
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix A 
 Initial Study/NOP and NOP Comment Letters 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



City of Long Beach 

Riverwalk Residential 
Development Project

 

 
 
 
 
Draft  
Initial Study – 
Notice of 
Preparation 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
September 2014 



 

 

 
 
 

RIVERWALK RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
 

DRAFT 
INITIAL STUDY – NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared for: 
City of Long Beach 

Department of Development Services 
333 W. Ocean Boulevard, 5th Floor 

Long Beach, CA 90802 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared by: 
Rincon Consultants 

180 North Ashwood Avenue 
Ventura, California 93003 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

September 2014 
 
 

 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This report prepared on 50% recycled paper with 50% post-consumer content. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Riverwalk Residential Development Project 
Initial Study 
 
 

City of Long Beach 
i  

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
  Page 

 
Initial Study 
 1. Project title ........................................................................................................................... 1 
 2. Lead agency name and address ....................................................................................... 1 
 3. Contact person and phone number ................................................................................. 1 
 4. Project location ................................................................................................................... 1 
 5. Project sponsor’s name and address ............................................................................... 1 

6. General Plan designation .................................................................................................. 1 
 7. Zoning .................................................................................................................................. 1 
 8. Project Description ............................................................................................................. 1 
 9. Surrounding land uses and setting .................................................................................. 2 
 10. Required Entitlements ....................................................................................................... 2 
 11. Other public agencies whose approval is required ....................................................... 2 
  
 Environmental Factors Affected .............................................................................................. 7 
 
 Determination ............................................................................................................................. 8 
 
 Environmental Checklist ........................................................................................................... 9 
  
 Discussion 
  I. Aesthetics .................................................................................................................. 9 
  II. Agricultural and Forest Resources ...................................................................... 10 
  III. Air Quality .............................................................................................................. 11 
  IV. Biological Resources .............................................................................................. 12 
  V. Cultural Resources................................................................................................. 13 
  VI. Geology and Soils .................................................................................................. 14 
  VII. Greenhouse Gas Emissions .................................................................................. 15 
  VIII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials ..................................................................... 16 
  IX. Hydrology and Water Quality ............................................................................. 18 
  X. Land Use and Planning ......................................................................................... 20 
  XI. Mineral Resources ................................................................................................. 21 
  XII. Noise ........................................................................................................................ 21 
  XIII. Population and Housing ....................................................................................... 23 
  XIV. Public Services ........................................................................................................ 23 
  XV. Recreation ............................................................................................................... 24 
  XVI. Transportation/Traffic .......................................................................................... 25 
  XVII. Utilities and Service Systems ............................................................................... 27 
  XVIII. Mandatory Findings of Significance ................................................................... 28 
 
 References ................................................................................................................................. 30 

  



Riverwalk Residential Development Project 
Initial Study 
 
 

City of Long Beach 
ii  

List of Figures 
 
 Figure 1  Regional Location..................................................................................................... 3 
 Figure 2  Project Location ........................................................................................................ 4 
 Figure 3 Site Plan ..................................................................................................................... 5 
  
 
 
 



Riverwalk Residential Development Project 
Initial Study 
 
 

City of Long Beach 
1  

 

INITIAL STUDY 
 
 
1. Project title:  Riverwalk Residential Development Project 

 
2. Lead agency name and address: City of Long Beach  
     Department of Development  Services 

  333 W. Ocean Boulevard, 5th Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

 
3. Contact person and phone number: Craig Chalfant 

(562) 570-6368 
 
4. Project location:  4747 Daisy Avenue, south of 48th Street, north of 

the Virginia Country Club and east of the Los 
Angeles River. Figure 1 shows the location of the 
project site within the region and Figure 2 shows an 
aerial view of the project site. 

 
5. Project applicant’s/sponsor’s   Integral Communities 

 name and address: 888 San Clemente Drive, Suite 100 
   Newport Beach, CA 92660 
   Phone: (949) 720-3612 
 
6. Current General Plan designation: Open Space and Park (LUD 11) 

 
7. Current Zoning: Institutional (I) 
 
8. Project Description: 
 
The proposed Riverwalk Residential Development Project site is located at 4747 Daisy Avenue 
in North Long Beach. The project site is 10.56 acres and has a Los Angeles County Assessor’s ID 
Number of 7133-016-005. The project site is bordered by the Union Pacific (UP) Railroad on the 
south, the Dominguez Gap Wetlands and Los Angeles River on the west, and an existing 
residential neighborhood on the north and east. The Virginia Country Club golf course is 
located just south of the UP Railroad tracks to the south of the site. The project site was formerly 
the Will J. Reid Boy Scout Camp, but is no longer used by the Boy Scouts and is currently 
vacant. Site preparation for the proposed project would include removal of all remaining 
vegetation, trees, and structures on the site, including an amphitheater, deck, five buildings, 
two tool sheds, an old mobile home, and a parking lot, after which 30,000-40,000 cubic yards of 
imported fill would be placed on the site. 
 
As shown in Figure 3, the proposed project would involve subdividing the project site and 
developing it into a gated residential community containing 131 detached single family homes 
on lots with a minimum square footage of 2,400 square feet. The maximum height would be 
35’6”. The proposed homes would be a mixture of 2 and 3-story homes catering to new families, 
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second time homebuyers, move-down buyers and empty nesters. The proposed subdivision 
would be served by internal, privately maintained streets connected to the existing 
neighborhood by Daisy Avenue. A connection to Oregon Avenue would be available in case of 
emergencies, but would otherwise remain blocked off under normal circumstances. The 
proposed subdivision would include 262 private garage parking spaces and 40 on-street guest 
parking spaces located along the development’s internal streets. It would also include a private 
recreation center, including a meeting center, pool, spa, and turf area at the eastern end of the 
site; a tot lot in the northern part of the site; and private access to the pedestrian path along the 
Los Angeles River and Dominguez Gap Wetlands. All of these amenities would be managed by 
the future homeowners association (HOA), which would also be responsible for maintaining 
any remaining common property such as common streets and open space. 
 
The proposed project would require a General Plan Amendment to change the project site’s 
land use designation from Open Space and Park (LUD 11) to Townhomes (LUD 3A), and a 
change in the site’s zoning from Institutional (I) to a new Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
zoning district to be created as part of this entitlement. As a condition of approval of the 
proposed project, the City is also requiring the applicant to pay for the creation of a park at the 
southwest corner of Oregon Avenue and Del Amo Boulevard. Creation of this park is a separate 
project that has already undergone its own environmental review and been approved by the 
City.  
 
9. Surrounding land uses and setting:  
 

The project site is surrounded by residential development to the north and east. The UP 
Railroad and the Virginia Country Club golf course are located immediately south of the 
project site. The Dominguez Gap Wetlands and Los Angeles River are located 
immediately west of the site.  
 

10. Required Entitlements: 
 

The project requires the following discretionary approvals (entitlements) from the City of 
Long Beach:  
 

 Site Plan Review and Approval – Review and approval of the Site Plan for the 
proposed project  

 Tentative Tract Map – Approval of a Tentative Tract Map for subdivision of 
the project site 

 General Plan Amendment – Approval of a change to the project site’s land use 
designation from Open Space and Park (LUD 11) to Townhomes (LUD 3A) 

 Rezoning - A change in the site’s zoning from Institutional (I) to  a new PUD 
zoning district to be created as part of this entitlement  

 Certification of Final EIR 
 

11. Other public agencies whose approval is required: 
 

The City of Long Beach is the lead agency and is the only public agency with discretionary 
approval over the project.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS AFFECTED 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this Project, 
involving at least one impact that is “Potentially Significant” or “Potentially Significant Unless 
Mitigation Incorporated” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forest 
Resources 

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology/Soils 

 Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

 Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials 

 Hydrology/Water 
Quality 

 Land Use/Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise 

 Population/Housing  Public Services  Recreation 

 Transportation/Traffic  Utilities/Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 
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Environmental Checklist 
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 

I. AESTHETICS – Would the Project:  

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista?     

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within 
a state scenic highway?     

