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5.3 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Cultural resources include places, objects, and settlements that reflect group or individual religious, 
archaeological, architectural, or paleontological activities. Such resources provide information on scientific 
progress, environmental adaptations, group ideology, or other human advancements. This section of  the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) evaluates the potential for implementation of  the 
implementation of  the CollegeTown Specific Plan to impact cultural resources in the City of  Fullerton. The 
analysis in this section is based, in part, upon the following information: 

 A Cultural Resources Investigation for the CollegeTown at Cal State Fullerton Specific Plan Project Area in the City Of  
Fullerton, Orange County, California, McKenna et al., October 2, 2011. 

 Addendum Report: A Cultural Resources Investigation for the CollegeTown at Cal State Fullerton Specific Plan Project 
Area in the City Of  Fullerton, Orange County, California, McKenna et al., September 26, 2012. 

Complete copies of  these studies are included in as Appendix E to this Draft EIR 

5.3.1 Environmental Setting 
5.3.1.1 REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

Federal and State Regulations 

National Historic Preservation Act 

The National Historic Preservation Act of  1966 authorized the National Register of  Historic Places and 
coordinates public and private efforts to identify, evaluate, and protect the nation’s historic and archaeological 
resources. The National Register includes districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that are significant 
in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture 

Section 106 (Protection of  Historic Properties) of  the National Historic Preservation Act of  1966 (NHPA) 
requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of  their undertakings on historic properties. Section 
106 Review refers to the federal review process designed to ensure that historic properties are considered 
during federal project planning and implementation. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, an 
independent federal agency, administers the review process, with assistance from state historic preservation 
offices. 

Archaeological Resources Protection Act  

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act of  1979 regulates the protection of  archaeological resources 
and sites on federal and Indian lands.  
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Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) is a federal law passed in 1990 that 
provides a process for museums and federal agencies to return certain Native American cultural items, such as 
human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of  cultural patrimony, to lineal descendants and 
culturally affiliated Indian tribes.  

California Public Resources Code 

Archaeological, paleontological, and historical sites are protected pursuant to a wide variety of  state policies 
and regulations enumerated under the California Public Resources Code. In addition, cultural and 
paleontological resources are recognized as nonrenewable and therefore receive protection under the 
California Public Resources Code and CEQA.  

 California Public Resources Code 5020–5029.5 continued the former Historical Landmarks Advisory 
Committee as the State Historical Resources Commission. The commission oversees the administration 
of  the California Register of  Historical Resources and is responsible for the designation of  State 
Historical Landmarks and Historical Points of  Interest.  

 California Public Resources Code 5079–5079.65 defines the functions and duties of  the Office of  
Historic Preservation (OHP). The OHP administers federally and state-mandated historic preservation 
programs in California and the California Heritage Fund.  

 California Public Resources Code 5097.9–5097.991 provides protection to Native American historical 
and cultural resources and sacred sites and identifies the powers and duties of  the Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC). It also requires notification of  descendants regarding discoveries of  
Native American human remains and provides for treatment and disposition of  human remains and 
associated grave goods. 

California Senate Bill 18 

Existing law provides limited protection for Native American prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, 
and ceremonial places. These places may include sanctified cemeteries, religious and ceremonial sites, shrines, 
burial grounds, prehistoric ruins, archaeological or historic sites, Native American rock art inscriptions, or 
features of  Native American historic, cultural, and sacred sites. 

Senate Bill 18: This bill on traditional tribal cultural places (TTCP) was signed into law in September 2004 
and went into effect on March 1, 2005. It places new requirements upon local governments for developments 
within or near TTCPs. SB 18 requires local jurisdictions to provide opportunities for involvement of  
California Native Americans tribes in the land planning process for the purpose of  preserving TTC)Ps. The 
Final Tribal Guidelines recommends that the NAHC provide written information as soon as possible but no 
later than 30 days to inform the lead agency if  the proposed project is determined to be in proximity to a 
TTCP and another 90 days for tribes to respond to a local government if  they want to consult with the local 
government to determine whether the project would have an adverse impact on the TTCP. There is no 
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statutory limit on the consultation duration. Forty-five days before the action is publicly considered by the 
local government council, the local government refers action to agencies, following the CEQA public review 
time frame. The CEQA public distribution list may include tribes listed by the NAHC who have requested 
consultation or it may not. If  the NAHC, the tribe, and interested parties agree upon the mitigation measures 
necessary for the proposed project, it would be included in the project’s EIR. If  both the City and the tribe 
agree that adequate mitigation or preservation measures cannot be taken, then neither party is obligated to 
take action. 

