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Southeast Area Specific Plan    City of Long Beach
S E A S P
VISION QUESTIONNAIRE 

I would like to receive project updates via email.     o  Yes     o  No

Name: Date:

Phone: Email:

1.  How well does the Specific Plan reflect the vision for the SEASP area that was created through the  
      community involvement process? 

 

2.  Recognizing that any plan represents tradeoffs, are there any ways you believe the plan could be  
      improved without losing other benefits?

3.  Does the Specific Plan sufficiently anticipate the future of Long Beach and future generations?

 

www.lbds.info/seadip_update



www.lbds.info/seadip_update

Southeast Area Specific Plan    City of Long Beach
S E A S P
4.  What will likely happen over time in the SEASP area if the existing plan remains in effect and the  
      updated plan is not adopted?

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.  Please provide any additional general comments. 

All comments should be submitted to the City by April 29, 2016.
Mail to: Christopher Koontz, Long Beach Development Services 

333 West Ocean Blvd., Fifth Floor, Long Beach, CA 90802
Email to: christopher.koontz@longbeach.gov



El Dorado Audubon Society 
Post Office Box 90713 
Long Beach, CA  90809-0713 
 

April, 28 2016 

Christopher Koontz 
Long Beach Development Services 
333 West Ocean Blvd., Fifth Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 
 
Subject: SEASP 
 
Upon review of the draft SEASP plan, El Dorado Audubon has determined that the plan has 
gone astray from the spirit of and purpose for updating SEADIP.   The proposed plan does not 
reflect the recommendations made by the majority of those that were approved to participate 
in the community meetings.   The plan gives minimal consideration to the residents or wildlife 
of the South-East Area, but instead focuses on increasing the population, dismisses effects of 
increased pollution and ignores the impacts of gridlock traffic.      

A critical item that is not addressed in SEASP is that it is in the direct path of the Pacific Flyway.  
Cornell Lab of Ornithology, the National Audubon Society, the American Bird Conservancy, U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, and FLAP Canada have determined that collisions with windows are a 
major factor in bird fatalities and accounts for nearly 1 billion deaths per year.  Whether the 
building is a single story or a skyscraper birds will fly into windows, but logic follows that the 
more stories and glass the more bird strikes will occur.  The Draft SEASP Developmental Plan 
5.7 page 72 will allow for building heights of 7 stories or 75’, which is 40’ higher than current 
zoning.  The additional windows and light emitting from windows will have a substantial 
negative impact on resident birds and those that utilize the Pacific Flyway.  A better 
understanding of the detrimental repercussions from artificial night lighting can be gained by 
reading Ecological Consequence of Artificial Night Lighting; edited by Travis Longcore and 
Catherine Rich. 

Another concern for El Dorado Audubon is the increased traffic; the additional pollution will 
have a direct impact on the health of Los Cerritos Wetlands, which is vital habitat for resident 
birds and other wildlife, and a critical habitat link for birds of the Pacific Flyway.  The plan states 
that the proposed project would result in an increase of approximately 5,619 dwelling units for 
a gross total of 9,698 units.  That is more than twice of the existing residential units in this 
already congested area.  The additional population, traffic and pollution will have a profound 
effect on the quality of life for human residents and the wildlife. 

El Dorado Audubon finds that the draft plan is inadequate and filled with presumptions, such as 
extending Shopkeeper Road, which ultimately would be a “taking” of wetlands, would mitigate 
for the increased traffic.   There are no provisions to safeguard against all of the short-term and 
long-term environmental damage, such as contaminant dust and run-off, resulting from such a 
massive development undertaking. 

oljonci
Rectangle

oljonci
Rectangle

oljonci
Rectangle

oljonci
Rectangle



We urge you to reconsider this plan before proceeding to the next phase, the draft EIR.  We 
hope that you will design a plan that is in harmony with the environment and Los Cerritos 
Wetlands.  El Dorado Audubon’s mission is the conservation of native birds and their habitats.  
We will follow this process to the end and will defend and protect the habitat and wildlife. 

Sincerely,  

 
Janice Dahl, president 
El Dorado Audubon Society 
(562) 594-0902 
support@ElDoradoAudubon.org 
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From: Christopher Koontz
To: Suzanne Schwab
Subject: FW: It"s a mess along O.C."s part of PCH, traffic study says
Date: Wednesday, May 4, 2016 1:08:07 PM
Attachments: image007.png

 
 

From: Julie Maleki 
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2016 12:58 PM
To: andy260@me.com
Cc: Christopher Koontz <Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov>
Subject: FW: It's a mess along O.C.'s part of PCH, traffic study says
 
Hello Andrew,
 
Thank you for your comments regarding the SEASP plan, I will share your comments with the
 Councilwoman as well as planning staff. Please let me know if I can be of further assistance.
 
Sincerely,
Julie Maleki
Chief of Staff

Office of Councilwoman Suzie Price, 3rd District
Office: 562.570-6300 │ Field: 562.570-8756 │Fax: 562.570-6186
Email: julie.maleki@longbeach.gov
Website: www.suzieAprice.com
 

 

          

From: Andrew McAfee <andy260@me.com>
Date: May 3, 2016 at 3:03:48 PM PDT
To: district3@longbeach.gov
Subject: Fwd: It's a mess along O.C.'s part of PCH, traffic study says

I just read this story in the LA Times, made me think of the new SEASP plan.
 Looks like SEASP will contribute to the issue rather than improve it. PCH is a
 main artery along the coast, and should be maintained as free flowing as possible.
 SEASP will reduce the flow and be another clog in the artery. Long Beach needs
 to provide solutions not problems.

Andy McAfee
714 686-2769

mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
mailto:sschwab@placeworks.com
mailto:julie.maleki@longbeach.gov
http://www.suzieaprice.com/
https://www.facebook.com/CouncilwomanSuziePrice
https://twitter.com/suzieprice3rdLB
mailto:andy260@me.com
mailto:district3@longbeach.gov

SUZIE PRICE



oljonci
Rectangle

oljonci
Rectangle

oljonci
Rectangle

oljonci
Rectangle

oljonci
Rectangle



Andy McAfee
714 686-2769

Begin forwarded message:

From: Andy McAfee <andy260@charter.net>
Date: May 2, 2016 at 8:21:42 PM PDT
To: Andrew McAfee <andy260@charter.net>
Subject: It's a mess along O.C.'s part of PCH, traffic study says

It's a mess along O.C.'s part of PCH, traffic study says
http://lat.ms/1VGOuIH

Sent from my iPad

mailto:andy260@charter.net
mailto:andy260@charter.net
http://lat.ms/1VGOuIH
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From: Christopher Koontz
To: Suzanne Schwab
Subject: FW: Questionnaire/Response
Date: Friday, April 29, 2016 10:51:10 AM

 
 

From: Lona Tucker [mailto:gorilladiver51@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 29, 2016 10:50 AM
To: Christopher Koontz <Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov>
Subject: Questionnaire/Response
 
When did my neighborhood get branded “The Gateway to Long Beach”? 
Sorry Mr. Koonz, I am not adept at getting the questionnaire format into
 something I can send. These are my two cents.

0,000 more cars a day inching through PCH & Second St. funneling over through the my
 middle neighborhood... this is the the only way those of us living here can get off the
 island. 

     The scope of the proposed high-rise, density and multi-uses proposed for
 SEADIP/SEASP needs to be scaled down.