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings?     

d) Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area?     

 
a-c) Policy 1.2 in the City’s General Plan Open Space and Recreation Element identifies natural 
resources, amenities, and scenic values in the City, including nature centers, beaches, bluffs, 
wetlands, and other water bodies (City of Long Beach, October 2002). The proposed project is 
located adjacent to the Los Angeles River, the Dominguez Gap Wetlands, and existing 
residential neighborhoods to the north and the east. The Los Angeles River Bicycle Trail is 
located along the top of the levee of the Los Angeles River, and another paved trail is located 
along the Dominguez Gap Wetlands between the Los Angeles River levee and another 
berm/levee directly abutting the western edge of the project site. Additionally, Interstate 710 
runs north to south ¼ mile to the west of the project site. While this is not a designated scenic 
highway, the project site could be viewed from Interstate 710, and thus the proposed project 
could affect views from this roadway. The proposed project would alter the visual character of 
the site by replacing open space with residential development. This would have the potential to 
result in adverse impacts to scenic vistas, scenic resources, and visual character and quality. The 
proposed project’s potential impacts on scenic vistas, scenic resources, and visual character and 
quality are potentially significant and will be analyzed in an EIR.  
 
d) The proposed project would include sources of light and glare on the project site, such as 
structural lighting, street lighting, and reflective surfaces on parked cars and building exteriors. 
The project would be required to comply with all development and design standards, including 
provisions for materials, of Division II of Chapter 21.31 of the LBMC. Additionally, lighting 
would be reviewed through the City’s Site Plan Review process, as described in Division V of 
Chapter 21.25—Site Plan Review of the LBMC. The project’s impacts related to light and glare are 
therefore less than significant. Further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted. 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
 
II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST 

RESOURCES -- In determining whether 
impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California 
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by 
the California Dept. of Conservation as an 
optional model to use in assessing 
impacts on agriculture and farmland. In 
determining whether impacts to forest 
resources, including timberland, are 
significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to information 
compiled by the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the 
state’s inventory of forest land, including 
the Forest and Range Assessment 
Project and the Forest Legacy 
Assessment Project; and forest carbon 
measurement methodology provided in 
Forest Protocols adopted by the California 
Air Resources Board. -- Would the 
Project:  

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?     

b) Conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract?     

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in 
Public Resources Code Section 
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by 
Public Resources Code Section 4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production 
(as defined by Government Code Section 
51104(g))?     

d) Result in the loss of forest land or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use?     

e) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location 
or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use?     
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a-e) There are no agricultural zones or forest lands within the City of Long Beach, which is a 
fully urbanized community that has been urbanized for over half a century. The proposed 
project would have no impact upon agricultural or forest resources and further analysis of this 
issue in an EIR is not warranted.  
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 

III. AIR QUALITY -- Would the Project:  

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
the applicable air quality plan?     

b) Violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation?     

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is non-attainment under 
an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)?     

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations?     

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people?     

 
a-d) The project site is within the South Coast Air Basin, which is under the jurisdiction of the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The South Coast Air Basin is in 
nonattainment for the federal standards for ozone, lead, and particulate matter (PM2.5), as well 
as state standards for ozone and particulate matter (PM2.5, PM10) (California Air Resources 
Board, 2014). During project construction, dust could be generated and contribute to particulate 
matter that may degrade local air quality. Traffic and energy consumption associated with 
project operation would also generate air pollutant emissions. Such emissions could potentially 
exceed SCAQMD’s significance thresholds. In addition, sensitive residential receptors located 
adjacent to the project site have the potential to be adversely impacted by air pollutant 
emissions associated with project construction and operation. These air quality impacts are 
potentially significant and will be assessed in an EIR. 
 
e) The proposed project involves residential development, which would not be expected to 
create odor issues. Zoning districts, development standards, and design standards contained in 
Title 21 of the LBMC would reduce the potential for odor impacts by ensuring that 
incompatible uses are not located in proximity to each other or that compatibility issues are 
addressed through site design. No impact would occur with respect to odors and further 
analysis of this issue is not warranted. 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES --  
Would the Project:  

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, 
or by the California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?     

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?     

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement 
of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites?     

e) Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance?     

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan?     

 
a-e) The project site is currently largely unoccupied with buildings, and is vegetated with lawn 
areas and on-site trees remaining from its former use as a Boy Scout camp. While many of the 
trees that were located on the project site have already been removed, some trees do remain 
which have the potential to serve as habitat for nesting birds. The open space provided by the 
project site also has potential habitat value in general. Additionally, the project site is located 
adjacent to the Dominguez Gap Wetlands, which are located between the Los Angeles River 
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and the project site. Compton Creek flows into the Los Angeles River approximately 0.10 miles 
west of the project site. These open spaces also have the potential to serve as native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors and native wildlife nursery sites. The proposed project would 
remove all on-site vegetation, place 30,000-40,000 cubic yards of imported fill on the site, and 
result in heightened human activity in and around the project site. For these reasons, biological 
resources located within and adjacent to the project site boundaries could be adversely affected 
by project construction and operation. Impacts to these biological resources, and the proposed 
project’s potential to conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting such biological 
resources, are potentially significant and will be studied in an EIR. 
 
f) No adopted habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans apply in the 
City of Long Beach. No impact would occur and further analysis of this issue is not warranted. 
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the 
Project:  

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource as 
defined in §15064.5?     

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of an archaeological 
resource as defined in §15064.5?     

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

d) Disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries?     

 
a) The project site is not located within a designated historic district. However, the Los Cerritos 
Ranch House (Rancho Los Cerritos), which is a National Historic Landmark, is located 
approximately 0.25 miles from the project site (City of Long Beach, 2010). Additionally, the 
project site was formerly the Will J. Reid Boy Scout Camp. The potential for structures still 
remaining on the site from its former use as a Boy Scout Camp to be eligible as historic 
resources is unknown. Therefore, impacts to historic resources are potentially significant and 
will be studied in an EIR. 
 
b-d) Site preparation for the proposed project would include removal of all vegetation and 
structures currently on the project site, and importation of 30,000-40,000 cubic yards of fill. 
Earth-disturbing activities and placement of fill have the potential to disturb or prevent future 
access to previously undiscovered subsurface resources, including archaeological and 
paleontological resources and human remains. The likelihood to impact such resources is 
unknown and considered a potentially significant impact. This issue will be studied in an EIR. 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS –  Would the 
Project:  

a) Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:     

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, 
as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area or based on 
other substantial evidence of a known 
fault?     

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction?     

iv) Landslides?     

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the 
loss of topsoil?     

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable as a result of the Project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse?     

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined 
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code, creating substantial risks to life or 
property?     

e) Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater? 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
a.i-iii & b-d) According to the California Earthquake Data Center Map (SCEDC), the Newport-
Inglewood Fault Zone is approximately 300 feet west of and 1,900 feet south of the project site, 
but the project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Zone (California 
Department of Conservation, 1986). Like much of California, the project site is subject to 
groundshaking from seismic activity emanating from the Newport-Inglewood Fault and other 
faults in the region. 
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In addition, the project site is located in an area where there has been a historical occurrence of 
liquefaction (California Department of Conservation, 1999) but liquefaction potential is 
considered minimal by the Seismic Safety Element of the General Plan (City of Long Beach, 
1988). Nevertheless, this is considered a potentially significant impact. 
 
The California Building Code (CBC) and the City of Long Beach Development Code control 
building design and construction. The City of Long Beach, along with all of Southern California, 
is within Seismic Zone 4, the area of greatest risk and subject to the strictest building standards. 
New development would conform to the CBC (as amended at the time of permit approval) as 
required by law, and preparation of a final City-approved geotechnical study and remediation 
plan would be required prior to project approval. 
 
Further analysis is required to fully evaluate the potential for such geologic hazards to create a 
significant impact on future development called for under the proposed project. Geologic issues 
are therefore considered potentially significant and will be addressed in an EIR. 
 
a.iv) The project site is in an area with minimal natural topographic relief and, according to 
Plate 9 of the Seismic Safety Element of the General Plan, it is not located in area susceptible to 
landslides. Therefore, there would be no impact and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is 
not warranted. 
 
e) The project is located in a fully developed part of Long Beach, with access to existing sewer 
connections, and would not require the use of septic tanks. Therefore, no impact related to the 
use of septic tanks would occur and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted. 
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS - 
Would the Project:  

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, 
either directly or indirectly, that may have 
a significant impact on the environment?     

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, 
or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse 
gases?     

 
a-b) Project construction and operation would generate emissions of greenhouse gases (GHGs) 
and would therefore incrementally contribute to global climate change. As such, project 
implementation could conflict with the requirements of Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 375, and 
related plans, policies, and regulations pertaining to reducing GHG emissions. The project’s 
potential contribution to cumulative impacts related to GHG emissions and climate change are 
potentially significant and will be studied in an EIR. 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 

VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS - Would the Project:  

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials?     

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment?     

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within ¼ 
mile of an existing or proposed school?     

d) Be located on a site which is included on 
a list of hazardous material sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment?     

e) For a project located within an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the 
Project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the Project area?     