SB 18 institutes a process that requires a city or county to consult with the NAHC and any appropriate Native 
American tribe for the purpose of  preserving relevant TTCP prior to the adoption, revision, amendment, or 
update of  a city’s or county’s general plan. Though SB 18 does not specifically mention consultation or notice 
requirements for adoption or amendment of  specific plans, the Final Tribal Guidelines advises that SB 18 
requirements extend to specific plans as well, since state planning law requires local governments to use the 
same process for amendment or adoption of  specific plans as general plans (defined in Government Code 
§ 65453). Pursuant to this requirement, SB 18 consultation letters for the CollegeTown Specific Plan were 
mailed by the City to tribes identified on the list provided by the NAHC in May and June 2013. 

In addition, SB 18 provides a new definition of  TTCP requiring a traditional association of  the site with 
Native American traditional beliefs, cultural practices, or ceremonies or the site must be shown to actually 
have been used for activities related to traditional beliefs, cultural practices, or ceremonies. Previously, the site 
was defined to require only an association with traditional beliefs, practices, lifeways, and ceremonial activities. 
In addition, SB 18 law also amended Civil Code Section 815.3 and adds California Native American tribes to 
the list of  entities that can acquire and hold conservation easements for the purpose of  protecting their 
cultural places. 

Local Ordinances 

Criteria and procedures for designating City of  Fullerton Historical Landmarks and Landmark Districts are in 
Chapter 15.48, Landmarks, Landmark Districts, Residential Preservation Zones and Significant Properties, of  
the Fullerton Municipal Code. 

5.3.1.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Prehistory 

The CollegeTown Specific Plan project area is within an area associated with the prehistoric Gabrieliño 
and/or Juaneño of  Southern California. The Gabrieliño (Tongva) are generally associated with Los Angeles 
County and central and northern Orange County. The Juaneño are generally associated with the coastal areas 
of  central and southern Orange County, and northernmost San Diego County. Overall, Fullerton is more 
likely associated with the Gabrieliño and only moderately used by the Juaneño. The Gabrieliño/Tongva and 
Juaneño populations had similar traditions, religious beliefs, and material culture.  

The term "Gabrieliño" is a reference to the direct association between the Native American population of  the 
San Gabriel Valley and the Mission San Gabriel de Archangel. The mission was originally located in the 
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Whittier Narrows area but relocated shortly after its founding because of  unstable ground along the Rio 
Hondo/San Gabriel River channels. The Mission San Gabriel served an area ranging from the coast to the 
San Gabriel/San Bernardino Mountains and from northern Los Angeles County to just north of  San Juan 
Capistrano. 

The Gabrieliño utilized numerous plants and animals for food, shelter, and medicines. They used seeds most 
often, followed by foliage, shoots, fruits, and berries. Mountain shrubs, ash, elder, and willow were used for 
shelters and tool materials. Over 20 plants were used regularly for medicinal purposes. 

Animals used as food included deer, rabbits, wood rats, squirrels, quail, and ducks. Along the coast, the 
Gabrieliño regularly exploited the wetlands and ocean resources. 

The Gabrieliño also used various styles of  bows, bedrock mortars, portable mortars, pipes, chisels, metates, 
manos, and various forms of  chipped stone tools. Prior to the establishment of  the mission system, 
populations tended to live in larger villages, many of  which had several smaller “satellite” villages. Gabrieliño 
migrated seasonally due to availability of  resources and to avoid severe weather. Habitation structures were 
constructed of  branches, grasses, and mud, and interior hearths were used for heat; cooking was generally 
done outdoors. 

The coastal chronology generally accepted for prehistoric Southern California has been as follows: 

 Early Man Horizon: Predating 6,000 B.C. Characterized by the presence of  large projectile points and 
scrapers, suggesting a reliance on hunting rather than gathering; 

 Milling Stone Horizon: 6,000 to 1,000 B.C. Characterized by the presence of hand stones, milling 
stones, choppers, and scraper planes; tools associated with seed gathering and shell fish processing with 
limited hunting activities; evidence of a major shift in the exploitation of natural resources; 

 Intermediate Horizon: 1,000 B.C to A.D. 750. Reflects the transitional period between the Milling 
Stone and the Late Prehistoric Horizons; little is known of  this time period, but evidence suggests 
interactions with outside groups and a shift in material culture reflecting this contact; 

 Late Prehistoric Horizon: A.D. 750 to European Contact. Characterized by the presence of  small 
projectile points; use of  the bow and arrow; steatite containers and trade items, asphaltum; cremations; 
grave goods; mortars and pestles; and bedrock mortars. 