     5,310 new residential units 
Residential, no more than three stories does, if Marina Pacifica is any
 indication, is benign

     More that 1.3 million square feet of commercial business. This mixed use
 commercial must be very specific. A shopping mall open from 10 am to 10pm
 would not work in our neighborhood near the wetlands.

     A 424 room hotel that could go to 5 stories  FIVE STORIES IS TOO HIGH!!!

hank you, Lona Tucker 
62-434-8665

 

From: Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
To: gorilladiver51@hotmail.com
Subject: RE: Link to Conceptual Draft Plan?SEASP does not work!
Date: Tue, 26 Apr 2016 21:19:53 +0000

Lona,
 
I just tried the link on both my computer and my phone, it does work. It is a very large file so it may
 take a moment to load. If you need a paper copy, we can provide one in our offices at City Hall.
 

mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
mailto:sschwab@placeworks.com
mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
mailto:gorilladiver51@hotmail.com
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In order to return the questionnaire you may wish to print to file or print to pdf depending on the
 version of acrobat on your computer.
 
I apologize for any difficulties you may be experiencing with our website.
 
 
Christopher Koontz, AICP
Advance Planning Officer
 
Long Beach Development Services I Planning Bureau
T    562.570.6288   F  562.570.6068

333 West Ocean Blvd., 5th Floor I Long Beach, CA 90802
christopher.koontz@longbeach.gov  I  www.lbds.info
 
 
 

From: Lona Tucker [mailto:gorilladiver51@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2016 1:17 PM
To: Christopher Koontz <Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov>
Subject: Link to Conceptual Draft Plan?SEASP does not work!
 

Dear Mr Koontz,
I would really like to answer the questionnaire regarding
 SEADIP/SEASP but it is not user friendly, I cannot fill stout
 and simply email it back. I would slo like to see the and review
 the draft plan which you have supplied a link to via
 email.  This link: www.lbds.info/seadip_update

 

takes me to the city page and the link they provide for 
View the Conceptual Draft Southeast Area Specific Plan (SEASP)                                             

  links you to this website http://www.lbds.info/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?

BlobID=5738

 

THIS LINK DOES NOT WORK!
I look forward to having this problem fixed so that we can see
 what is in the works. 
Thank you, Lona Tucker

mailto:christopher.koontz@longbeach.gov
http://www.lbds.info/
mailto:gorilladiver51@hotmail.com
mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
https://www.lbds.info/seadip_update
http://www.lbds.info/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=5738
http://www.lbds.info/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=5738
http://www.lbds.info/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=5738
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From: Christopher Koontz
To: Suzanne Schwab
Subject: FW: RE-SEASP
Date: Friday, April 29, 2016 2:21:24 PM

 
 

From: Mary Parsell [mailto:mfp2001@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 29, 2016 2:21 PM
To: Christopher Koontz <Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov>
Subject: RE-SEASP
 
 

El Dorado Audubon Society
Mission: Conservation of Native Birds and their Habitats and Education

www.eldoradoaudubon.org
 

 
 
 
April 29, 2016
 
Mr. Christopher Koontz
City of Long Beach, Development Services
 
RE: SEASP Comments
 
Dear Christopher,
 
"Protecting the Earth's Biodiversity for the benefit of humanity".  That is what
 Audubon and it's local chapters are about.
 
I served on the City of Long Beach Advisory Committee, SEADIP on behalf of El
 Dorado Audubon Society.    
 
El Dorado Audubon Society has been leading field trips on the Los Cerritos
 Wetlands for many years.
 
Our leadership on behalf of our local coastal wetlands began 37 years ago when we
 and Long Beach Sierra Club began leading yearly tours on the Los Cerritos
 Wetlands. (Bixby property located in Long Beach). 
 
Los Cerritos Wetlands an Audubon California Important Bird Area (Orange Coast
 Wetlands, Los Cerritos Wetlands (LB), Bryant and Hellman properties).  It is

mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
mailto:sschwab@placeworks.com
http://www.eldoradoaudubon.org/
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 scientifically important.  It is where the San Gabriel River flows into the ocean.
 
To put it simply -- we are the ones who make observations of birds and other
 wildlife.  We are the ones who list and count the avian species we see.  We observe
 the non-native and the native wildflowers, insects and what food the birds are
 foraging on in the water and on land.
 
Since 2009 we have led walks for the community on Los Cerritos Wetlands
 Authority (LCWA) property.  (www.lcwetlands.org)
 
From a wildlife observer's perspective we note the following concerns:
 

1. Shopkeeper Road, next to wetlands and through wetlands
 
What is effect of a four land road directly next to the wetlands and how can a
 narrow bioswale adequately filter water into the wetlands?  Water treatment
 to be effective takes a week and goes through numerous ponds.
 
What is effect this road on the birds observed there -- Red-winged Blackbird,
 Marsh Wren, Song Sparrow, Common Yellow-throat, American Kestral,
 Osprey, Northern Harrier, Red-tailed Hawk, California Least Tern, Forester
 Tern, terns, gulls and so on.  
Shopkeeper Road goes right through the wetlands proper.  (Marketplace
 Marsh, owned by City of Long Beach)
Red-winged Blackbird, Marsh Wren, Song Sparrow, Common Yellow-throat,
 American Kestral, Osprey, Northern Harrier, Red-tailed Hawk, California
 Least Tern, Forester Tern, terns, gulls and so on.
 
2. Bird Strikes account for many bird deaths a year -- see The National
 Audubon Society, American Bird Conservancy, US Fish and Wildlife Service
 and Cornell Lab of Ornithology. 
 
3. The Los Cerritos Wetlands is physically separated from Alamitos Bay,
 Ocean and beach by Pacific Coast Highway, 2nd Street, Studebaker, etc.
 
The birds do not know our boundaries -- they fly between the wetlands, the
 bay, the river and the ocean.  They fly between the buildings and just barely
 over the tops of 3.5 story buildings.
 
4. Coastal access for people (California Coastal Act, Chapter 3)
 
5. Scenic views from Alamitos Bay, boaters, kayakers, patrons of restaurants,

http://www.lcwetlands.org/


 etc. (California Coastal Act) 
 
 

The needs of the birds and other wildlife did not change in the last 40 years since
 the City of Long Beach last addressed SEADIP. Our members live in Long Beach,
 Seal Beach, Lakewood, Paramount, Bellflower and several other cities.
Like most Southern Californians we value our coast and our coastal resources.  
 
Sincerely,
 
Mary Parsell
Conservation Chair
City of Long Beach, Advisory Committee
 
mfp2001@hotmail.com
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 

 
 

mailto:mfp2001@hotmail.com
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From: Christopher Koontz
To: Suzanne Schwab
Subject: FW: SEADIP - SEASP
Date: Friday, April 29, 2016 1:10:22 PM

 
 

From: CarmineC21@aol.com [mailto:CarmineC21@aol.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 29, 2016 12:06 PM
To: Christopher Koontz <Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov>
Cc: Carminec21@aol.com
Subject: SEADIP - SEASP
 
To:      Christopher Koontz, Advanced Planning Director
           Department of Development Services
Re:      SEASP RESPONSE
Dear Mr. Koontz,
 
 Separate from any organization I wish to express my opinion to the city of   
 Long Beach regarding the SEASP PLAN. 
 
     1.  This plan fails critically in traffic planning under MOBILITY. As you
 know,
           existing traffic condition are already congested.  Under your new
 plan,
           this massive proposed development will certainly
 generate unbearable
           traffic and place a burden on the surrounding neighborhoods.
 