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the Project result in a 
safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the Project area?     

g) Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan?     

h) Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas 
or where residences are intermixed with 
wildlands?     
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a-c ) The proposed residential uses would not involve the routine transport, use or disposal of 
hazardous substances, other than minor amounts used for maintenance and landscaping. 
However, the proposed project involves demolition of existing structures located on the project 
site from the former use as the Will J. Reid Boy Scout Camp. Demolition of the existing 
structures has the potential to release or expose lead and asbestos. Additionally, hazardous 
materials may residually occur in soils or groundwater under the site. Additionally, the project 
site is located approximately 0.25 miles from Perry Lindsey Middle School. These issues 
warrant investigation and are considered to be potentially significant impacts. These issues 
will be studied in an EIR. 
 
d) The following databases compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 were 
checked (July 31, 2014) for known hazardous materials contamination at the project site: 
 

 Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System 
(CERCLIS) database 

 Geotracker search for leaking underground fuel tanks 

 Cortese list of Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites 

 Department of Toxic Substances Control’s Site Mitigation and Brownfields Database 
 
The project site does not appear on any of the above lists. Thus, there would be no impact 

related to being located on a list of hazardous material sites pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5.  
 
e, f) There are no public or private airports on or adjacent to the project site. The nearest airport 
is Long Beach Municipal Airport, located approximately 2.25 miles southeast of the project site. 
Due to this separation, the proposed project would not result in a significant safety hazard for 
people residing or working in or around the project site. This impact would be less than 

significant and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.  
 
g) The proposed project involves demolition of existing structures and the construction of a 
residential development, and would not conflict with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan. Impacts related to traffic are discussed in Section XVI, 
Transportation/Traffic, below. This impact would be less than significant and further analysis of 
this issue in an EIR is not warranted.  
 
h) The project site is located in an urbanized area of Long Beach and is not near any wildlands. 
Thus the proposed project would not expose persons or structures to wildfire hazard risks. 
There would be no impact and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.  
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
– Would the Project:  

a) Violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements?     

b) Substantially deplete groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or 
a lowering or the local groundwater table 
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level 
which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits 
have been granted)?     

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 
or off-site?     

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including the 
alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner 
which would result in flooding on- or off-
site?     

e) Create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff?     

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality?     

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood 
hazard area as mapped on a federal 
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map?     

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows?     
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
– Would the Project:  

i) Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam?     

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow?     

 
a, c-f) The proposed project would alter the existing topography of the site by adding 30,000-
40,000 cubic yards of fill to the site and grading the site for residential development, and would 
also add impervious surfaces to the site. This would alter drainage patterns and the rate and 
amount of surface runoff. Development of the site also has the potential to cause downstream 
surface water quality impacts due to the introduction of impervious surfaces and pollutant-
generation activities. Impacts related to these issues are potentially significant and will be 
studied further in an EIR.  
 
b) The Long Beach Water Department provides water service in the City of Long Beach and 
relies on groundwater and imported water. The proposed project would add 131 detached 
single family homes which would lead to an increase in the consumption of potable water. 
Additionally, the proposed project would increase impermeable surfaces in the area that could 
restrict groundwater recharge. This increase in water consumption and impermeable surfaces is 
considered a potentially significant impact and will be studied further in an EIR. 
 
g-i) Per FEMA flood zone maps (#06037C1955F), the project site is located in Zone X, which is 
within the 500-year flood zone (the area with a 0.2% chance per year of flooding) but outside the 
100-year flood hazard area. The proposed project would not impede flood flows or expose 
people to significant flood-related safety impacts. The project site is protected from flooding 
from the nearby Los Angeles River and Compton Creek channels by the levee along the Los 
Angeles River to the west of the project site. There are also no dams that would subject the 
project site to inundation in the event of their failure. The proposed project would therefore not 
be subject to a significant risk of flooding due to dam or levee failure, and would not expose 
future residents of the project site, or any other persons or property, to significant risks 
associated with dam or levee failure. Consequently, this impact would be less than significant 
and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted. 
 
j) A tsunami is a tidal wave produced by off-shore seismic activity; seiches are seismically-
induced waves that occur in large bodies of water, such as lakes. The project site is not located 
within a tsunami hazard zone (California Department of Conservation, March 2009). 
Additionally, because the project site is not sufficiently close to a large body of water other than 
the Dominguez Gap Wetlands, Compton Creek, and the Los Angeles River, seiches are not a 
significant concern. As discussed in Section VI, Geology and Soils, the project site would not be 
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susceptible to landslides or mudflows. Therefore, no impact related to these hazards would 
occur and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted. 
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING -- Would 
the proposal:  

a) Physically divide an established 
community?     

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the Project (including, but 
not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect?     

c) Conflict with an applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan?     

 
a) The proposed project involves infill development and does not include any components, such 
as a new road, that would physically divide an established community. No impact would occur 
and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted. 
 
b) The project site has a General Plan land use designation of Open Space and Park (LUD 11), 
and is currently zoned Institutional (I). The proposed project would require a General Plan 
Amendment to change the site’s land use designation to Townhomes (LUD 3A) and a Rezone to 
a new PUD zoning district to be created as part of this entitlement. Therefore, consistency of the 
project with relevant policies contained in applicable local and regional plans, including the 
General Plan, the Long Beach Municipal Code, and the Southern California Association of 
Government’s (SCAG’s) Regional Comprehensive Plan and Regional Transportation Plan-
Sustainable Communities Strategy will be discussed in an EIR. Additionally, compatibility of 
the proposed project with surrounding uses requires further analysis. Impacts related to land 
use consistency and compatibility are therefore potentially significant and will be studied in an 
EIR.  
 
c) The project site is not located within an area that is subject to an adopted habitat conservation 
plan or natural community plan. No impact would occur and further analysis of this issue in an 
EIR is not warranted.  
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES --  Would the 
Project:  

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to 
the region and the residents of the state?     

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, 
specific plan, or other land use plan?     

 
a-b) The project site and surrounding properties are part of an urbanized area in northeast Long 
Beach. The project site is not located in a mineral extraction operations area. The proposed 
project does not involve a mineral resource recovery site and no mineral resource activities 
would be altered or displaced by the project. Therefore, no impact would occur and further 
analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted. 
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XII. NOISE – Would the Project result in:  

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies?     

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?     

c) A substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels above levels existing 
without the Project?     

d) A substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the 
Project vicinity above levels existing 
without the Project?     
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XII. NOISE – Would the Project result in:  

e) For a project located within an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the 
Project expose people residing or working 
in the Project area to excessive noise 
levels?     

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the Project expose people 
residing or working in the Project area to 
excessive noise?     

 
a-d) The project site is bordered by the UP Railroad on the south and is approximately 0.25 
miles from Interstate 710; therefore, it would be subject to noise from traffic and trains. The site 
may also be affected by aircraft overflight noise from Long Beach Municipal Airport. As 
discussed below, the site is more than two miles from this airport and outside of its Airport 
Influence Area, so noise impacts from this airport would in themselves be less than significant; 
however, they would contribute to the overall ambient noise environment. Project-related site 
preparation and construction would temporarily increase noise levels at adjacent residences, 
while project operation would increase traffic along streets in the vicinity, which may adversely 
affect existing uses along these streets. Impacts related to these issues are potentially 

significant and will be addressed in an EIR.  
 
e) Long Beach Municipal Airport is located approximately 2.25 miles southeast of the project 
site, but the project site is outside its Airport Influence Area (Los Angeles County Airport Land 
Use Commission, 2003). Due to the project site’s distance from this airport, the project would 
not expose people residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels from aircraft 
overflights from a public airport. This impact would be less than significant and further 
analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted.  
 
f) The project site is not in the vicinity of a private airstrip, and the proposed project would 
therefore would have no impact related to exposing people residing or working in the Project 
area to excessive noise from a private airstrip, and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not 
warranted. 
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING — 
Would the Project:  

a) Induce substantial population growth in an 
area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure)?     

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere?     

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere?     

 
a) The proposed project would add 131 detached single family homes to a site that was formerly 
used as the Will J. Reid Boy Scout Camp. The project site currently has a General Plan land use 
designation Open Space and Park (LUD  11), and is currently zoned Institutional (I). The project 
may therefore not have been considered in analysis of population and housing growth in the 
City of Long Beach. Therefore, impacts related to population and housing growth are 
potentially significant and will be studied in an EIR. 
 
b-c) The proposed project would not displace any existing housing units or people; therefore, 
no impact would occur. Further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not warranted. 
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES  

a) Would the Project result in substantial 
adverse physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, or the need for 
new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts, 
in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the 
public services:     
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a(i-iii, v). The proposed project would add 131 detached single family homes to the City of Long 
Beach and therefore add residents to the City of Long Beach. These additional residents would 
increase demand for police, fire protection, schools, and other facilities provided by the City of 
Long Beach and other providers such as local school districts. The increased demand is 
considered a potentially significant impact related to public services. Future service levels and 
potential deficiencies will be studied in the EIR. 
 
a(iv). The proposed project would add 131 detached single family homes to the City of Long 
Beach and therefore add residents to the City of Long Beach who would use public parks. As a 
condition of approval of the proposed project, the City is requiring the applicant to pay for the 
creation of a park at the southwest corner of Oregon Avenue and Del Amo Boulevard. Creation 
of this park is a separate project that has already undergone its own environmental review and 
been approved by the City. While construction of this park would offset demand for such 
facilities created by development of the proposed project, the extent to which this would offset 
such impacts requires further analysis. Impacts related to demand for parks are therefore 
considered to be potentially significant and this issue will be further analyzed in an EIR. 
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XV. RECREATION --  

a) Would the Project increase the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional parks 
or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated?     

b) Does the Project include recreational 
facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which 
might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment?     

 
a, b) As discussed in Section XIV, Public Services, a condition of approval of the proposed project 
required by the City would be requiring the applicant to pay for the creation of a park at the 
southwest corner of Oregon Avenue and Del Amo Boulevard. Creation of this park is a separate 
project that has already undergone its own environmental review and been approved by the 
City. While construction of this park would offset demand for such facilities created by 

i) Fire protection?     

ii) Police protection?     

iii) Schools?     

iv) Parks?     

v) Other public facilities?     
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development of the proposed project, the extent to which this would offset such demand, and 
whether or not this park would adequately meet the need for recreational facilities given 
demand from both the proposed project and existing and future development is not known. 
Impacts would therefore be potentially significant and will be further analyzed in an EIR. 
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC -- 
Would the Project:  

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance 
or policy establishing a measure of 
effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation, including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation 
system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways, and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, 
and mass transit?     

