafael Walk
Long Beach, CA 90803
Joe Regan 411 Daioca Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90803
Joe Riddick 28 Laguna Place

Long Beach, CA 90803

John Hinrichs

306 Argonne Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90814

John O’Connor

7071 E. Stearns Street
Long Beach, CA 90815

John Tilley

310 Washington Blvd., #804
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

John Drysdale

100 Princeton Circle
Seal Beach California 90740

j_s_drysdale@msn.com

Joseph R. Brown lll, Alamitos Bay Partnership

P.O. Box 962
Solvang, CA 93464

Judi Schueler

7257 E. Marina View
Long Beach CA 90803

Judi.Schueler@yahoo.com

Judy Hullinger

6238 Sea Breeze Drive
Long Beach CA 90803

judy3908@verizon.net

Keith Mason 169 Nieto Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90803 keith.a.mason82@gmail.com
Keith Mason 169 Nieto Avenue

Long Beach, CA 90803

keithamason82@gmail.com




Ken Douthit, Spinnaker Coves Slipowners
Association

4515 E. Anaheim Street
Long Beach, CA 90804

Kenfield E. Kennedy

370 Fordyce Road
Los Angeles, CA 90049

Kristie Tom

250 W Ocean Blvd Apt. 1201
Long Beach California 90802

kristieztom@gmail.com

Larry Martinez

6226 E. Emerald Cove Drive
Long Beach CA 90803

coronadopalms@yahoo.com

Lawrence Goodhue

P.O. Box 14464
Long Beach, CA 90802

Leon Crawford

56 Seacrest Court
Long Beach, CA 90803

Linda Armani

6197 E. Seabreeze Drive
Long Beach CA 90803

AngelgateRealty@gmail.com

Lisa A. Weinberg, Gaines & Stacey LLP

16633 Ventura Blvd. Suite 1220
Encino, CA 91436

Lisette Coulter

2200 W. Valley Boulevard
Alhambra, CA 91803

Lorie Franck

6267 E. Marina View Drive
Long Beach CA 90803

franckpool@verizon.net

Louie Robles

6257 E. Crystal Cove Drive
Long Beach CA 90803

wingtip88@gmail.com

Lucy Johnson

2402 Petaluma Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90815

lucyjohnsonl@gmail.com

Marisol Barajas

110 Pine Avenue, #804
Long Beach, CA 90802

Mary Lamo 450 Laorinda Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90803
Mary Riddick 28 Laguna Place
Long Beach, CA 90803
Mary Suttie 331 Linares Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90803
Mary Taylor 269 Ancona Drive

Long Beach, CA 90803




Mary Parsell, El Dorado Audubon

P.O. Box 90713
Long Beach, CA 90809

mfp2001@hotmail.com

Matt Horgan

18194 Glacier Court
Fullerton, CA 92708

Megan Devine

1775 Ohio Ave #205
Long Beacg Ca 90804

megdevinel4d@gmail.com

Melinda Cotton

P.O. Box 3310
Long Beach, CA 90803

Melvin Nutter

409 Redondo Avenue
Long Beach, CA 92352

Michael Powell

2333 Newport Ave
Long Beach CA 90803

mfpowell@verizon.net

Michelle Black, Chatten-Brown & Carstens

2200 Pacific Coast Hwy Suite 318
Hermosa Beach, CA 90254

MNB@CBCEARTHLAW.COM

Mike Altubelli

6239 E. Golden Sand
Long Beach CA 90803

chefmike71@hotmail.com

Mike Donelon

6245 E. Golden Sands Dr
Long Beach Ca 90803

mikedonelon@aol.com

N. Vincent

225 Prospect Avenue L
ong Beach, CA 90803

c/o Pat Towner, UPENA

6239 E. 6th Street
Long Beach, CA 90803

Patricia Bliss 7215 E. Killdee Street
Long Beach, CA 90808
Paul Buika 6268 E. Vista Street
Long Beach, CA 90803
R. L. Warner 6233 E. Marina View Drive

Long Beach, CA 90803

Ray Ouellette

6266 E. Sea Breeze Drive
Long Beach CA 90803

Rayhomesl@yahoo.com

Rebecca Moffett

6621 E. Pacific Coast Hwy #255
Long Beach, CA 90803

Rebecca Caudillo-Jones

233 Attica Drive
Long Beach, CA 90803




Reyna Akers

470 Margo Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90803

Richard Feinberg

6260 Sea Breeze
Long Beach CA 90803

RFEIN739@msn.com

Richard Welsh

6221 Beachcomber Drive
Long Beach CA 90803

rdwelsh95@gmail.com

Robert Pfleger

470 Linares Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90803

Robin Frost

6220 Emerald Cove Drive
Long Beach CA 90803

robineggf@yahoo.com

Rod Astarabadi

2601 Main Street
Irvine, CA 92614

Roger & Gloria Burke

280 Ancona Drive
Long Beach, CA 90803

Ron Beeler 3422 N. Studebaker Road
Long Beach, CA 90808
Sam Wissa 5 56th Place

Long Beach, CA 90803

Sandy Harmon

300 Sand Piper
Long Beach CA 90803

danilady.sh@gmail.com

Sari Jeske

6247 E. Marina View Drive
Long Beach CA 90803

Jeskecat@aol.com

Sean Hitchcock

2651 Walnut Avenue
Signal Hill, CA 90755

Shannon Hood

3810 Rumsey Drive
Trappe MD 21673

shannon.marie.hood@gmail.com

Sokha Ny

1930 E. Washington St.
Long Beach Ca 90805

Ibenvironmental.alliance @gmail.com

Stefanie Gillett, Signal Hill Petroleum, Inc.