     2.   This proposed 8 story building heights that will increase dwelling
 units
            and an increase of population of 15,134.  Not to talk about a
 possible
            Industrial Commercial building to be proposed in the next few weeks
 on
            Studebaker/Loynes.  The only way for the increase population to
 drive
            in and out of the area to catch the 405, 605 and the 22  is on 
           "Studebaker." 
 
      3.   In my opinion this plan is inappropriate and is extremely flawed.
 

mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
mailto:sschwab@placeworks.com
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      4.   This plan needs to be rejected and the city needs to go back to the
             drawing board and be considerate of it's residents.  The city says
 they
             listen - but it goes in one ear and out the other.  You really don't
 care.
            
             Sincerely,  Carmen Rosas, 
                               University Park Estates
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From: Christopher Koontz
To: Suzanne Schwab
Subject: FW: SEASP Comments
Date: Friday, April 29, 2016 3:47:45 PM

 
 

From: Seiff, Kenneth [mailto:kseiff@uci.edu] 
Sent: Friday, April 29, 2016 3:38 PM
To: Christopher Koontz <Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov>
Subject: SEASP Comments
 
To: City of Long Beach Development Services
From: Kenneth H. Seiff
Date: 4/28/16
 
SEASP Comments: SR-22 Freeway/7th Street/Studebaker Road Interchange

Thank you for this opportunity to submit comments regarding the SEASP (Southeast Area
 Specific Plan for City of Long Beach. There are a great many important aspects of this plan
 that deserve very careful consideration especially traffic, environmental, and quality of life—
many of these are closely related of course. However, for this submission I am going to limit
 my comments only to this topic: The area and roadways at the greater SR-22 Freeway/7th

 Street/Studebaker Road Interchange. (This area includes the east and west on- and off-
 ramp roadway areas and related property, both north and south, by the AES generating
 facility, of the Studebaker Road bridge over 7th Street/SR-22 Fwy).

There are a great many important issues regarding this area in relationship to the SEASP but in
 fact these issues have been present going back many years; I submitted multiple comments in
 these regards with respect to other plans impacting the area (such as SEADIP, previous WCC-
West County Connectors Project, 405 Widening Project, etc.) as well as in general regarding
 the long term need for improvements to the area dating back years to City of Long Beach,
 City of Seal Beach, and CalTRANS. In the SEASP Conceptual Draft, it is indicated that this
 area is included and labeled as “ROW/CalTRANS Open Space” (Fig. 4-4). Also, it is noted
 that the Plan identifies this roadway area as a “Gateway” (pg. 39, Fig. 4-2), “Public View
 Shed” (pg. 43, Fig. 4-3), and a “Corridor View” (pg. 40, 43, Fig.4-2). A “Gateway” is an
 arrival point “defined as serving a visual clue that one has entered a special community.”
 “Corridors” are defined as serving purposes for mobility (traffic) and significant view
 opportunities for community enhancement. “Corridor Views” are defined as roadway areas
 providing special distinguishing features for the area. “Public View Sheds” are described as
 “a significant factor defining the community character of the area.” On pg. 55, 4.3.13, it is
 stated, “CalTRANS also oversees the functionality and improvements made to rights-of-way
 at the SR-22 interchange. As modifications are made to the interchange over time, specialized
 landscape treatments will be required to create an identifiable and attractive entry into the
 city.”

I am appreciative of and agree with the above and would emphasize that implementation of
 the SEASP planning MUST include efforts to improve this interchange area which has been
 basically ignored for many, many years. The area is degraded, with deteriorating
 infrastructure, unsightly, and the roadways are unsafe. We in that part of directly adjacent

mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
mailto:sschwab@placeworks.com
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 Seal Beach and the Long Beach communities and business and residential areas, although
 dependent upon the area and infrastructure for our daily travel and living needs as well as
 access to freeways and main streets, have been dealing with the hazardous and deteriorating
 conditions there for years. Although gateway, view, and landscaping improvements are very
 important, I wish to stress that this roadway and related infrastructure in this area are
 extremely degraded and impacted, add to traffic congestion and mobility problems, and in
 fact is are unsafe in my estimation (inquiry to the AES plan administration could confirm this
 related to the accidents that occur around the generating plant on the freeway access on- and
 off-ramps and the poorly designed signals. The roadway pavement decks, the roadway
 shoulders (totally many areas there), the lighting (essentially absent at the east bound on- and
 off-ramp area south of the bridge), the drainage, the pavement striping, the signals, and
 pedestrian features are poorly designed, extremely worn and/or even non-existent in some
 cases. The bridge is antiquated and completely lacking even basic safety railings and features
 compared to any other major freeway bridge I have seen on the 405 or 22 in Long Beach or
 Orange County. (I would be happy to offer to walk the area with anyone who is not familiar
 with what I am discussing here but just about anyone who drives through the area notices
 this.) The point I wish to stress here is that although focus on views and landscaping is very
 important, the actual state of the infrastructure unsafe traffic situation there seem to make it
 imperative the improvements should begin in that direction and should start ASAP. (Although
 incremental improvements can make a big difference; I would cite the cooperation between
 Cities of Long Beach and Seal Beach, CalTRANS, and OCTA regarding the project, related
 to the West County Connectors larger project back some years ago, that did make some much
 needed improvements in this area north of the bridge (the west bound on- and off-ramps at
 College Park Drive. Although much could still be done, much was in fact accomplished with
 that incremental, fairly uncomplicated, and fairly inexpensive by comparison cooperative
 project—I would be happy to offer further information/discussion on that for anyone
 interested. This perhaps could serve as a model for cooperation among multiple civic and
 public entities for possible future improvements, perhaps related to the now planned 405
 Widening Project. For that upcoming project City of Long Beach has already made known
 (including via a lawsuit to my understanding) that CalTRANS and OCTA should offer much
 more support to enhance and improve freeway interchanges that will be impacted by the
 project; the SR-22 Fwy/7th Street/Studebaker Road interchange should not be forgotten in this
 regard!)

I am not certain as to just why this area has been basically neglected by CalTRANS for so
 long as far as any even minimal substantive improvements. From what I can gather, it seems
 they have been waiting to see what the City of Long Beach ultimately plans as far as to a
 longer term approach to “the Studebaker Corridor” and of course this has been a lengthy and
 controversial process. However, the planning has been proceeding again and I note that a
 CalTRANS representative is a member of the SEASP Community Advisory Committee; I
 would request that this agency representative be made aware in particular of the concerns and
 hoped for improvements regarding this specific area in general and in the context specifically
 of the SEASP process. It is clear that other CalTRANS right of way and responsibility aspects
 (for example, Pacific Coast Highway through the project area) will likely take center stage
 and perhaps rightly so, but I believe we locally must not allow this opportunity to once again
 slip by to finally address the crumbling and deteriorating infrastructure, traffic problems,
 unsightly appearance, poor design, and safety issues of this intersection and surrounding area.
 I would welcome the opportunity to offer what I could to assist with anything that might help
 in that regard from a local resident (for many years) point of view.