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not 
limited to level of service standards and 
travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county 
congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways?     

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic 
levels or a change in location that results 
in substantial safety risks?     

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
use (e.g., farm equipment)?     

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public transit, 
bikeways, or pedestrian facilities, or 
otherwise substantially decrease the 
performance or safety of such facilities?     

 
a-b. The proposed project would generate increased traffic on surrounding roadways, 
particularly Daisy Avenue, and may alter existing traffic patterns. Project-generated traffic 
could potentially cause exceedances of City level of service standards and, therefore, may also 
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conflict with local and regional congestion management standards. Impacts related to these 
issues would be potentially significant and will be studied further in an EIR.  
 
c) As discussed in Section VIII, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the project site is located 2.25 
miles northwest of the Long Beach Municipal Airport and outside the airport’s influence area. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in changes in air traffic patterns. There would 
be no impact in this regard and further study of this issue is not warranted.  
 
d) Site plans for the proposed project will be reviewed to ensure that the project would not 
include any design features that could present traffic hazards. Vehicular access to the project 
site would be taken from the planned driveway on Daisy Avenue. Construction activity for the 
project may result in temporary safety impacts to surrounding streets such as Daisy Avenue, 
Oregon Avenue, West 48th Street, Long Beach Boulevard, and Del Amo Boulevard for all users 
including drivers, bicyclists, and pedestrians. Also, because of different traffic levels and 
circulation patterns, operation of the project has the potential to create hazardous design 
features. This impact is therefore potentially significant and will be further evaluated in an 
EIR. 
 
e) As stated under section XVId) above, the project may have both temporary construction-
related and permanent operational safety impacts on immediately surrounding streets, and 
while no temporary or permanent street closures are anticipated, the project’s impacts related to 
hazardous design features and site access are potentially significant. These impacts are therefore 
also potentially significant for emergency vehicles, which would also need to access the site in 
case of emergency. Impacts related to emergency access are therefore potentially significant 
and will be evaluated in an EIR. 

 
f) The proposed project would not directly result in changes to the public transportation system 
that would conflict with adopted policies plans or programs. Access to City of Long Beach bus 
lines is currently available near the project site at bus stops along Long Beach Boulevard (Lines 
51 and 52) and Del Amo Boulevard (Lines 191 and 192) within one half mile of the project site. 
Access to the Los Angeles Metro light rail Blue Line is available at Del Amo Station, located on 
West Del Amo Boulevard approximately one mile from the project site, with connections to bus 
lines running along Del Amo Boulevard. The Blue Line runs between downtown Long Beach 
and downtown Los Angeles, and connects to regional and national rail networks including 
Metrolink and Amtrak. The location of the Metro Blue Line Del Amo station is shown in Figure 
2. Del Amo Station is located within approximately 23 minutes walking distance and 
approximately 10 minutes bicycling distance of the project site (Google maps, July 2014). 
Compared to overall existing demand, the additional residents added to the area by the 
proposed project would not be expected to decrease performance of these facilities. This impact 
would be less than significant and further study of this issue is not warranted. 
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XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- 
Would the Project:  

a) Exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control Board?     

b) Require or result in the construction of 
new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects?     

c) Require or result in the construction of 
new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects?     

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the Project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or 
expanded entitlements needed?     

e) Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider which 
serves or may serve the Project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the Project’s 
projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments?     

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
Project’s solid waste disposal needs?     

g) Comply with federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste?     

 
a, b, e) Wastewater services would be supplied to the proposed project through the Sanitation 
Districts of Los Angeles County (LACSD). The project is located in District 3 of the LACSD. The 
proposed project would require connection to existing sewer infrastructure and would result in 
an increase in the amount of wastewater produced on the site. Currently, a majority of the 
City’s wastewater is delivered to the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP) of the Los 
Angeles County Sanitation Districts. The remaining portion of the City’s wastewater is 
delivered to the Long Beach Water Reclamation Plant of the Los Angeles County Sanitation 
Districts. The increased amount of wastewater that would be generated by the proposed project 
could create potentially significant impacts related to wastewater treatment and existing sewer 
infrastructure. These issues will be evaluated in an EIR. 
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c) As discussed in Section IX, Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed project would alter the 
existing topography of the site, add 30,000-40,000 cubic yards of fill and add impervious 
surfaces. This would alter drainage patterns and the rate and amount of surface runoff. Impacts 
related to these issues would be potentially significant; therefore, these issues will be studied 
further in an EIR.  
 
d) The site is already served by the City’s existing water system through the Long Beach Water 
Department. The proposed 131 single family homes would result in an increase in the amount 
of water consumed on the site. The increase in water consumption represents a potentially 

significant impact. The issue will be evaluated in an EIR through analysis of available water 
supply and forecast demand based on the City’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 
 
f, g) The proposed project would generate waste through the demolition of existing structures 
and solid waste generated by the 131 single family homes proposed to be developed on the 
project site. The increase in waste generated by the proposed project could affect the disposal 
capacity of the landfills serving the project site. This potentially significant impact will be 
evaluated further in an EIR. 
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XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE —  

a) Does the Project have the potential to 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self- sustaining 
levels, eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict 
the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal or eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or 
prehistory?     

b) Does the Project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental 
effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects)?     

c) Does the Project have environmental 
effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly?     
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a-c. As described in the sections above, the proposed project may generate impacts in the 
following areas: Aesthetics, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and 
Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, Land Use and Planning, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, 
Transportation/Traffic, and Utilities/Service Systems. These issue areas as well as potential 
cumulative impacts will be evaluated in the EIR and any feasible mitigation measures will be 
identified to avoid and/or reduce any significant impacts. 
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Proposed Riverwalk Residential Development 
EIR Scoping Meeting – 9/24/2014 

Comments  
 

EIR Scope, Focus and Content 
 Traffic:  

o Too much traffic, local streets can’t handle it (congestion and street wear) 
o Vehicles cut through back streets (Pacific Ave, Daisy Avenue, etc.) to avoid Del 

Amo/Long Beach Boulevard intersection from 3-5 pm  
o Stop sign on 48th Street and Pacific is needed now, without it there is speeding 

and high noise levels 
o Better street maintenance is needed even now 
o Haul route for construction trips through neighborhood leading to congestion, 

accidents, air pollution, vibration damaging homes 
o Emergency traffic route insufficient 
o Project traffic will hinder emergency response vehicles and cause noise pollution 

 Air Quality: 
o Localized health risks (like asthma) from project cars and traffic 
o 1,700 dump trucks would be required to bring in fill alone, 3,000 trucks for 6-8 

months during construction, that would all create dust and diesel pollution  
 Geohazards: 

o Existing sink holes and cracks in roadways of neighborhood 
o Infrastructure is inadequate now 
o Newport-Inglewood fault is under site  

 Open Space: 
o More green space is needed both inside and outside of the development, 

inadequate green space in this area of Long Beach 
o On-site recreational space is inadequate 

 Cultural resources may be buried on site 
 Biological Resources 

o Nesting birds (particularly owls) 
o Displacement of rats and gophers from site into neighborhood 

 Aesthetics: 
o Loss of privacy from views into neighboring homes and backyards from project 

site 
 Hydrology: 

o Drainage needs to be analyzed, off-site flooding concerns (perimeter walls 
blocking drainage from neighbor properties to site) 

 Noise: 
o Neighborhood is already noisy from passing trains, airplane overflights, and the 

nearby 710 freeway. Noise from construction and operation of this project would 
only make this situation worse and increase noise to unacceptable levels. 