Intensive contact between the Gabrieliño and Europeans began in the 1770s, when the expedition led by 
Father Garces entered coastal Southern California.  

Historical Background 

In the 1770s, the Spanish padres, under the direction of  Junipero Serra, began establishing a series of  
missions throughout present-day California. The project site is within the boundaries of  lands held by the 
Mission San Gabriel de Archangel. The mission continued to hold these large tracts until the Mexican 
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government declared its independence from Spain and issued orders for the secularization of  the missions. 
By 1833–34, the majority of  mission lands were taken from the Catholic Church and reissued to individuals 
who had served as either Spanish or Mexican soldiers, settlers, financiers, etc. 

The project site is within the historic Rancho San Juan Cajon de Santa Ana, 35,970 acres granted to Juan 
Pacifico Ontiveros in 1837 by Mexican Governor Alvarado. Much of  the rancho property was still held by the 
Ontiveros family as late as 1877. By the late 1880s, an initial 430 acres of  the northern part of  the rancho 
lands were purchased by George and Edward Amerige, who established a planned community they named 
“Fullerton” in 1887.  

As Fullerton grew, based on surrounding agricultural uses, improvements extended east of  the initial core and 
included the 350-acre orange orchard purchased by Charles Chapman. Chapman’s original 1904 Fullerton 
home was at the corner of  present-day Commonwealth Avenue and State College Boulevard. 

Orange County was separated from Los Angeles County in 1889. The Atchisin, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway 
came through the area shortly after its founding, eventually connecting Fullerton and Anaheim to Los 
Angeles and greater markets. Chapman purchased land in east Fullerton, cultivating oranges on it. The 
property north of  Nutwood Avenue, the present-day California State University, Fullerton (CSUF), main 
campus, was purchased by the Hetebrink family. Eventually, Fullerton had 10 to 12 packing houses and 
thousands of  acres of  orange groves. 

The area was covered by orange orchards and remained so into the 1960s, when the development of  the 
California State College (later, Cal State University at Fullerton) initiated changes to the area. 

In the 1950s, with the post-WWII population boom and influx of  people to California, the orange groves 
began to disappear as housing needs increased. The project site remained cultivated with orange groves in the 
early 1960s, when CSUF development began. Commercial development south of  the university began at the 
same time and continues today with the redevelopment of  some parcels. The site was incorporated into the 
City of  Fullerton sometime around 1963. 

Historical Uses of Project Site 

Based on a review of  the historical aerial photographs, the majority of  the project site was used for 
agricultural purposes, primarily citrus orchards, with scattered rural residential in the late 1920s through the 
1950s. The shopping center south of  Chapman was developed in the early 1960s. The orchards were gone by 
1968 when development started with the private university, apartments, and shopping center (see Appendix 
G). 

Nearby Historic Resources Identified in Previous Investigations 

Offsite historic resources within 0.5 mile of  the project site identified by previous cultural resources 
investigations include: 

 Mahr House (1931) on CSUF campus.  
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 Henry T. Hetebrink House on CSUF campus.  

 George Clark House on CSUF campus. 

 2541 East Commonwealth Avenue, a 1954 structure about 550 feet south of  the project site. 

Archaeological Resources 

No physical evidence or ethnographic information was identified suggesting that Native American cultural 
resources are present onsite.  

Paleontological Resources 

The project site is underlain by alluvium deposited in the early to middle Pleistocene epoch; the Pleistocene 
extends from about 1.8 million years before present (ybp) to 11,500 ybp (USGS 2006). Pleistocene deposits in 
the Santa Ana River Valley in Orange County have produced a variety of  terrestrial ice-age mammal fossils 
such as mammoth, bison, horse, camel, and sloth, and also a variety of  birds (Cooper 2011). Fossil discoveries 
within the City of  Fullerton include bear, horse, camel, dire wolf, turkey, elephant, birds, bison, horses, and 
marine invertebrates, including mollusks (Fullerton 2012). Thus, the project site is considered highly sensitive 
for paleontological resources. 