I will end these remarks by noting that I am resident of the College Park West neighborhood



 of Seal Beach, literally just over the line from Long Beach in Orange County. However, many
 know that our ONLY access, in and out, for our neighborhood is on College Park Drive
 through that part of City of Long Beach and directly connecting to that part of the greater
 intersection. Further, our sphere of influence and our greater accessibility are dependent upon
 that intersection and this is exactly similar for the other business and residential areas actually
 in Long Beach around that area. This IS “the gateway” to our area and that part of Long
 Beach and is a very important feature of the traffic accessibility from the freeways to the
 Long Beach VA Hospital, Cal State Long Beach, Belmont Shore areas, 7th Street shopping
 areas and the other neighborhood and commercial areas close by; hundreds if not thousands
 of commuters and students pass through the area every day. We (family) own property in
 Long Beach and as well I have many neighbors at the AES facility and in the local Long
 Beach neighborhoods (University Park Estates, College Estates, Bixby Hill, Los Altos, Island
 Village, and etc.) that feel similar and would support these comments. We don’t just “pass
 through”; our families are dependent upon those roads and adjacent areas multiple times per
 day and it is our “lifeline”, literally for those of us who can only get in and out directly
 through it as I mentioned. It truly would be a shame if the opportunity is missed to finally
 make some decent and meaningful improvement to this greater intersection and its
 infrastructure as part of the larger SEASP. I write this to bring this to your attention and plead
 that, even in the larger and very complex planning with multiple very serious issues related to
 the SEASP, this area will not even once again be forgotten and/or ignored.

Thank you again for the opportunity to offer these comments. I am available for further
 discussions on any of this for anyone who might wish to contact me. I would appreciate
 hearing anyone else’s thoughts on all this and would offer to try to offer whatever I can to
 assist with any efforts for attention to this issue.
 
Sincerely—Ken Seiff
 
Kenneth H.Seiff
121 Yale Lane
Seal Beach, CA 90740
Cellular: 714-813-8267
 
 

This message contains confidential information and is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named addressee you
 should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by
 mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information
 could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. The sender therefore does not accept
 liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a result of e-mail transmission.
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From: Christopher Koontz
To: Suzanne Schwab
Subject: FW: SEASP inputs
Date: Friday, April 29, 2016 2:43:07 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: Lars Rosenblad [mailto:lars.rosenblad@verizon.net]
Sent: Friday, April 29, 2016 2:44 PM
To: Christopher Koontz <Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov>
Subject: SEASP inputs

Chris,
First, I would like to say that I was impressed with the materials presented at the last open house - this is a great
 corner of Long Beach and worthy of some thoughtful planning.  I also wanted to add my comments to the SEASP
 discussion.

1. I think it would be great if we could include the marina parking lots along Marina Drive in the overall plan. 
 These lots are never full, even when a big chunk has been blocked off for the dock replacement program. 
They are also very unattractive.  They could certainly be reconfigured to include some park areas and some trees.  I
 know that beautifying the lots was part of the original PCH/2nd plan.  Even though the lots are controlled by
 another agency, it would be great to get them to participate and support the overall SEASP vision.

2.  AES Powerplant: I think that we are missing an opportunity to work with AES on the improvements to their
 power plant and to coordinate that with the overall plan.  They have publicly stated that they intend to re landscape
 a significant portion of their property.  In addition, they have purchased at least a portion of the proposed Home
 Depot site along Studebaker.  So it seems that they are ready and willing to improve their property, and working
 with them on a unified approach could be very productive, especially as Synergy works to restore the wetlands
 across the street.  I would also like to consider extending a portion of the wetlands to the other side of Studebaker in
 the existing cooling water channel.  If AES is not using that property, it could be a nice extension of the wetlands.

3. Light Timing on 2nd Street: I talked to the traffic representative at one of the open houses, and he said that we
 could not coordinate the lights on PCH with the lights on 2nd Street because the systems were incompatible.  With
 a little ingenuity, I think that the Long Beach system could sense what the PCH lights were doing and coordinate
 accordingly.  The easiest way would probably be with an optical system that would detect the light changes on
 PCH.  The current light timing is adding significantly to the traffic problems at that intersection, and it will only get
 worse with further development.

4. Trash: There is trash every where in our society, but it is especially noticeable and difficult to address in our open
 spaces and water ways.  I would love to see a comprehensive trash plan for the south-eastern area, addressing litter
 (especially along PCH, but fishermen, farmer's market, etc) and dumping as well as the external sources like the
 San Gabriel River.

Thanks for taking my input.  Best regards,

Lars Rosenblad
562 254 3628

mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
mailto:sschwab@placeworks.com
mailto:lars.rosenblad@verizon.net
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From: Christopher Koontz
To: Craig Chalfant; Suzanne Schwab
Subject: Fwd: 2nd and PCH
Date: Friday, April 29, 2016 8:03:03 AM

They say 2nd/pch but this is seasp 

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Dorothy <dgolz@aol.com>
Date: April 28, 2016 at 10:08:13 PM PDT
To: christopher.koontz@longbeach.gov
Subject: 2nd and PCH

Dear Mr. Koontz, 
We object to the proposed development at 2nd and PCH:
1.  The area now contains low rise buildings and we feel it should remain that way
 to preserve the open, unique, coastal feel of the area. 
2. With a serious concern for water in Southern California, traffic congestion, and
 air pollution adding additional residential units will only contribute to the
 problem.  This is a quality of life issue. 
3. Extending Studebaker road will encroach on wetlands.  Wetlands are an
 important part of the ecosystem and provide protection from rising sea levels.
 Every square inch of what precious little is left should be preserved. 
We would like to see a much more scaled back plan for redeveloping those areas
 already developed and no development in wetlands areas. 
Dorothy and Helmut Golz
7147 E. Killdee Street
Long Beach, CA. 90808
562-429-9293
Sent from my iPad

mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
mailto:Craig.Chalfant@longbeach.gov
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From: Rob Hines
To: Suzanne Schwab
Cc: Robert Vogel
Subject: Fwd: Announcements from the City of Long Beach for 04/26/2016
Date: Monday, May 2, 2016 4:27:33 PM
Attachments: PD_leading_practice_service_provider.png

Hey Suzanne,

We received an email from a citizen. I’m not sure which questionnaire she is referring to but I wanted to
 make sure you received these comments. Please let me know if I can help respond, otherwise.

Cheers,

Rob

Rob Hines
Director of Public Engagement
Peak Democracy, Inc. 

510 666 6931 tel united states
778 689 6666 tel canada
866 506 4598 fax

Begin forwarded message:

From: Citizen Support <info@peakdemocracy.com>
Subject: Fwd: Announcements from the City of Long Beach for 04/26/2016
Date: May 2, 2016 at 16:20:22 PDT
To: Rob Hines <robhines@peakdemocracy.com>

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: ERLINDA CORTEZ <erlinda_cortez7@msn.com>
Date: Fri, Apr 29, 2016 at 4:34 PM
Subject: Re: Announcements from the City of Long Beach for 04/26/2016
To: Long Beach <info@peakdemocracy.com>

I was having trouble filling out the questionnaire, so I will post a few thoughts.

* The comprehensive plan still appeals to more commercial space which still impacts the 
wetlands area.
* the height of the buildings still exceed the Coastal Commissions requirements for the area.
* Traffic in the area will still cause congestion, although I see some effort in mitigating the 
problem.
*  Overall, we still need to downsize the scope and allow for more open space. Close 
proximity to homes and commercial space to the wetlands and wildlife habitat are still 
affected.