 Expand public notice mailing radius 
 
Mitigation Measures  

 Access site from levee for construction traffic, rather than neighborhood streets 



 Leave the trees that remain on the property 
 
Alternatives (none received) 





























Riverwalk comment email from Ken Kern

From: Ken Kern [mailto:kenkern@charter.net] 
Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2014 11:25 AM
To: Press Telegram; Press Telegram City Editor; LA Times; Mayor; Craig Chalfant; 
Council District 1; 
Council District 2; Council District 3; Council District 4; Council District 5; 
Council District 6; Council 
District 7; Council District 8; Council District 9
Subject: Residents Protest Riverwalk Residential Development Project

My name is Kenneth Kern residing at 4784 Virginia Ave. L.B. 90805 for 23 years.  My 
telephone number 
is 562-423-7249.  Last night a scoping meeting was held in a small room with seating
for 25 persons to 
discuss the preparation of an EIR report for the project known as the Riverwalk 
Residential Development 
Project.  Over 50 residents attended to voice their concerns about the project even 
with the limited 
parking available.

This project proposes to construct 131 two and three story single family homes on 
the site of the former 
Boy's Scout Camp at 4747 Daisy Avenue. 
The City of Long Beach sent out notices of this meeting only to residents located 
within 750 foot of the 
project, even though the nearest main street is 1,500 foot (Del Amo) away.  
Additionally, the 8th District 
Web Site did not mention anything about this meeting and no one representing the 8th
District 
attended.

A petition started only 24 hours before the meeting had already gathered
137 residents addresses and signatures opposing this project.  Mr. 
Chalfant of the Planning Bureau opened the meeting and immediately turned it over to
the developer 
and outside EIR consultant for their presentations.  Dozens of questions were asked 
and no one 
provided any answers.

Besides this site being in the flood plain, directly under one of the flight paths 
of the LB Airport, next to 
the Union Pacific Railway, next to the 710 freeway and in an already congested 
neighborhood with 
narrow and poorly maintained streets, this site is centered on the Newport-Inglewood
fault zone and 
the immediate area is ranked in the top 15% for having the worst pollution and 
drinking water quality by 
the LA Times.

When asked how many dump trucks were required to bring in the proposed
30,000 to 40,000 cubic yards of fill and which street would be used, the answer was 
we don't know.  
When asked how many cement mixers were required to pour foundations and streets and 
which street 
would be used, the answer was don't know.  When asked how many trucks of building 
materials would 
be required the answer was "We don't know".

I would hope for the next scheduled scoping meeting on September 30th, sufficient 
seating is available, 
that all residents of Oregon, Daisy, Pacific and 48th and 49th be notified and that 
our representative of 
the 8th District attend.  Also, either the City or the EIR consultant should do some
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Riverwalk comment email from Ken Kern
homework and be 
better prepared to address the concerns of the residents.
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FW riverwalk and speed bumps oregon ave long beach

From: JPieters153@aol.com [mailto:JPieters153@aol.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 26, 2014 10:04 AM 
To: Craig Chalfant 
Subject: riverwalk and speed bumps oregon ave long beach

speed bumps oregon ave between 48 and 49 st.long beach 90805.1-fast trucks and 
cars,using as 
short cut from del amo blvd to long beach blvd.2-senior mobil home on oregon are 
directly on street,no 
sidewalk or yards, therefore trucks etc blowing up dust into windows in summer along
w/noise.....3.across 
street small children and bicycles on street w/cars going 40mph.....4.when replacing
poles in 
neighborhood huge trucks on oregon at 7am very loud!!!!!!!!! please speed bumps and 
post speed limit 
25mph on oregon.....cant attend either meeting.jenny pieters       
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9-29-14 FW Riverwalk Residential Development Project.
From: abbe [mailto:abbewool@charter.net]  
Sent: Monday, September 29, 2014 12:20 PM 
To: Craig Chalfant 
Subject: Riverwalk Residential Development Project.

Dear Mr. Chalfant—

I attended the first of 2 Scoping Meetings regarding the Riverwalk Project on 9/24 
and was 
shocked and ashamed by the behavior of my neighbors who did not seem capable of 
having a 
measured discussion regarding the future of our community.  

I am taking this opportunity to offer my views without feeling threatened by an 
angry mob.

I am not in favor of the project.  For the brief time that the Nature Conservancy 
held the property I 
was elated.  I sent congratulatory letters to all involved City Officials.  

But it seems clear to me that, once developers are in the picture, the hope of 
parkland is over and 
the time to come to a consensus on how to limit development is in order.

If Will J. Reid park is to be developed, I propose:

 1. It be much smaller in scope, perhaps 90 homes rather than the proposed 131.
 2. It not be gated.  Gates do nothing to improve community relations.  
 3. Extensive improvements (sidewalks, streets, landscaping, infrastructure) to 

our “gateway” 
neighborhood.  Be real.  Who wants to drive through a working-class neighborhood to 
get 
to their $600,000 villa?

 4. Wetland restoration.  In place of homes butted up next to each other, open 
space and 
native riparian ecology.

 5. Widening Oregon Avenue for access to the new homes.  Perhaps the proposed 
Oregon 
Park could be reconfigured to allow a re-arrangement of the trailer homes in the Del
Amo 
Community.

My understanding is that these Scoping Meetings are a prelude to an EIR.  I will be 
looking 
forward to the report and hoping that some of these suggestions have been addressed.

Sincerely,  

Abigale Wool
112 West Arbor Street
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FW Riverwalk Residental Development Project

From: Marcia Calhoun [mailto:jazzed@charter.net]  
Sent: Monday, September 29, 2014 9:49 AM 
To: Craig Chalfant 
Subject: Riverwalk Residental Development Project

Dear Mr Chalfant,

First, it was nice to meet you at the meeting last Wednesday.  I got the feeling 
that you will 
take the impact on the surrounding neighborhoods into account before you make these 
important decisions, and I appreciate that.  I want to say that I'm not totally 
against this 
development.  I understand that the property now is owned by a developer, who's job 
it is 
to develop it and make as much money as possible.  I would much rather see an 
upscale 
development, as is being proposed, to some of the alternatives that could be built 
on the 
site.  What I oppose is the size of the proposed development.  At the first meeting 
that I 
went to, the developer said there would be 45 to 50 high end homes built, which I 
understand is within the current zoning.  I think this would have been more 
acceptable and 
appropriate to this small area and its resources.  Then all of a sudden there were 
131 
houses proposed to be crammed into this property with only one way in and out of it,
Daisy 
Avenue, an already congested street.  You've heard many of the objections, traffic, 
infrastructure, pollution, etc.  All valid.  Every time questions are asked, Ed 
conveniently 
doesn't know the answers.  He has a pretty good idea, after building many 
developments, 
how it will go and what the neighborhood will have to endure.  He doesn't know how 
fast he 
will sell these houses, but knows that if he tells us his experience with past 
projects the 
neighbors will be far more up in arms than they are now.  Building it will only be 
part of the 
problem, living with this influx of population, cars, noise, etc will go on forever.

Now that I have more information, I want you to be aware of more of the impact on my

property, which is probably the most affected by this development.  The fence 
between the 
camp and my house is a retaining wall.  It varies from just over 6 ft to 6 1/2ft 
tall, 
approximately.  On my side, it varies from 4 ft to 5 ft tall, therefore, I am 
approximately 
from 1 ft to 3 ft higher than the camp parking lot.  I already had to have part of 
the fence 
raised a block because my dogs could jump over it.  The side of my house is all 
cemented to 
the block wall and my gate is attached to the wall.  Extensive damage could be done 
when 
replacing this wall.  The integrity of my property has to be maintained.

The other concern I have is putting in sidewalks on my property.  My house has been 
here 
for 65 years, without sidewalks.  Half of the neighborhood has never had sidewalks. 
If this 
is done,  my sprinkler system will have to be redone, my brick planter and Lantana 
hedge 
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FW Riverwalk Residental Development Project
will be affected,  as will the evergreen bush that has probably been in front for as
long as 
the house has been here, providing both privacy and sound proofing.  The city's 
beautiful 
Liquid Amber tree will probably have to be removed, as the size of the tree, the 
height and 
scope of its root system which is largely above ground, will be in the way.  That 
tree has 
always been there, shading my house, as well as helping the air quality.  Having to 
replace 
it with a new tree will be terrible.  Who will pay for these issues to be resolved? 
Living on 
Social Security, I certainly won't have the money to redo the sprinklers, the 
planter, 
etc.    I'm sure sidewalks will have to be done to accommodate this development, but
it will 
require a lot of changes to the front of my property.  This, along with having 
several houses 
looking into my yard and the increase in noise, etc. will certainly be a lot to deal
with for 
me, not to mention the months/years of constant building.

I'm sure there will be many challenges to completing this development.  The 
developer 
seems to care only about the money they will make and if he could cram anymore 
houses 
he would.  Our councilman wants these high end constituents and when asked, only 
wants 
to know what is in it for him.  The City, I'm sure, wants added revenue and 
improvement to 
North Long Beach.  Those of us who live here want to live comfortably and peacefully
in our 
little part of the city.  Please consider the affects such a large and intrusive 
development will 
have on us.  

Thank you for hearing us out and for your consideration.  We all want what is best 
for 
everyone and I'm sure some compromises can be made.