5.3.2 Thresholds of Significance 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 provides direction on determining significance of  impacts to 
archaeological and historical resources. Generally, a resource shall be considered “historically significant” if  
the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of  Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code 
Section 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852), including the following: 

 Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of  California’s 
history and cultural heritage; 

 Is associated the with lives of  persons important in our past; 

 Embodies the distinctive characteristics of  a type, period, region or method of  construction, or 
represents the work of  an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 

 Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of  
Historical Resources, or is not included in a local register of  historical resources, does not preclude a lead 
agency from determining that the resource may be an historical resource. 

According to Appendix G of  the CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a significant effect on the 
environment if  the project would: 
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C-1 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of  an historical resource pursuant to 
Section 15064.5. 

C-2 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of  an archaeological resource pursuant to 
Section 15064.5. 

C-3 Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. 

C-4 Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of  formal cemeteries. 

The Initial Study, included as Appendix A, substantiates that impacts associated with the following thresholds 
would be less than significant:  

 Threshold C-4 

This impact will not be addressed in the following analysis. 

5.3.3 Environmental Impacts 
Methodology 

The cultural resources investigation consisted of  an archaeological records search at the South Central 
Coastal Information Center at CSUF; written correspondence with Native American tribal representatives 
inquiring as to any known Native American cultural resources on or near the site; historic background 
research at the Orange County Assessor’s and Recorder’s offices, City of  Fullerton Planning Department, and 
local library; and field surveys of  the project site.  

The following impact analysis addresses thresholds of  significance for which the Initial Study disclosed 
potentially significant impacts. The applicable thresholds are identified in brackets after the impact statement.  

Impact 5.3-1: Developments pursuant to the Specific Plan could impact buildings on the Hope 
International University campus, which are eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places and the California Register of Historic Resources. [Threshold C-1] 

Impact Analysis: The Specific Plan would permit demolition of  all existing structures onsite and 
redevelopment of  the entire site. The results of  the historical resources evaluation are described below: 

Historical Resources Evaluation 

Existing structures on the project site were built between 1963 and 2008. Buildings built before 1966 were 
evaluated for eligibility for listing on the National Register of  Historic Places or California Register of  
Historic Resources. Pre-1966 buildings at 14 addresses were identified onsite:  

 2435–2475 East Chapman Avenue, in the southwest corner of  the project site, north of  Chapman 
Avenue. 
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 2470 Nutwood Avenue, in the north-central part of  the site.  

 2500 Nutwood Avenue and 601–651 Titan Drive, in the north-central part of  the site.  

2435–2475 East Chapman Avenue 

The commercial complex at 2435 through 2475 East Chapman Avenue is on the northeast corner of  East 
Chapman Avenue and State College Boulevard. The earliest developments in the complex were on the 
northern and eastern extents of  the property. 

Addresses 2435 through 2453 East Chapman are in the northern portion of  the complex on Chapman 
Avenue and State College Blvd and were built in 1965. The design is described as simple wood frame and 
stucco siding with a red brick façade, recessed commercial windows and doors, and a faux-Mansard roof  
design. The materials all appear to be modern in design and manufacturing with no outstanding architectural 
design elements. Overall, the commercial development at 2435 thru 2453 E. Chapman reflects some 
alteration to the original design (as noted in the building permits) and does not reflect any significant style of  
architectural design, nor the work of  a master architect or craftsman. It is not considered a significant 
historical resource. 

The commercial developments at 2465 and 2475 E. Chapman Avenue were completed in 1964 and 1963, 
respectively. The Dollar Tree (2465 E. Chapman Avenue) has a wood frame and stucco finish with a flat roof. 
Awnings are on the main front windows and the windows, and entry are recessed. This building was likely 
originally designed to reflect the red brick façade, but these bricks have since been covered with stucco. Smart 
& Final, at 2475 E. Chapman Avenue, shows a style of  construction similar to that noted for 2435–2453 E. 
Chapman, suggesting these structures were designed to complement one another, despite the differences in 
date of  construction (1963 v. 1965). It appears the façade of  2475 E. Chapman Avenue was redesigned when 
2435–2453 E. Chapman Avenue was redesigned. City building permits suggest these renovations were 
completed in the early 1980s.  