Erlinda Cortez

Sent from my iPad

mailto:robhines@peakdemocracy.com
mailto:sschwab@placeworks.com
mailto:robert@peakdemocracy.com
http://www.peakdemocracy.com/
http://www.peakdemocracy.com/
mailto:info@peakdemocracy.com
mailto:robhines@peakdemocracy.com
mailto:erlinda_cortez7@msn.com
mailto:info@peakdemocracy.com
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From: Christopher Koontz
To: Suzanne Schwab; Wendy Nowak
Subject: Fwd: Parcel 7237-001-001
Date: Monday, May 2, 2016 4:52:12 PM

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Hoss MacVaugh <hoss@macvaugh.com>
Date: May 2, 2016 at 4:40:23 PM PDT
To: Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
Cc: Mark Miller <MMiller@cpdispo.com>, Ken Stephens
 <kstephens@cpdispo.com>
Subject: Parcel 7237-001-001

Christopher,

I hope all is well with you.

The Home Depot owns a parcel at 7237-001-001. It is a long skinny strip of land
 350'long by 50' wide that parallels a 25' wide parcel that the flood control district
 owns between this parcel and Kettering Elementary.

In the Proposed Land Use Plan for the SEADIP Update, it shows this area as
 included in the Kettering Elementary School. It is not. Because of the Flood
 Control Ownership, separating this lot from the school, it probably has no value
 to the school. The Current Zoning is residential - 3 units. With the current
 development standards, the property is basically unusable.  

The lot is a bit of an island. It is not easily included  I could see a few
 developments that could be beneficial to the City -

Self Storage - would provide a buffer from the busy 7th St to the School and the
 surrounding residential neighborhood

Used Car Sales - small building, can take advantage of irregular shaped lot -
 brings in tax revenue to City.

Car Rental (Enterprise) same as above.

Small Lot Subdivision (Like Los Angeles) - Single Family townhouse style
 houses - limited to 35' height. Brings affordable housing to the City.

Multi-Family Residential w/ some development standards concessions.

Flex Office - Live/Work space  

mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
mailto:sschwab@placeworks.com
mailto:wnowak@placeworks.com
mailto:hoss@macvaugh.com
mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
mailto:MMiller@cpdispo.com
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Being right on a major thoroughfare, it would be good to consider commercial
 uses. What do we need to put this on the radar for the new plan?
 

Principal of MacVaugh&Co.
Office: 626.583.8400
Cell   : 626.255.2308
Fax   : 626.583.8423
Email: hoss@macvaugh.com
Lic. #: 00971669

tel:626.583.8400
tel:626.255.2308
tel:626.583.8423
mailto:hoss@macvaugh.com
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From: Christopher Koontz
To: Suzanne Schwab
Subject: Fwd: SEADIP
Date: Monday, April 18, 2016 7:26:06 AM

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Johnathan Blitzer <jbblitzer@gmail.com>
Date: April 17, 2016 at 9:49:20 PM PDT
To: Christopher Koontz <Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov>
Subject: Re: SEADIP

Dear Chris, 
Let me try one more time.  I will cut and paste my answers by number of the
 question.  Thanks for your patience.
1.Very well as far as I can see.  The introductory paragraphs summarize input
 from local residents but do not include the perspectives of local business owners,
 real estate developers, or city officials.  I personally think that nothing matters
 more than the quality of life of the residents, and I do not think that real estate
 developers must be accommodated at all costs.
The area sited for most intensive development/redevelopment is appropriate as it
 both needs attention and is unsightly as it is. Traffic will be a concern if the
 residential/commercial balance is not right.
I do not understand where all the interest in "gateways" is coming from.  This
 may be a priority for urban design place-makers, but for drivers whizzing down
 PCH, it is irrelevant, and signage alone is not enough for successful place-
making.
If an attractive gateway to the city is of any importance, then CALTRANS has to
 clean up the exit from 22W onto Studebaker road.  This was used as a staging
 area during the recent construction, but since then it has become an untended
 eyesore.  There is plenty of potential to create an attractive entry in the area, if
 they would only replant it.
2.The plan offers a panoply of appetizing upgrades to city streets and amenities,
 then says that the only way to get these is to allow large bulky buildings to be
 built in a low-rise neighborhood.  What about a neighborhood assessment, similar
 to Mello-Roos, that would fund these upgrades?  It might not be popular, but
 neither are tall buildings.  
3.An interesting observation is that the residents of SEADIP are aging in place.
  Nobody wants to move away from this heavenly spot, especially with Prop 13 in
 place.  But millennials are NOT going to be able to buy the houses vacated by
 boomers as we die off.  What then?
The plan stipulates no ground floor medical uses.  As the population ages, why
 not accommodate them?
No coherent statements were made about the way coming generations might use
 the waterfront.  Will people still go boating?  Will the area need to accommodate

mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
mailto:sschwab@placeworks.com
mailto:jbblitzer@gmail.com
mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
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 more larger yachts, or trailer-launched runabouts?
The nature of retail is still in flux.  No statement was made about the use of
 ground floor retail space as the internet takes over our shopping needs.
4.The marketplace will get remade once it changes hands, most probably
The industrial area will get rezoned as the tank farm is demolished
Boutique retailers will continue to move in, probably replacing chain outlets
There will be turnover and redesigns at Marina Pacifica, but the overall visual
 experience will remain subpar
Traffic will continue to be slow, until someone discovers timing the streetlights;
 then it will move at 45 mph; autonomous cars will reduce sudden stops and starts,
 calming traffic without slowing it substantially
The Seaport Marina Hotel will become a nursing home
housing prices will increase as people crowd into the last low-rise, SFR
 neighborhood in LA 
5,The style guidelines are well done but it is doubtful that good design can be
 guaranteed
Virtually all the illustrations showed buildings with FLAT roofs.  Ugh.  Can't
 some allowance be made to allow sloping roofs somewhere?
The rationalization for a hotel in the SEADIP area is WEAK.  What are the
 vacancy rates at nearby hostelries?  No mention.  Near downtown
 business/meeting? NO.   Near the airport? NO.  Beach accessible? NO.  Who
 would want to stay in a hotel at a noisy intersection, across from a boatyard and
 parking lot, looking out at a sliver of gray water?
If density and development are needed to provide tax revenues for the city, then
 re-zoning the industrial parcel is a MUST.  That takes up 25-30% of the project
 area and is lying fallow; intensive development there would not deprive current
 residents of enjoyment of views, amenities, etc.
In any urban redesign, it is not merely WHAT is built but WHO is living there or
 using the space.  What are the prospects for commercial development with the
 current population of Long Beach and NW Orange County?  Are there enough
 people with enough disposable income to make high-end retail projects viable?
  How will developers justify demolishing and rebuilding commercial projects if
 their customer base remains the same?
I hope that my input is readable in this format and is informative.  Thanks for
 soliciting public input.  
Jonathan B. Blitzer, MD

On Apr 2, 2016, at 8:33 AM, Christopher Koontz
 <Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov> wrote:

Yes

Sent from my iPhone

On Apr 2, 2016, at 8:10 AM, Jonathan Blitzer
 <jbblitzer@gmail.com> wrote:

mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
mailto:jbblitzer@gmail.com
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From: Christopher Koontz
To: Suzanne Schwab
Subject: Fwd: SEASP
Date: Wednesday, April 27, 2016 6:27:42 PM

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: jill brennan <jillbrennan2014@gmail.com>
Date: April 27, 2016 at 6:22:14 PM PDT
To: christopher.koontz@longbeach.gov
Subject: SEASP