Sincerely,

Marcia Calhoun
4761 Daisy Ave.
Long Beach, CA  90805
(562)423-9307
jazzed@charter.net

Page 2







Proposed Riverwalk Residential Development 
EIR Scoping Meeting – 9/30/2014 

Comments  
 

EIR Scope, Focus and Content 
 Concern that streets will be widened and property taken. 
 Noticing radius should be expanded to 1500 feet.  
 Traffic  

o Make Pacific Avenue at Del Amo Boulevard into a cul de sac. 
o Traffic on 48th Street and Pacific Avenue is a safety hazard problem. Traffic in 

general is a safety hazard.  
o How many cars park on Daisy Avenue and Pacific Avenue and other 

neighborhood streets? 
o Would driveways accommodate guest parking? 
o Concern about overflow parking into adjacent neighborhood.  
o Accidents at Del Amo Boulevard and Pacific Avenue may increase.  
o Construction would require 30,000-40,000 cubic yards of dirt to be trucked in, 

which = 2,400 dump trucks, and would also require 400-600 cement mixers.  
o Streets too narrow to accommodate traffic.  

 Air Quality 
o Concern about fumes/exhaust from cars.  
o Air pollutant emissions and water quality impacts in the short and long term. 

 Geohazards 
o Concern about liquefaction and soil stability. 
o Is project site in fault zone? 
o Is there a geologic fault near the park?  
o Houses in area are sinking. 

 Hazards 
o Concern about soil contamination and health hazards 

 Cultural resources may be buried on site 
 Biological Resources 

o Will construction send pests to existing neighborhood? 
o How will the project affect the wetland? 
o Will the project create impacts to or from coyotes? 
o Will pets affect the wetland? 

 Hydrology 
o Concern about water supply and drought. 

 Utilities/Infrastructure 
o Sewage/wastewater a concern, particularly capacity issues. 
o Concern about road damage from trucks.  
o Trucks will damage streets and infrastructure. 
o Concern about capacity of utilities (water, sewer, electricity). 

 Population/Public Services 
o Population density and school capacity a concern. Look at historic zoning of 

area. 
o Where will kids go to school? Existing schools overcrowded.  



 Noise 
 Aesthetics: 

o Project doesn’t fit the community.  
o New homes would have views into neighboring back yards and houses 

 Park: 
o Concern about security at new park. 
o Consider security fencing around park, nighttime closure and security cameras. 

 
Mitigation Measures  

 Consider traffic calming measures, if streets widened.  
 Drought tolerant landscaping. 
 Houses should be LEED certified or similar.  

 
Alternatives  

 Make the potential construction access on the riverwalk along the wetlands a permanent 
ingress/egress. 

 Widen Oregon Avenue at trailer park by moving mobile homes that currently intrude 
into the road to a different part of the mobile home park or onto the Oregon Park site. 

 Gate only the recreation center rather than the entire neighborhood. Provide access to 
bike path and wetland. 

 Is permit parking in the existing neighborhood an option? 
 Consider 75-80 houses as alternative. 
 Switch housing and park sites.  
 Consider park alternative (turn project site into a park). 



FW Riverwalk Project comment

From: Maria Day [mailto:mariaday1918@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2014 4:46 PM
To: Craig Chalfant
Subject: Riverwalk Project

Dear Mr. Chalfant,

Listed below are my comments and concerns regarding the Riverwalk Project:

1.  Traffic
 It is almost impossible to navigate Daisy at rush hour.  An additional 131 
cars at peak times
 would be a nightmare! 

2.  Congestion
 Population density at these high priced homeswould make them undesirable and
quickly
 become an overpopulated ghetto, resulting in poor quality of life.  Noise 
pollution as well as 
 environmental and health hazards would increase tenfold!

3.  Earthquate, fire and emergency traffic
 The ground in this area is sandy as it is a riverbed.  There will be much 
settling of the ground
 with three story homes, plus the heavy traffic required to fill and level 
this parcel would further
 damage our existing streets.

4.  Health Hazards
 The pollution from over262 additional vehicles would further destroy what 
limited clean air we
 now have.

5.  Utilities
 Our sewers are in sad condition on W. 48th St and the street has sunk in 
spots and seems
 irreparab le. What a colossal problem that would be with the additonal load 
from 131 homes!

6.  Parks and Recreation
 The proposed Oregon Park is way too small to justify its existence.  It 
would better serve the
 community to make it a parking lot for the excwess ars that will be in the 
area.

7.  Planning Board
 If the meeting at Schere Park is any indication of the concern the city has 
for our input, the
 meeting on Wednesday, Sept. 24, was unbelievable as there was no 
representative present
 who could answer our questions.  It left the impression that this whole 
affair is a done-deal 
 and there is no one who has answers to our concerns!

Lastly, if this land has to be developed, perhaps a smaller number of homes would 
create less havoc to 
our community.

Maria Day
231 W. 48th St.
90805 
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FW Riverwalk Residential Development Project comment

From: Craig Chalfant [mailto:Craig.Chalfant@longbeach.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2014 3:14 PM 
To: Greg Martin 
Subject: FW: Riverwalk Residential Development Project

Add to NOP comments.

From: gileseeeb@aol.com [mailto:gileseeeb@aol.com]  
Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2014 1:48 PM 
To: Craig Chalfant 
Subject: Riverwalk Residential Development Project

Riverwalk Residential Development Project

RESPONSE TO SITE PLAN REVIEW

The proposed Riverwalk Residential Development Project will bring about 
Enormous hardship to the outlined area of 4747 Daisy Avenue and 
surrounding areas that border this address.  Currently the existing 
residential neighborhood located at Oregon & 48th Street, which borders the 
project, is resting on a landfill.  The homes are settling at an extreme rate, 
so much so that several have had to have their foundations rebuilt.  The 
intrusion of heavy ton trucks bringing soil, graveling equipment, etc., can 
only accelerate the unstable foundations.  It should be made very clear that 
in order to even begin this type of project the surrounding areas need to be 
taken care off.  At a past community meeting our councilmen Austin was 
shown this very area, and stated that he “didn’t” know that it exisisted.  It’s 
hard to comprehend that a city like Long Beach can ignore such problems, or 
even entertain the idea of approving a project such as Riverwalk Residential 
at the present time. 

  A break in the water line on this street was repaired and resulted in the 
street (48th) experiencing a major sink that was never repaired.  No effort 
was made to at least install some sort of warning sign, etc for traffic 
proceeding down this street.  Several vehicles have suffered damage 
because they were not aware of the sink.

Air quality:  Upon review of the study it obvious that several areas of 
concern have been identified by the developer.  These impacts cannot be 
ignored.  The age population of the residential community has a significant 
number of elders.  With this project the air quality will be greatly 
compromised.
 

Noise:  With the trees removed the noise level has become magnified and 
the once quiet surroundings are uncomfortable.

Transportation:  With the influx of the amount of residents expected to 
inhabit the proposed dwellings, it is undeniable that the area cannot support 
this number.  Currently every resident who lives in this area has not only 
experienced but come close to a major accident involving another vehicle 
traveling the streets in this area.  Cars detour from the major streets of Del 
Amo and Long Beach Blvd. which only magnifies the possibilities of more 
accidents.  Again allowing the projected number of dwellings would only 
stress the infer structure to a breaking point. 

In closing this area can in no way support the amount of residents, cars, and 
traffic that will occur if this project is approved.

Submitted by
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FW Riverwalk Residential Development Project comment
Edward L.  Giles
Beverly P.  Giles
240 W.  48th Street
Long Beach, CA   90805 
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FW River walkWill J. Reid Boy Scout project

From: Rae Gabelich [mailto:gabelich@me.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 03, 2014 8:26 AM
To: Craig Chalfant
Cc: hoorae1@aol.com
Subject: River walk/Will J. Reid Boy Scout project

Hi Craig,

I wanted to get my comments entered into the record on this project.  If I read it 
correctly, the size of 
the lots would be a minimum of 2450 sq.ft and that would include a garage.  This 
neighborhood is 
already a high density area that is one of the more diverse in the area.  When we 
examined this several 
years back the LBPD was also not in favor of increasing residential population in 
this isolated location.

The developer told the community that the trees were only being trimmed and those 
that were 
diseased would be removed.  They insinuated that these mature trees that provide 
environmental 
benefit would become entwined within the proposed project.

Has a traffic study been done to determine the impact to an already difficult 
ingress/egress 
neighborhood?  Three bedroom "homes" could generate an additional 300 cars easily.  

What requirements are in place if council does approve this to demand a large enough
community 
center and park within this community?  If the zoning change is approved, it is my 
understanding that 
the property owners could realize the risk of selling 600K homes and could realign 
the project to allow a 
new developer to build another type of housing that could further compromise this 
residential 
neighborhood.  This would not be good for our city, with city services, most 
importantly PD currently 
staffed at bare bones levels.

As for the Oregon Park soccer field park, this was purchased by RDA when I served as
the council 
member.  Dollars were funded to complete it within the last bond measure that 
included the east side 
police station and the library.  What happened to those dollars?  

Because of the limited park space within the 8th district I stand behind not 
allowing this change in 
zoning and advocate that it remain institutional with focus on open space for our 
community.