Overall, the commercial developments next to the northeast corner of  East Chapman Avenue and State 
College Boulevard do not merit recognition as significant historical resources. They are generic commercial 
developments of  the 1960s, almost strip-mall development, with evidence of  alteration and renovation in the 
1980s. The structures cannot be associated with any specific architect or craftsman and are not associated 
with any significant individual or event. Demolition and/or modifications to these structures would not result 
in a significant impact. 

2470 Nutwood Avenue  

The property at 2470 Nutwood Avenue is occupied by the Church of  Jesus Christ of  Latter-Day Saints (LDS) 
Student Center and its parking lot. This 1964 structure was originally designed as an office building and later 
occupied by the LDS Student Center. The original construction design is intact, reflecting a wood frame and 
red brick structure with a composition shingle roof  of  Mansard design. The structure has wide eaves 
supported by brick columns and both fixed and casement windows.  
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The main entrance is on the north elevation (facing Nutwood Avenue) and consists of  double-hung 
commercial steel and glass doors with side lights. The structure appears to be built on a concrete slab with no 
evidence of  a basement of  other subsurface usable space. The property is well maintained and landscaped 
with trees, grasses, and shrubbery. Overall, this structure exhibits simple design and materials with no 
outstanding architectural design elements or unique attributes. The structure cannot be associated with any 
specific individual or event and, overall, fails to meet the minimum requirements of  recognition as a 
significant resource. The loss of  this structure would not constitute an adverse environmental impact.  

2500 Nutwood Avenue and 601–651 Titan Drive 

The structures at 2500 Nutwood Avenue and 601–651 Titan Drive are on the campus of  Hope International 
University (HIU) within Planning Area 2 of  the CollegeTown Specific Plan. The Lawson Fulton Student 
Center at 640 Titan Drive is a relatively new addition (2002) to the campus. The structures at 2500 Nutwood 
and 601–651 Titan Drive reflect the original 1964 construction period. 

Both 1964 complexes are designed in an architectural style known as “angular.”  The vaulting roof  lines in 
these two complexes can also be described as a “space frame” design, where there is a three-dimensional 
structural framework of  interconnecting triangular elements that enclose a space. In general, the architectural 
design of  the commercial complex on Nutwood Avenue and the residential complexes on Titan Drive can be 
referred to as a “space age” design indicative of  the late 1950s and early 1960s space race mentality and 
interest. 

Specifically, this style of  architectural is known as “Googie” architecture, defined by Croven (2011) as a 
“futuristic, often flashy, building style that evolved in the United States during the 1950s. Often used for 
restaurants, motels, bowling alleys, and assorted roadside businesses, Googie architecture was designed to 
attract customers.”  Characteristics of  the Googie architectural style include flashy lights and neon signs, 
boomerang and palette shapes, starburst shapes, atom motifs, flying saucer shapes, sharp angles and trapezoid 
shapes, and zig-zag roof  lines. Googie architecture is classified as a subdivision of  futuristic Mid-Century 
modern architecture influenced by car culture and the Space and Atomic Ages. The HIU core building at 
2500 Nutwood Avenue is shown on Figure 5.3-1, and the HIU dormitory buildings at 601 and 651 Titan 
Drive are shown on Figures 5.3-2a and 5.3-2b. 

The HIU complex shows a relatively unique design for a commercial and/or residential complex, but the 
design has similar architectural elements commonly seen in other Googie buildings. The vaulted roof  lines, 
large glass windows with flat and beveled panes, and the structural columns are truly indicative of  the Googie 
architectural design and represent one of  the largest examples of  such architecture  This design is also 
consistent with the multipurpose uses indicative of  the “strip mall” designs of  the 1960s. 

The complex on Nutwood Avenue was designed by Eldon Davis (1917–2011), who is considered the “father 
of  California coffee shop design.” the established Armet & Davis in 1947, was involved in over 3,000 
projects, and served on the State Board of  Architectural Examiners beginning in 1986. 

The HIU complex is considered eligible for listing on both the National Register of  Historic Places and the 
California Register of  Historic Resources under criterion C due to its association with Eldon C. Davis, a 
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significant individual recognized for his “Googie” architectural designs. As such, this complex is also eligible 
for recognition as a “Significant Property” by the City of  Fullerton and Fullerton Heritage. As a recognized 
significant person, Davis’ complex would qualify for the National Register under Criterion (c) and the 
California Register under Criterion (C). Of  the two building complexes located on the HIU campus in 
Planning Area 2, the complex at 2500 Nutwood Avenue, which includes the auditorium and the 
administration building, is anticipated to remain onsite (see Figure 3-7, Conceptual Site Plan). The residential 
complex at 601–651 Titan Drive would be demolished to accommodate higher density housing onsite. 
Demolition of  these structures would be a potentially significant impact.  