Unable to complete the questionnaire and unable to reach you.
My opinion: Scenario 1 or save all the wetlands with no structural development
 would be optimal. We have failed "developments " all over the city. No need for
 any more. Save and protect all the remaining wetlands now.
Sincerely,
Jill Brennan
longtime LB resident

mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
mailto:sschwab@placeworks.com
mailto:jillbrennan2014@gmail.com
mailto:christopher.koontz@longbeach.gov
oljonci
Rectangle

oljonci
Rectangle





From: Christopher Koontz
To: Suzanne Schwab; Wendy Nowak
Subject: Fwd: Southeast Area Specific Plan City of Long Beach SEASP - VISION QUESTIONNAIRE
Date: Monday, May 9, 2016 7:56:08 PM

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Julie Dean <julz.travels@yahoo.com>
Date: May 9, 2016 at 7:46:53 PM PDT
To: "christopher.koontz@longbeach.gov" <christopher.koontz@longbeach.gov>
Subject: Southeast Area Specific Plan City of Long Beach SEASP - VISION
 QUESTIONNAIRE
Reply-To: Julie Dean <julz.travels@yahoo.com>

Dear Mr. Koontz, I was unable to send my comments
 using the pdf available online.  I've put everything
 into this email and hope this will work.  Thank you
 for your patience, Julie Dan

Southeast Area Specific Plan City of Long Beach SEASP
VISION QUESTIONNAIRE
I would like to receive project updates via email. Yes
Name:  Julie Dean
Date:  April 29, 2016
Phone:  714-402-9967
Email:  Julz.travels@yahoo.com
 
1. How well does the Specific Plan reflect the vision
 for the SEASP area that was created through the
 community involvement process?
I feel that there should have been members from the
 East involved in the process.  Belmont Shore, Naples
 and the Peninsula are highly affected by all business
 and traffic in the SEASP area, and most specifically
 by the 2nd St and PCH intersection, however no home
 owners from these communities were involved in the
 process.
 
2. Recognizing that any plan represents tradeoffs, are
 there any ways you believe the plan could be improved
 without losing other benefits?
I’ve attended a number of SEASP/SEADIP community open
 houses/meetings and the community home owners
 overwhelmingly do not want buildings at 2nd and PCH
 that are 5 or 7 stories high.  The reasons include,
 but are not limited to, traffic gridlock (which
 already exists and will get much worse with these
 building heights/overcrowding), views from homes,
 overall congestion/saturation and bird flight

mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
mailto:sschwab@placeworks.com
mailto:wnowak@placeworks.com
mailto:julz.travels@yahoo.com
mailto:christopher.koontz@longbeach.gov
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 patterns.
This area is already highly trafficked.  The existing
 hotel at 2nd and PCH should simple be torn down and
 something simple, that won’t create more traffic and
 bottlenecks, should be created, like a park or
 bike/walking paths.
 
3. Does the Specific Plan sufficiently anticipate the
 future of Long Beach and future generations?
----------------
 
4. What will likely happen over time in the SEASP area
 if the existing plan remains in effect and the
 updated plan is not adopted?
----------------
 
5. Please provide any additional general comments.
I am highly disappointed by these results, as they do
 not reflect or represent the extensive feedback
 provided by the community home owners at the many
 general community open houses/meetings.
I honestly want to understand how the city, especially
 the traffic engineering department, plans to deal
 with the traffic and overall mess that will result
 from the high buildings, hotel, theater, restaurants,
 residences, retail, etc.  These residences and
 businesses mean many people and many cars in an area
 that is already so overly impacted today.  In my
 opinion, it is simply not a logical change.
 
 
All comments should be submitted to the City by April
 29, 2016. Mail to: Christopher Koontz, Long Beach
 Development Services 333 West Ocean Blvd., Fifth
 Floor, Long Beach, CA 90802 Email to:
 christopher.koontz@longbeach.gov

mailto:christopher.koontz@longbeach.gov


From: Christopher Koontz
To: Suzanne Schwab
Subject: Fwd: Southeast Area Specific Plan final review period
Date: Tuesday, April 26, 2016 12:18:13 PM

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Christopher Koontz <cikoontz@gmail.com>
Date: April 26, 2016 at 12:10:20 PM PDT
To: Christopher Koontz <christopher.koontz@longbeach.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Southeast Area Specific Plan final review period

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Bill Thomas <witsbt@verizon.net>
Date: April 26, 2016 at 11:34:52 AM PDT
To: Christopher Koontz <cikoontz@gmail.com>
Subject: Southeast Area Specific Plan final review period

Hi Chris

My final comments are well done to your consultants and city staff
 on a job we tried to address 10 years ago when DeLong began his
 first term as 3rd district councilman:-)

I know the Synergy Oil Wetlands renovation project is not apart of
 this plan, but any thing that can be done to expedite McKeown's
 application, approval and implementation would help get support
 from the environmental groups concerns and encourage land owners
 and developers to turn the area into a quality destination place. As is
 is now it's a "speed through area" for cars en route to another
 destination that  hurts rather than helps the City tax base.

I am a strong supporter of "calming PCH". Turn traffic
 control/planning over to our city traffic dept. Then encourage
 developers and wetland restoration planners to block lengths laid out
 with stop lights like Naples/Belmont Shore 2nd st, with a bike &
 walking path  on east side of PCH. Then have 3 walking path
 entrances to the current Synergy office building, that can be easily

mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
mailto:sschwab@placeworks.com
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 converted to  Nature center office for education and conducted tours
 of wetlands so it also becomes a destination place for those wanting
 to learn of and conserve natures wetlands ecosystem. A walking
 entrance path should be at PCH bridge over Los Cerritos Channel,
 then mid way towards 2nd, with walking path entrances on either
 side if In/out Burgers, PCH & 2nd.

While not in your project responsibility this would make an excellent
 selling point to get approvals from residents looking for destination
 and conservationists looking for wetland restoration. Also doing a
 land trade with Ray Lin would be a positive move, so he can provide
 Bay dock access next to the Marine repair facility. This would
 encouragement him to scale back on the building heights of his last
 proposal, approved by planning commission and rejected with
 political pressure by city council. This might get him to hold off on
 his current proposal that does not address what anyone wants except
 his investors:-)..  

With Long Beach Traffic Engineers  having control of all traffic
 areas they can do wonders by making Marine Drive an option for
 Naples to/from Seal Beach. Plus the slowing of PCH to 25 mph will
 slow north/south PCH traffic flow, allowing a longer green for
 Naples traffic efficiency to/from the Freeway system.