This may be a bit scattered,but I am writing from Europe vacation and did not want 
to miss this 
opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Rae Gabelich
4612 Virginia Avenue
Long Beach,CA 90805

Sent from my iPad
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FW Riverwalk Residential Development Project comment

From: Craig Chalfant [mailto:Craig.Chalfant@longbeach.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2014 3:14 PM 
To: Greg Martin 
Subject: FW: Riverwalk Residential Development Project

Add to NOP comments.

From: gileseeeb@aol.com [mailto:gileseeeb@aol.com]  
Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2014 1:48 PM 
To: Craig Chalfant 
Subject: Riverwalk Residential Development Project

Riverwalk Residential Development Project

RESPONSE TO SITE PLAN REVIEW

The proposed Riverwalk Residential Development Project will bring about 
Enormous hardship to the outlined area of 4747 Daisy Avenue and 
surrounding areas that border this address.  Currently the existing 
residential neighborhood located at Oregon & 48th Street, which borders the 
project, is resting on a landfill.  The homes are settling at an extreme rate, 
so much so that several have had to have their foundations rebuilt.  The 
intrusion of heavy ton trucks bringing soil, graveling equipment, etc., can 
only accelerate the unstable foundations.  It should be made very clear that 
in order to even begin this type of project the surrounding areas need to be 
taken care off.  At a past community meeting our councilmen Austin was 
shown this very area, and stated that he “didn’t” know that it exisisted.  It’s 
hard to comprehend that a city like Long Beach can ignore such problems, or 
even entertain the idea of approving a project such as Riverwalk Residential 
at the present time. 

  A break in the water line on this street was repaired and resulted in the 
street (48th) experiencing a major sink that was never repaired.  No effort 
was made to at least install some sort of warning sign, etc for traffic 
proceeding down this street.  Several vehicles have suffered damage 
because they were not aware of the sink.

Air quality:  Upon review of the study it obvious that several areas of 
concern have been identified by the developer.  These impacts cannot be 
ignored.  The age population of the residential community has a significant 
number of elders.  With this project the air quality will be greatly 
compromised.
 

Noise:  With the trees removed the noise level has become magnified and 
the once quiet surroundings are uncomfortable.

Transportation:  With the influx of the amount of residents expected to 
inhabit the proposed dwellings, it is undeniable that the area cannot support 
this number.  Currently every resident who lives in this area has not only 
experienced but come close to a major accident involving another vehicle 
traveling the streets in this area.  Cars detour from the major streets of Del 
Amo and Long Beach Blvd. which only magnifies the possibilities of more 
accidents.  Again allowing the projected number of dwellings would only 
stress the infer structure to a breaking point. 

In closing this area can in no way support the amount of residents, cars, and 
traffic that will occur if this project is approved.

Submitted by
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FW Riverwalk Residential Development Project comment
Edward L.  Giles
Beverly P.  Giles
240 W.  48th Street
Long Beach, CA   90805 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA October 3, 2014

ASSOCIATION of
GOVERNMENTS

Main Office

818 West Seventh Street

12th Floor

Los Angeles, California

90017-3435

E(213) 336-1300

f (213) 236-1825

www.scaq.ca.gov

Officers

President
Car! Morehouse. San Buenaventura

First Vice President
Cheryl Vitrgas-Wdlkcr, ElCentro

Second Vice President
Michele Martinez, Santa Ana

Mr. Craig Chalfant
Planning Bureau, Development Services Department
City of Long Beach
333 West Ocean Boulevard, 5th Floor
Long Beach, California 90802
Telephone: (562) 570-6368
E-mail: craig.chalfant@longbeach.gov

RE: SCAG Comments on the Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for
Riverwalk Residential Development Project [SCAG NO. IGR8191]

Dear Mr. Chalfant,

Thank you for submitting the Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for
Riverwalk Residential Development Project ("proposed project") to the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) for review and comment. SCAG is the authorized
regional agency for Inter-Governmental Review (IGR) of programs proposed for federal
financial assistance and direct development activities, pursuant to Presidential Executive
Order 12372. Additionally, SCAG reviews the Environmental Impact Reports of projects of
regional significance for consistency with regional plans pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines.

SCAG is also the designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency under state law, and
is responsible for preparation of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) including its
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) component pursuant to SB 375. As the
clearinghouse for regionally significant projects per Executive Order 12372, SCAG reviews
the consistency of local plans, projects, and programs with regional plans.1 Guidance
provided by these reviews is intended to assist local agencies and project sponsors to take
actions that contribute to the attainment of the regional goals and policies in the RTP/SCS.

SCAG staff has reviewed the Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for
Riverwalk Residential Development Project. The proposed project would subdivide an
approximately 10.56-acre project site into a gated residential community containing 131
detached single family homes on lots within a minimum square footage of 2,400 square feet
in the City of Long Beach, County of Los Angeles, California. Additionally, the proposed

can Morehouse, san Buenaventura project would require B General Plan Amendment to change land use designation from Open
Space and Park to Townhomes, and a change in the site's zoning from Institutional to a new
Planned Unit Development zoning district.

immediate Past President
Greg Pettis, Cathedral City

Executive/Administration
Committee Chair

Policy Committee Chairs

Community, Economic and
Human Development

Margarei Finfay, Duarte

Energy & Environment
Deborah Robertson, Rialto

Transportation
AlanWapner. San Bernardino

Associated Governments

When available, please send environmental documentation to SCAG's office in Los
Angeles or by email to sunl@scag.ca.gov providing, at a minimum, the full public
comment period for review. If you have any questions regarding the attached comments,
please contact Lijin Sun, Senior Regional Planner, at (213) 236-1882 or sunl(o)scaq.ca.gov.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

f
Jon than Nadler,
Manager, Compliance and Performance Assessment

1 SB 375 amends CEQA to add Chapter 4.2 Implementation of the Sustainable Communities Strategy, which allows for certain CEQA
streamlining for projects consistent with the RTP/SCS. Lead agencies (including local jurisdictions) maintain the discretion and will be solely
responsible for determining "consistency" of any future project with the SCS. Any "consistency" finding by SCAG pursuant to the IGR process
should not be construed as a finding of consistency under SB 375 for purposes of CEQA streamlining.

The Regional Council consists of 86 elected officials representing 191 cities, six counties, six County Transportation Commissions, one representative
from the Transportation Corridor Agencies, one Tribal Government representative and one representative for the Air Districts within Southern California,
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COMMENTS ON THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF
AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR

RIVERWALK RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECT [SCAG NO. IGR8191]

CONSISTENCY WITH RTP/SCS

SCAG reviews environmental documents for regionally significant projects for their consistency with the
adopted RTP/SCS.

2012 RTP/SCS Goals

The SCAG Regional Council adopted the 2012 RTP/SCS in April 2012. The 2012 RTP/SCS links the goal of
sustaining mobility with the goals of fostering economic development, enhancing the environment, reducing
energy consumption, promoting transportation-friendly development patterns, and encouraging fair and
equitable access to residents affected by socio-economic, geographic and commercial limitations (see
http://rtpscs.5cag.ca.gov). The goals included in the 2012 RTP/SCS may be pertinent to the proposed
project. These goals are meant to provide guidance for considering the proposed project within the
context of regional goals and policies. Among the relevant goals of the 2012 RTP/SCS are the following:

SCAG 2012 RTP/SCS GOALS

RTP/SCS G1: Align the plan investments and policies with improving regional economic development and
competitiveness

RTP/SCS G2: Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people and goods in the region

RTP/SCS G3: Ensure travel safety and reliability for all people and goods in the region

RTP/SCS G4: Preserve and ensure a sustainable regional transportation system

RTP/SCS G5: Maximize the productivity of our transportation system

RTP/SCS G6: Protect the environment and health for our residents by improving air quality and encouraging
active transportation (non-motorized transportation, such as bicycling and walking)

RTP/SCS G7: Actively encourage and create incentives for energy efficiency, where possible

RTP/SCS G8: Encourage land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit and non-motorized transportation

RTP/SCS G9: Maximize the security of the regional transportation system through improved system monitoring,
rapid recovery planning^ and coordination with other security agencies^

For ease of review, we encourage the use of a side-by-side comparison of SCAG goals with discussions
of the consistency, non-consistency or non-applicability of the policy and supportive analysis in a table
format. Suggested format is as follows:
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SCAG 201 2 RTP/SCS Goals

Goal

RTP/SCS Align the plan investments and policies with improving
G1 : regional economic development and competitiveness.

RTP/SCS Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people and
G2: goods in the region.

etc.

Analysis

Consistent: Statement as to why
Not-Consistent: Statement as to why
or
Not Applicable: Statement as to why

DEIR page number reference

Consistent: Statement as to why
Not-Consistent: Statement as to why
or
Not Applicable: Statement as to why

DEIR page number reference

etc.