College Plaza 

At least five structures were mapped on the 1942 Anaheim Quadrangle topographic map in the part of  the 
site south of  Chapman Avenue—the existing College Plaza commercial development. The structures were 
residences and may have been accompanied by garages or other outbuildings. Only one of  the structures 
remained in 1965, near the southeast corner of  Chapman Avenue and State College Boulevard. That structure 
no longer exists, and a bank building was built on its site in 2006. 

All of  the existing structures in the College Plaza commercial development were built in 1966 or later (19 of  
23 properties were built in 1966). The 1966 structures were remodeled in 1971. The storefronts are large glass 
windows with glass doors with no unique or outstanding architectural elements. The buildings in the College 
Plaza development are not considered historically significant under federal, state, or local criteria. Demolition 
and/or modifications to these structures would not result in a significant impact. 

Impact 5.3-2: Development of projects in accordance with the Specific Plan could damage archaeological 
resources. [Threshold C-2] 

Impact Analysis:  

The project would involve ground disturbance and redevelopment on the entire project site. Ground 
disturbances on parts of  the site could extend to greater depths than did disturbances for previous 
developments onsite. Depths of  previous ground disturbance for grading and construction of  existing 
developments would be estimated by depths of  artificial fill soil identified in geotechnical investigations for 
individual projects. 

Historic Archaeological Resources 

Most of  the project site was used for agricultural purposes, primarily citrus orchards with scattered rural 
residential, in the late 1920s through the 1950s. The existing private university, apartments, and shopping 
center were developed from the 1960s onward. Considering the known uses of  the site for nearly 100 years, 
historic archaeological resources could be buried in site soils and could be damaged by ground-disturbing 
activities. Therefore, potential impacts to undiscovered historical resources, if  any, are potentially significant. 
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Prehistoric Archaeological Resources 

While no prehistoric archaeological resources were identified onsite, the project site is within the area 
associated with the Gabrieliño/Tongva and/or Juaneño. Thus, prehistoric archaeological resources could be 
buried in site soils and could be damaged by ground-disturbing activities. Impacts to historic or prehistoric 
archaeological resources could be significant. Therefore, potential impacts to undiscovered archaeological 
resources, if  any, are potentially significant. 

Impact 5.3-3: The proposed project could destroy paleontological resources. [Threshold C-3] 

Impact Analysis: There are no unique geological features onsite, and buildout of  the Specific Plan would 
not damage such a feature. The project site is in the Los Angeles Basin, has a southwest slope of  about one 
percent grade, and is at elevations ranging from about 215 to 235 feet above mean sea level. However, the 
project site is considered highly sensitive for paleontological resources. Buildout of  the Specific Plan would 
involve ground-disturbing activities that could extend to greater depths than did ground disturbances for 
grading and construction of  existing and previous developments onsite. Fossils could be buried in site soils 
and could be damaged by ground disturbances for projects developed pursuant to the Specific Plan. This 
impact would be potentially significant. 

5.3.4 Cumulative Impacts 
Other projects in the City of  Fullerton would demolish some buildings for redevelopment and would modify 
some other existing buildings for reuse. Cultural resources in Fullerton listed on national and local registers 
include 19 properties listed on the National Register of  Historic Resources and the following numbers of  
properties listed on the City’s Register of  Historic Resources:  

 60 properties listed as Local Landmarks 

 42 properties listed as Significant Properties, that is, Potential Local Landmarks 

 18 properties listed as Potential/Possible Significant Properties (Fullerton 2012)1 

Each project considered for approval by the City of  Fullerton would be required to have that project’s 
impacts to cultural resources evaluated as part of  CEQA processing for the project. Where significant 
impacts to cultural resources were identified, projects would be required to either avoid impacts or implement 
feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts.  

Projects that would involve substantial amounts of  ground disturbance could also damage archaeological 
and/or paleontological resources that may be buried in soils in Fullerton. Mitigation measures for reducing 
cultural resources impacts of  such projects would include monitoring by qualified archaeologists and 
paleontologists, and recovery, identification, and curation of  any potentially significant resources discovered. 