2633 Cherry Avenue
Signal Hill, CA 90755

Susan Miller

4217 E. Ocean Boulevard
Long Beach, CA 90803

mpshogri@msn.com

Tara Cooper

4216 E. Colorado Street
Long Beach, CA 90814




Tia Blair

19925 Sheffield Ln.
Huntington Beach CA 92646

tia@tidalinfluence.com

Virginia Wooldridge

6261 E. Marina View Drive
Long Beach CA 90803

vowooldridge@verizon.net

W. Howard Davis

93 Vista del Golfo
Long Beach, CA 90803

Willis Masonheimer

303 N. Dolphin Drive #85
Long Beach CA 90803

willisbill@yahoo.com

Wynn Sulc

6276 E. Driftwood Drive
Long Beach, 90803

wsulc@yahoo.com

Yosh Yamanaka

380 Daroca Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90803




Occupant
300 CORAL DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
300 SILVER SHOALS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
301 JADE COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
302 CORAL DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
302 SILVER SHOALS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
303 JADE COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
304 CORAL DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
304 SILVER SHOALS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
305 JADE COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
306 JADE COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
300 JADE COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
301 CORAL DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
301 SANDPIPER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
302 JADE COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
303 CORAL DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
303 SANDPIPER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
304 JADE COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
305 CORAL DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
305 SANDPIPER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
307 CORAL DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
300 SANDPIPER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
301 DOLPHIN DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
301 SILVER SHOALS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
302 SANDPIPER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
303 DOLPHIN DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
303 SILVER SHOALS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
304 SANDPIPER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
305 DOLPHIN DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
305 SILVER SHOALS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
307 JADE COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803



Occupant
307 SANDPIPER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
309 JADE COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
311 JADE COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6200 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6201 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6203 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6204 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6205 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6207 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6207 SEA BREEZE DR MHP B

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
308 JADE COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
309 SANDPIPER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6197 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6201 2ND ST

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6201 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6203 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6205 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6206 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6207 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6208 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
309 CORAL DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
310 JADE COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6199 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6201 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6202 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6203 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6205 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6207 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6207 SEA BREEZE DR MHP A

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6209 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803



Occupant
6209 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6211 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6212 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6214 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6215 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6216 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6216 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6217 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6218 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6219 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6209 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6211 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6213 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6214 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6215 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6216 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6217 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6218 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6218 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6219 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6210 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6212 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6214 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6214 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6215 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6216 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6217 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6218 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6219 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6220 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803



Occupant
6220 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6221 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6222 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6222 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6223 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6224 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6225 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6225 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6226 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6227 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6220 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6221 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6222 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6223 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6224 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6224 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6225 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6226 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6226 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6227 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6220 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6221 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6222 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6223 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6224 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6225 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6225 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6226 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6227 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6227 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803



Occupant
6227 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6228 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6229 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6229 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6230 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6231 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6231 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6232 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6233 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6234 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6228 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6228 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6229 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6230 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant

6230 MARINA VIEW DR MHP OFFICE

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6231 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6232 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6233 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6233 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6234 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6228 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6229 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6229 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6230 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6230 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6231 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6232 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6233 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6233 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6234 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803



Occupant
6235 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6235 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6236 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6237 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6237 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6238 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6239 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6239 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6240 CRYSTAL COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6240 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6235 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6235 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6236 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6237 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6237 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6238 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6239 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6239 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6240 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6241 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6235 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6236 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6236 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6237 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6238 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6238 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6239 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6240 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6240 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6241 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803



Occupant
6241 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6242 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6242 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6243 CRYSTAL COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6243 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6244 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6245 CRYSTAL COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6245 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6246 CRYSTAL COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6246 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6241 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6242 CRYSTAL COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6242 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6243 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6244 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6244 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6245 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6245 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6246 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6247 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6241 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6242 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6243 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6243 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6244 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6245 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6245 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6246 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6246 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6247 CRYSTAL COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803



Occupant
6247 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6247 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6248 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6249 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6249 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6250 CRYSTAL COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6251 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6251 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6252 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6253 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6247 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6248 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6248 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6249 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6249 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6250 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6251 CRYSTAL COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6251 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6252 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6253 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6247 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6248 CRYSTAL COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6248 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6249 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6250 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6250 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6251 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6251 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6252 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6253 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803



Occupant
6254 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6254 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6255 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6256 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6257 2ND ST

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6257 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6258 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6259 CRYSTAL COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6259 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6260 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6254 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6255 2ND ST