RTP/SCS Strategies

To achieve the goals of the 2012 RTP/SCS, a wide range of strategies are included in SCS Chapter
(starting on page 152) of the RTP/SCS focusing on four key areas: 1) Land Use Actions and Strategies;
2) Transportation Network Actions and Strategies; 3) Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
Actions and Strategies and; 4) Transportation System Management (TSM) Actions and Strategies. If
applicable to the proposed project, please refer to these strategies as guidance for considering the
proposed project within the context of regional goals and policies. To access a listing of the strategies,
please visit http://rtpscs.scaq.ca.gov/Documents/2Q12/final/f2012RTPSCS.pdf (Tables 4.3-4.7,
beginning on page 152).

Regional Growth Forecasts

At the time of this letter, the most recently adopted SCAG forecasts consists of the 2020 and 2035
RTP/SCS population, household and employment forecasts. To view them, please visit
http://scaq.ca.qov/Documents/2012AdoptedGrowthForecastPDF.pdf. The forecasts for the region and
applicable jurisdictions are below.

Forecast
Population
Households

Employment

Adopted SCAG Region Wide Forecasts

Year 2020

19,663,000
6,458,000
8,414,000

Year 2035

22,091,000

7,325,000
9,441 ,000

Adopted City of Long Beach Forecasts

Year 2020

491,000
175,600
176,000

Year 2035

534,100

188,900
184,800

MITIGATION

SCAG staff recommends that you review the SCAG 2012 RTP/SCS Final Program EIR Mitigation
Measures for guidance, as appropriate. See Chapter 6 (beginning on page 143) at:
http://rtpscs.scaq.ca.qov/Documents/peir/2012/final/Final2012PEIR.pdf

As referenced in Chapter 6, a comprehensive list of example mitigation measures that may be considered as
appropriate is included in Appendix G: Examples of Measures that Could Reduce Impacts from Planning,
Development and Transportation Projects. Appendix G can be accessed at:
http://rtpscs.scaq.ca.gov/Documents/peir/2012/final/2012fPEIR AppendixG ExampleMeasures-pdf











































































TO: AL AUSTIN AND CONCERNED RESIDENTS OF THE 8th DISTRICT 
 
OVERVIEW OF RIVERWALK RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
 
The developer proposes to construct 131 two and three story single-family homes at 4747 Daisy 
Ave.  They would be 2,139 to 2,825 sq. ft. with two car garages and no driveway parking.  The 
residents would not be able to use the guest parking.  Forty guest parking spaces would be 
provided. The prices would be in the mid $600,000 to mid $800,000 range.  The streets would be 32 
feet to 34 feet wide with parking on one side only. Between 30,000 to 40,000 cubic yards of imported 
fill would be required. 
 
This site is somewhat unique in that the Union Pacific RR blocks it on the south and the LA River 
blocks it to the west, as is the entire neighborhood. It is in the deepest part of the neighborhood 
requiring approx. 1,500 feet to reach the northern outlet (Del Amo Blvd.) and 1,800 feet to reach 
the eastern outlet (Long Beach, Blvd.)    
 
A meeting was held on 9/24 in a tiny room in Scherer Park accommodating 25 where approx. 50 
residents attended.  The developer and the EIR representative listened to many negative comments 
and were unable to answer any specific questions concerning construction of the development or 
infrastructure improvements to the neighborhood.  The meeting notice was only sent to residents 
within 750 feet of the development even though the project will affect residents out to 1,800 feet.   
 
A second meeting was held on 9/30 at Dooley Elementary School and again only notifying residents 
out to 750 feet and providing no answers to any questions.  Mr. Chalfant of the Planning Bureau 
was presented with a petition of original signatures opposing the project containing 139 addresses 
and 237 signatures within the immediate vicinity of the project. This represents at least 80% of the 
total residents in the immediate vicinity that oppose the project and many of the residents were not 
even contacted about the petition. Mr. Austin representing the 8th District was given a copy of the 
petitions. 
 
The residents are mystified by who would buy a house at those prices when you consider: 

1. The site is in a flood plain. 
2. The site is directly under one of the flight paths of the Long Beach Airport. 
3. There is nothing to block the sound of the nearby 710-freeway traffic. 
4. The Union Pacific RR frequently runs trains at night immediately adjacent to the site. 
5. The site has a very close proximity to the center of the Newport-Inglewood fault line. 
6. Sadly, this neighborhood is ranked in the worst 15% for pollution and drinking water 

quality. 
7. The streets are in very poor condition and well below city standards for width.   

 
The pending EIR will hopefully address all these and other issues, but the EIR will be flawed for at 
least three reasons: 

1. When taking the traffic counts, the counters were placed 100 to 200 feet from the 
development exit point on Daisy Ave. and 48th Street.  This will totally distort the amount of 
traffic that already exists further north on Daisy and further east on 48th.  A look at a map of 
the neighborhood will clearly show that choke points will be at Daisy/Oregon & Del Amo 
and at 48th & Long Beach Blvd. 

2. The change in the density of the neighborhood probably will be stated as negligible when in 
fact it will be dramatically increased.  By including the extremely high-density apartments in 
the northeast (above 49th and east of Virginia), the statistics will be distorted.   

3. In the immediate vicinity of the project, many homes have already experienced cracking and 
sinking of foundations along with structural damage because of the poor soils underneath.  
The 30,000 to 40,000 cubic yards of fill required for this project will require a tremendous 
amount of compacting which will send outward shock waves potentially causing visible and 
hidden damage to nearby homes.  There is no way to determine these effects beforehand. 

 



 
Some facts about the project and the neighborhood: 

1. Using industry standards, there are 2,000 pounds of dirt per cubic yard and using their 
average of 35,000 cubic yards of fill (70 million lbs.) will require a minimum of 1,700 dump 
trucks using the heaviest vehicles possible. 

2. The cement to pour the foundations of 131 homes will require a minimum of 400 cement 
mixers and another 200 to pour the streets. 

3. The building materials for an average 2,400 sq. ft. home will require 10,000 pounds of 
framing lumber and another 14,000 sq. ft. of other materials requiring hundreds of heavy 
and small vehicle trips. 

4. The residential street standards published by the University of Cal. At Berkeley indicate 
widths of between 36 to 40 feet for two-sided parking as being most desirable with 32 feet 
widths being the minimum.  The recommended width for parking spaces is 8’ to 9’ and with 
the developers using 32’ streets for one-sided parking they are saying in effect they agree 
that 40 feet is the best width. 

5. The street widths in the neighborhood are varied.  Oregon is only 18’ south of 49th St. and 
36’ north to Del Amo.  Daisy is 36’ south of 49th St. but only 30’ north to Del Amo creating a 
“give and go” situation.  Pacific is unusually wide south of 49th St., but 36’ north to Del Amo.  
48Th St. is 36’ from Oregon east to the curve just past Virginia Ave., but narrows to only 30’ 
at the curve and over to Long Beach Blvd also creating a “give and go” situation.  On 
Oregon, Daisy and 48th, these “give and go” situations have already been proven dangerous 
with many accidents occurring. 

6. The national standard for vehicles per household is 2.3. 
 
The developer has stated they have applied for a permit to use the horse trail adjacent to the site to 
bring in the heavy materials.  A minimum of 2,500 heavy vehicle round trips will be required and if 
this permit is not granted, they will be using the narrow residential streets. 
 
The prospective buyers for these homes will probably be working families in the 35 to 55 age group 
with 3.6 residents per household according to the US Census Report. Many will have teenage 
children or older with vehicles.  As stated above, the developer is providing two garage parking 
spaces per household.  The residents will not be allowed to use the 40 guest parking spaces.  Even 
just using the national standard of 2.3 (see 6. above), the development would be short 40 parking 
spaces for the residents.  Likely, they will be short more than a hundred spaces and they will have 
to park outside the development where the streets are already crowded with vehicles at night. Do 
the developers really believe that only people with two or less vehicles will buy these 
homes? 
 
Most residents totally oppose this project primarily because of the additional traffic and the 
complications caused by the width and condition of the streets.  They feel they have no voice 
and the project is already a done deal because of the huge amount of fees the City would 
collect, the property taxes involved and the potential for significant additional retail sales in the 
area and the additional sales taxes that would be created. 
 
At the very least, 48th Street must be widened at the curve to LB Blvd., 48th Street must be 
repaired and re-asphalted and not just slurry sealed, Oregon, Daisy & Pacific must be 
repaired where needed AND MOST OF ALL – THE NUMBER OF UNITS TO BE BUILT 
MUST BE REDUCED FROM 131 TO A MUCH LOWER NUMBER TO REDUCE THE 
NOISE, POLLUTION, TRAFFIC AND PARKING PROBLELMS THAT WOULD 
SURELY FOLLOW. 
 
AS OUR COUNCILMAN FOR THE 8th DISTRICT, WE HOPE YOU WILL UNDERSTAND 
OUR CONCERNS AND WILL SUPPORT THE RESIDENTS IN OPPOSING THIS PROJECT 
AS PROPOSED.   
Prepared by Kenneth Kern with the support of local residents – Presented at meeting 12/6/14 