                                                      
1 None of the cultural resources listed on the City’s Register of Historic Resources are within the project site. The nearest listed 
resource to the site is Chapman Park at 2515 San Carlos Drive, about 850 feet southeast of the College Plaza portion of the project 
site (Fullerton 2012). 
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Consequently, impacts to archaeological and paleontological resources would not be cumulatively 
considerable.  

However, impacts to historic resources would be significant, and consequently project impacts to historic 
resources would be cumulatively considerable. 

5.3.5 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions 
CollegeTown Specific Plan 

 Specific Plan design standards for Planning Area Two, which includes the 601 and 651 Titan Drive 
buildings, are set forth on Pages 92-93 of  the Specific Plan. Planning Area Two is in the heart of  
CollegeTown and intended to be an urban campus for higher education. New development in the site 
should complement the existing Googie architecture of  the main building at Hope International 
University. The development standards encourage a mix of  uses in either a vertical or horizontal 
configuration. In a vertical configuration, ground floor uses may include commercial, and/or 
institutional, with residential units and/or institutional uses on upper floors. Buildings between 3 and 10 
stories high would be permitted. Additional design standards, including standards for frontage types and 
frontage zones, are set forth in the Specific Plan.  

 A Historic Compatibility Analysis (HCA) would be required for new construction on properties adjacent 
to or in the immediate area of  historic resources within or outside the CollegeTown Specific Plan. The 
HCA report shall be prepared by a licensed architect with demonstrated experience in historic 
preservation and implementing the Secretary of  Interior Standards for the Treatment of  Historic 
Properties. The Director of  Community Development may waive the requirement for submitting an 
HCA when a project is clearly not adjacent to or in the immediate area of  an historic resource, and there 
is no reasonably foreseeable possibility of  direct or indirect impacts to an historic resource. The intent of  
the HCA is to assure that the development project considers the Secretary of  Interior's Standards for the 
Treatment of  Historic Properties early on in its design, rather than requiring modification of  the project 
after a full development concept has been submitted to the City. 

 An HCA shall define the following: 

• Area of  Potential Effect (APE) within which a proposed development may indirectly cause changes 
in the character of  historic properties, if  such properties exist in the proximity of  the proposed 
development. 

• Location of  historic and potentially historic properties in the APE, pursuant to Section 4.4.6 of  the 
CollegeTown Specific Plan. 

• How the project's mass, height and design components define the APE, and how they could 
potentially affect historic properties in the APE. 
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• Measures taken to ensure the proposed project are compatible with the historic structures within the 
APE, specifying how the proposal complies with the Secretary of  Interior's Standards for the 
Treatment of  Historic Properties. 

• The qualifications of  the historic architect that prepared the HCA. 

Federal 

 United States Code, Title 16, Sections 470 et seq.: National Historic Preservation Act 

 United States Code, Title 16, Sections 470aa et seq.: Archaeological Resources Protection Act 

 United States Code, Title 25, Sections 3001 et seq.: Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation 
Act 

State 

 California Public Resources Code Sections 5020–5029.5: Authorized State Historical Resources 
Commission. 

 California Public Resources Code Sections 5079–5079.65: Authorized Office of  Historic Preservation. 

 California Public Resources Code Sections 5097.9–5097.99: Protections for Native American historical 
and cultural resources and sacred sites; authorized Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC); 
prescribes responsibilities respecting discoveries of  Native American human remains. 

 California Government Code Sections 65352.3 et seq. (SB 18). Requirements for Native American 
consultation regarding General Plans, General Plan Amendments, and Specific Plans. 

5.3.6 Level of Significance Before Mitigation 
Without mitigation, the following impacts would be potentially significant: 

 Impact 5.3-1 Implementation of  the Specific Plan would demolish buildings at 2500 Nutwood 
Avenue, 601 Titan Drive, and 651 Titan Drive, which are eligible for listing on the 
National Register of  Historic Places and the California Register of  Historic 
Resources.  

 Impact 5.3-2 Specific Plan buildout could damage archaeological resources.  

 Impact 5.3-3  Specific Plan buildout could damage paleontological resources. 
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5.3.7 Mitigation Measures 
Impact 5.3-1 

3-1 Demolition of  the building structure at 2500 Nutwood Avenue in Planning Area 2 shall be 
avoided to ensure conservation of  an Eldon C. Davis “Googie” architectural design building. 