Best of luck on expediting completion- in 40 years you will be
 appreciated

Bill Thomas
Advisory group
310-544-0866

tel:310-544-0866
oljonci
Rectangle



From: Christopher Koontz
To: Suzanne Schwab
Subject: Fwd: Support Tidal Influence/Eric Zahn Memo re SEASP
Date: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 7:24:20 AM
Attachments: SEASP Memo-Tidal Influence 2663f090-7a64-4cd8-acdf-ddcf7c312c1e.pdf

ATT00001.htm

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Melinda Cotton" <mbcotton@hotmail.com>
To: "Christopher Koontz" <Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov>
Cc: "Elizabeth Lambe" <ejlambe@gmail.com>
Subject: Support Tidal Influence/Eric Zahn Memo re SEASP

Dear Christopher,
I have carefully read the attached Memo by Eric Zahn of Tidal Influence
 regarding the proposed SEASP document and totally agree with his analysis.  I
 hope the City LBDS Staff and its Consultants will support and follow his
 recommendations.  Eric Zahn is an expert in Wetlands and specifically the Los
 Cerritos Wetlands.  He has years of experience monitoring and protecting the Los
 Cerritos Wetlands.  His comments, observations and recommendations are
 excellent.
Thank you for your attention to this Memo and my support.
Sincerely,
Melinda Cotton, Belmont Shore

mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
mailto:sschwab@placeworks.com
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mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
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Memorandum 
 


To: Christopher Koontz, City Of Long Beach  From: Eric Zahn, Tidal Influence, LLC 


 


Cc: Keith Simmons & Elizabeth Lambe, Los Cerritos Wetlands Land Trust 


 


Date: April 19, 2016 


Subject: Ecological Analysis of Draft Southeast Area Specific Plan  


 


 


 


 


We submit this communication on behalf of the Los Cerritos Wetlands Land Trust (LCWLT). LCWLT has 


spent more than a decade educating and advocating for the protection and restoration of southeast Long Beach’s 


Los Cerritos Wetlands (LCW). Accordingly, the LCWLT has been extremely involved with administrative 


processes for projects proposed in and near the wetlands. We appreciate your providing us notice of the process 


being conducted for the City’s comprehensive Local Coastal Program update.  


 


The objective of this memo is to present an analysis of the City of Long Beach’s “Southeast Area Specific Plan” 


(SEASP) from the perspective of conservation for the ecology of the Los Cerritos Wetlands and Environs of 


Alamitos Bay. We recognize that this planning effort is a necessity for this area and especially for the improved 


protection of natural resources within SEASP boundaries. The current planning document, SEADIP, is outdated 


and requires replacement since it has generated land use plans that have never been certified by the California 


Coastal Commission (CCC) and it provides allowances for opportunities to develop existing open space. We 


commend the City of Long Beach staff and their consultants for clearly recognizing the areas that deserve 


special protections and for making the effort to ensure that any “white holes” are filled in this Local Coastal 


Program. We have personally interacted with several of the consulting team members through this planning 


process and appreciate their efforts to diligently analyze the existing natural resources. We also recognize that 


this is a very complex planning effort and I commend the City of Long Beach and their consultants for making 


an excellent effort towards analyzing all aspects of this southeastern area of Long Beach and engaging the 


community. 


 


When undertaking such a complex and controversial planning effort there are sure to be a number of issues that 


are overlooked and improperly or inaccurately presented. Furthermore, given the myriad topics it can only be 


expected that certain aspects of this planning document will be controversial and require further discussion and 


negotiation with local stakeholders. The purpose of this communication is not to bring into question the 


capabilities or qualifications of the professionals who have drafted this plan, but instead the purpose is to 


provide expertise on a number of issues that the Land Trust feels are important and must be properly addressed 


in this plan. Our hope is that the information provided in this memorandum will be properly considered by the 


planning team and will help to streamline the City of Long Beach’s CEQA process that will produce a draft EIR 


found to be acceptable to the Los Cerritos Wetlands Land Trust. Moreover I hope that this information will help 


produce a Specific Plan that will be seamlessly certified by CCC without years of deliberation and delay.  


 


For this memorandum Tidal Influence staff read and reviewed the 210 page SEASP Conceptual Draft and 


analyzed all of its figures, tables, and intentions. We have broken down this communication into 7 sections that 


we feel capture all of the concerns that arose during this analysis. These 7 sections are as follows: 
 


1340 E. Florida St.  
Long Beach, Ca 90802  


562.590.3451 
 Info@Tidalinfluence.com 
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1. Enforceability 


2. Shopkeeper Road 


3. Landscaping 


4. Wetlands vs. New Development 


5. Oil Operations 


6. Plan Implementation 


7. Miscellaneous Topics and Report Inaccuracies 


 


 


1. Enforceability 


Throughout this document statements are made that suggest what will be allowed and not allowed for 


any future developments. In some instances these standards are clearly stated and what is allowed can be 


clearly determined. In other instance standards are loosely generalized with word like “should” “could” 


or “encouraged”. This makes sense in some situations, but in most circumstances these sorts of “soft” 


standards allow for loopholes to be realized by future developers that may lead to unintended impacts to 


ecologically sensitive areas. It is well understood that the eventual EIR will present strict standards for 


developers to follow, however, in order for a developer to understand their possible development options 


they will refer to this Specific Plan as a guide to create their development proposal. The more 


enforceable that this document is the easier it will be for future City staff to use this plan as a clear guide 


and protect its intentions over the decades. This enforceability theme will be reoccurring throughout this 


memo. Following are a few examples that do not fit into any of our categories: 


 


 Pg. 76 – Section 5.7m - Infrastructure – “New development should contribute on a fair-share 


basis to upgrades of San Gabriel River bike trail and pedestrian trail.”  Analysis: The use of the 


word “should” allows for the potential for new development to not contribute on a fair-share 


basis or even not contribute at all. We recommend the word “should be replaced by “will”.  


 Pg. 119 – Section 7.1.1 – “Gateway signage should be consistent and compatible with citywide 


signage standards.” Analysis: This statement allows for gateway signage to be incompatible. We 


recommend replacing the word “should” with “must” as well as providing a reference to the 


“citywide signage standards”.  


 Pg. 121 – Section 7.1.2 – “…new buildings should include provisions for cellular equipment at 


the time of construction…” Analysis: This statement allows for the construction of cellular 


equipment at any time. We recommend replacing the word “should” with “must”.  


 


2. Shopkeeper Road (Dedicated Right-of-Way)   


The concept of extending Shopkeeper Road to the south is explored throughout this specific plan. The 


obvious proximity of this road to existing wetland and natural open space is clearly stated in the 


documents, as well as the fact that the extension is just a dedicated right-of-way (ROW) and has not 


been built. Furthermore, an extension of Shopkeeper is not a new concept and is mentioned in SEADIP, 


however, the currently allowable extension is only to north and would be a requirement for the 


developer of subsection 11a. Therefore, the Shopkeeper extension described in SEASP is a novel 


concept and is first being proposed in this draft document. The portrayal of this newly proposed ROW 


will surely be the most controversial aspect of this planning document, since its alignment is roughly 


depicted in several figures and no details are provided as to options for the alignment of this new 


roadway. We suggest that this road extension concept is either omitted from this document or described 
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in greater detail so that it is fully understood how this road extension would actually take place. This 


portrayal of Shopkeeper Road through environmentally sensitive areas also directly contradicts the 


City's mobility plan, therefore the document should either omit the ROW, or describe it as avoiding all 


environmentally sensitive habitat areas. SEADIP does an excellent job of clearly stating who the 


responsible parties are for any road extensions and this approach should be taken in this new document. 


Following are excerpts about Shopkeeper Road that we recommend for review and revision: 


 


 Page 21– Figure 2-3 – Existing Land Use – Analysis: The Shopkeeper ROW is depicted on this 


image with the caveat of “dedicated but not built” while other ROW’s that currently exist in 


SEADIP are not given the same representation.  Furthermore, the footprint of the ROW is 


roughly depicted so that it would impact substantial jurisdictional wetlands of the State. We 


recommend that the Shopkeeper Road ROW is either omitted from this figure, since it is does not 


actually exist, or that all other ROWs that are described in the current SEADIP are also 


accurately depicted. Consistency is important so that the misconception of hidden agenda can be 


avoided. 