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6255 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6256 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6257 CRYSTAL COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6257 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6258 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6259 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6259 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6260 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6254 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6255 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6255 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6256 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6257 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6257 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6258 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6259 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6260 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6261 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803



Occupant
6261 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6262 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6262 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6263 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6264 DRIFTWOOD DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6264 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6265 2ND ST ; #102

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6265 DRIFTWOOD DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6265 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6266 DRIFTWOOD DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6261 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6262 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6263 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6264 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6264 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6264 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6265 2ND ST ; #103

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6265 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6265 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6266 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6261 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6262 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6263 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6264 CRYSTAL COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6264 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6265 2ND ST ; #101

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6265 CRYSTAL COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6265 GOLDEN SANDS DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6266 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6266 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803



Occupant
6266 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6267 DRIFTWOOD DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6267 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6268 DRIFTWOOD DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6268 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6269 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6270 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6271 DRIFTWOOD DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6272 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #A

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6272 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #D

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6267 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6267 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6268 BEACHCOMBER DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6268 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6269 DRIFTWOOD DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6269 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6270 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6271 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6272 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #B

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6272 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #E

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6267 CRYSTAL COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6267 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6268 CRYSTAL COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6268 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6269 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6270 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #A

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6270 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6271 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6272 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #C

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6272 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #G

LONG BEACH CA 90803



Occupant
6272 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #H

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6272 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6273 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6274 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6275 DRIFTWOOD DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6276 DRIFTWOOD DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6277 DRIFTWOOD DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6278 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6281 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6286 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6272 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #J

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6272 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6273 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6274 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6275 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6276 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6277 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6279 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6282 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6288 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6272 EMERALD COVE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6273 DRIFTWOOD DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6274 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6274 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6275 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6276 SEA BREEZE DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6278 DRIFTWOOD DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6280 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6284 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6289 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803



Occupant
6290 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6294 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6310 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6310 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #C

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6324 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #B

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6324 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #E

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6332 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6346 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #C

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6374 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #A

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6376 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #C

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6290 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6296 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6310 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #A

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6312 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6324 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #C

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6326 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6346 E PACIFIC COAST HWY , #A

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6346 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #D

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6376 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #A

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6378 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #A

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6292 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6298 MARINA VIEW DR MHP

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6310 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #B

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6324 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #A

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6324 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #D

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6326 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #A

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6346 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #B

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6346 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #E

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6376 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #B

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6378 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #C

LONG BEACH CA 90803



Occupant
6378 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #D

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6382 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6382 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #C

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6405 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6423 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6433 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6449 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #11

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #14

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #17

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6380 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #A

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6382 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #A

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6391 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6415 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6427 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6437 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #1

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #12

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #15

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #18

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6380 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #B

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6382 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #B

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6401 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6417 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6427 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #A

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6445 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #10

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #13

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #16

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #19

LONG BEACH CA 90803



Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #2

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #22

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #4

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #7

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6457 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6467 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #A

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6471 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6477 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6487 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6495 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #20

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #23

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #5

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #8

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6459 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6467 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #B

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6473 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6481 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6489 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6499 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #21

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #3

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #6

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6451 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #9

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6463 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6467 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #C

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6475 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6483 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #E7

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6491 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6501 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803



Occupant
6507 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6511 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #C

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6527 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6537 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6543 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6549 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6563 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6603 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Owner — Loynes LLC
2651 WALNUT AVE
SIGNAL HILL CA 90755-1830

Owner — AES ALAMITOS LLC
690 N STUDEBAKER RD
LONG BEACH CA 90803-2221

Occupant
6511 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #A

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6521 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6529 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6539 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6545 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6553 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6575 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6605 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Owner — LOS CERRITOS WETLANDS LLC
6433 E 2ND ST
LONG BEACH CA 90803-4205

Owner — LA COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL
DISTRICT

900 S FREMONT AVE

ALHAMBRA CA 91803-1331

Occupant
6511 E PACIFIC COAST HWY ; #B

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6523 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6535 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6541 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6547 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6557 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6601 E PACIFIC COAST HWY

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Occupant
6801 2ND ST

LONG BEACH CA 90803

Owner — IN-N-OUT BURGER
4199 CAMPUS DR FL9
IRVINE CA 92612-4684

Owner — PLAINS WEST COAST
TERMINALS LLC

333 CLAY ST 1600

HOUSTON TX 77002-4101



Owner — SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
EDISON CO

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE
ROSEMEAD CA 91770-3714

Owner — BRYANT DAKIN LLC
PO BOX 148
SANTA BARBARA CA 93102-0148

Owner — SAIRAFE,MOHAMAD M
PO BOX 290
DALLAS TX 75221

Owner — WESSEX INVESTMENT LLC
2200 W VALLEY BLVD
ALHAMBRA CA 91803-1928

Owner — PACIFIC CASTLE
2601 MAIN ST 900
IRVINE CA 92614-4232

Owner — ALAMITOS BAY PARTNERSHIP
LLC

2200 W VALLEY BLVD

ALHAMBRA CA 91803-1928