3-2 Prior to issuance of  demolition permits for structures at 601 and 651 Titan Drive within 
Planning Area 2, the Hope International University shall retain a qualified architectural 
historian to record the buildings consistent with Historic American Building Survey 
standards and guidelines. The demolition of  structures at 601and 651 Titan Drive shall be 
monitored by an Orange County–certified archaeologist to accurately document the removal 
of  the buildings and ensure no significant pre-1964 archaeological resources are omitted 
from the process. 

3-3 New buildings at 601 and 651 Titan Drive shall incorporate some of  the “Googie” design 
elements. These features shall be identified on architectural plans and elevations submitted to 
the City of  Fullerton Community Development Department prior to issuance of  building 
permits.  

Impact 5.3-2 

3-4 Prior to issuance of  grading permits for projects developed pursuant to the Specific Plan, 
project applicants shall retain an Orange County–certified archaeologist to periodically 
monitor all ground-disturbing activities. Before ground-disturbing activities begin, the 
archaeologist shall prepare an archaeological monitoring plan specifying the frequency, 
duration, and methods of  monitoring. The archaeologist shall train construction workers 
regarding types of  archaeological resources that could be identified in site soils. The 
archaeologist shall have the authority to stop grading or construction work within 25 feet of  
the site of  any discovery of  potential archaeological resources until a find can be recovered 
and the significance of  the find identified per CEQA. All resources recovered shall be 
curated at the facilities of  California State University, Fullerton. The archaeologist shall 
prepare a final report describing all identified and curated resources and submit that report 
to the City of  Fullerton Planning and Development Services Division. 

Impact 5.3-3 

3-5 Prior to issuance of  grading permits for projects developed pursuant to the Specific Plan, 
project applicants shall retain an Orange County–certified paleontologist to periodically 
monitor all ground-disturbing activities. Before ground-disturbing activities begin, the 
paleontologist shall prepare a paleontological monitoring plan specifying the frequency, 
duration, and methods of  monitoring. The paleontologist shall train construction workers 
regarding types of  fossils that could be identified in site soils. The paleontologist shall have 
the authority to stop grading or construction work within 25 feet of  the site of  any 
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discovery of  potential fossil resources until a find can be recovered and the significance of  
the find identified per CEQA. All resources recovered shall be curated at the facilities of  
California State University, Fullerton. The paleontologist shall prepare a final report 
describing all identified and curated resources and submit that report to the City of  
Fullerton Planning and Development Services Division. 

5.3.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation 
Impact 5.3-1 

Of  the two building complexes located on the HIU campus in Planning Area 2, the complex at 2500 
Nutwood Avenue, which includes the auditorium and the administration building, is anticipated to remain 
onsite (see Figure 3-7, Conceptual Site Plan). The residential complex at 601–651 Titan Drive would be 
demolished to accommodate higher density housing onsite. Implementation of  Mitigation Measure 3-1 would 
ensure that that the structure at 2500 Nutwood Avenue would be conserved onsite to preserve the historic 
features associated with the “Googie” architectural design. In addition, new residential buildings at the 601 
and 651 Titan Drive parcel would be required to incorporate “Googie” architectural design elements. 
However, demolition of  the two buildings at 601–651 Titan would result in the permanent removal of  
structures that are eligible for listing on the California and National Resisters and are also eligible for listing as 
locally significant (i.e., a “Significant Property” according to the City of  Fullerton and Fullerton Heritage). 
Consequently, despite implementation of  Mitigation Measures 3-1 through 3-3, project-level and cumulative 
impacts identified under Impact 5.3-1 would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Impact 5.3-2 

Implementation of  Mitigation Measure 3-4 would require a qualified archaeologist to periodically monitor 
ground-disturbing activities pursuant to the schedule outlined during the preconstruction meeting. If  historic 
and/or archeological resources are uncovered, ground-disturbing activities would be halted, and historic and 
archeological resources would be recovered and curated with the appropriate facilities. Consequently, the 
mitigation measure would reduce project-level and cumulative impacts identified under Impact 5.3-2 to less 
than significant levels. 

Impact 5.3-3 

Implementation of  Mitigation Measure 3-5 would require a qualified paleontologist to periodically monitor 
ground-disturbing activities pursuant to the schedule outlined during the preconstruction meeting. If  
paleontological resources are uncovered, ground-disturbing activities would be halted, and paleontological 
resources would be recovered and curated with the appropriate facilities. Consequently, the mitigation 
measure would reduce project-level and cumulative impacts identified under Impact 5.3-3 to less than 
significant levels. 
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