 Pg. 55 – Section 4.3.13 – Right-of-Way – “Constraints…may preclude the roadway from being 


completed in the configuration in which it is currently proposed and will likely require 


realignment at some point in the future.” Analysis: This section does not clearly indicate the 


alignment that SEASP is proposing. Figure 4-4 shows the ROW in the context of an overview of 


the planning area, but we recommend that a more detailed image is included in this specific plan 


that shows specifically where the City is proposing the alignment of this new road.   


 Pg. 91 – Figures 6-1&2 – Proposed Sidewalk and Bicycle Network – Analysis: These figures 


depict an alignment of sidewalks and bike lanes that differ from the alignment of the ROW shown 


in Figures 2-3 and 4-4.  We recommend that all depicted alignments are consistent or that a 


section is provided that explains in detail all potential alignments for the Shopkeeper Road 


extension. Furthermore, we recommend that the ROW does not include pedestrian or bike access 


to limit its width and resulting impacts on adjacent natural areas. Instead the pedestrian and 


bike traffic should be focused through the new development’s internal streets.  


 Pg. 107 – Figures 6-14&15 – Shopkeeper Road Options – Analysis: These are great figures for 


envisioning the design of wetlands buffers and water quality features intended to protect 


sensitive habitat from increased edge effects created by new developments that are across the 


street. We recommend that the same figures are created for any new development that has 


potential to occur across-the-street from an area designated as “Coastal Habitat, Wetlands & 


Recreation”. This would include potential development along PCH between 2
nd


 and Los Cerritos 


Channel, along 2
nd


  between PCH and Shopkeeper, and along Studebaker between 2
nd


 and 


Loynes. Based on our rough measurements these figures appear to propose a widening of the 


existing street by around 10 feet. 


 


3. Landscaping 


Eradicating non-native plant species in the natural areas of southeast Long Beach is a large endeavor. 


We hope that this effort will not be increased by any new developments in the area. The introduction of 


any invasive species identified by the California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC) must be strictly 


prohibited by SEASP, especially since the proposed “mixed-use community core” area is located 


upwind from much of Los Cerritos Wetlands. SEASP addresses landscaping numerous times and we 
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recommend that the standards are consistent for all new developments, are more stringent than what is 


provided in the City’s Zoning Code, and are clearly enforceable. Overall we recommend that a specific 


plant palette is created for SEASP that provides a robust list of herbs, shrubs, and trees that are allowed 


to be installed and pose zero threat of escaping cultivation. Following are excerpts about landscaping 


that we recommend for review and revision: 


 


 Pg. 74 – Section 5.7e – Landscape – “Landscaping shall be drought-tolerant and feature native 


wetland plants…”  Analysis: Most wetlands plants are not drought tolerant and will not work 


well in ornamental landscaping since they are prone to go dormant with lack of water. We 


recommend that a list of appropriate native wetland plants for ornamental landscaping needs to 


be provided for new developments. Furthermore, any drought-tolerant plants must pose zero 


threat for escaping cultivation.  


 Pg. 125 – Section 7.1.4e – Streetscape Amenities – “Street trees should be selected from an 


approved city list…”  Analysis: The use of the word “should” allows for developers to decide if 


they wish to use the City list or not. We recommend replacing the word “should” with “must”.  


We further recommend that this “City list” is specific to the southeast area of Long Beach so 


that no trees are introduced that may invade local natural areas similar to what has happened 


with the Mexican fan palm and Myoporum.  


 Pg. 130 – Section 7.1.5 – Special Edge Conditions – Wetlands Edge at Shopkeeper Road – 


“Landscaping shall be drought-tolerant, according to Municipal Code Chapter 21.42 and feature 


native wetland plants…” Analysis: The municipal code does not provide enough guidance to 


ensure that developments will not include vegetation that has potential to escape cultivation and 


invade natural areas. We recommend replacing the word “shall” with “must” so that this 


statement is not misconstrued as a suggestion. Furthermore we recommend that this section 


references an approved plant palette generated specifically for the new developments along the 


edges of natural areas. All new landscaping that is installed within 500 feet of any natural areas 


must be California native species or varieties that will not invade habitat or hybridize with 


existing native vegetation.  


 Pg. 157 – Section7.2.13 – Landscaping – Analysis: This section on landscaping is anemic 


compared to the other building design considerations that are discussed (e.g. bird-safe 


treatments or lighting). We recommend that this section is further expanded. This is where a 


SEASP plant palette should be incorporated into the document that ensures no Cal-IPC invasive 


species are used and ensure that landscaping standards are more stringent than what is provided 


by chapter 21.42 of the Long Beach Municipal Code.  


 ALL GRAPHICS – Remove fan palms! They are a major invasive species and should not be 


indicated on any graphics as potential vegetation, especially in open space designations. If any 


palm trees are to be shown in graphics depicting median or in development landscaping then the 


fan palms should at least be replaced with non-invasive king or queen palms. 


 


4. Wetlands VS. New Developments 


Any new development must be guaranteed not to impact existing natural areas, especially existing 


jurisdictional wetlands or habitat for special status species. Since this is part of a Local Coastal Program, 


the definition of “development” should be derived from the California Coastal Act. This definition will 


not only include new buildings, but also will likely include new sidewalks, street expansion efforts, and 


potentially sewer system upgrades. New developments must not increase the light, noise, or water 
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pollution levels that currently exist. Los Cerritos Wetlands already is threatened by a variety of edge 


effects and while a “monitoring fund” is a reasonable concept to help mitigate future impacts from new 


developments, this concept is not well enough developed in this document to make it enforceable. 


Following are excerpts about the impacts of new developments on wetlands that we recommend for 


review and revision: 


 


 Pg. 20 – Section 2.3 – Existing Conditions and Land Uses – Open Space – Biological Resources 


– “Approximately 175 acres of the area is comprised of wetlands, in varying degrees of 


degradation.”  Analysis: This statement needs to be clarified. Are these 175 acres jurisdictional 


wetlands? We recommend that this section should expand on its description of biological 


resources beyond mentioning the Pacific Flyway. A list of habitat types and special status 


species should be provided as well as mentioning the value of these tidal wetlands to our local 


fisheries. Historically this whole areas was tidal wetlands. 


 Pg. 54 – Section 4.3.8 – Coastal Habitat, Wetlands and Recreation – “Provides for coastal 


restoration, access, visitor-serving recreation (boating, public launching, kayaking, paddle 


boarding, etc.) and biological reserves.”  Analysis: No appropriate areas exist for “boating” or 


"public launching" within the 292 acres this section describes. These two uses are not 


compatible with the conservation of sensitive biological resources and do not currently take 


place in these areas. We recommend that these uses are removed from this land use designation 


and that the title of this designation is changed to “Coastal Habitat, Wetlands and Passive 


Recreation”. We also recommend that the term “etc.” is removed as it allows for an indefinite 


list of use. This plan must clearly identify the allowable uses.    


 Pg. 55 – Section 4.3.12 – “Projects located within 100 feet of the Los Cerritos Wetlands (north or 


south of 2nd Street and along the east side of PCH) shall be required to submit a Site Plan 


Review application and shall be consistent with Section 5.8, Wetland Delineations and Section 


5.10, Wetland Buffers.” Analysis: This distance should be larger for any new developments to 


ensure the conservation of sensitive habitat. We recommend increasing this to at least 200ft.   


 Pg. 56-63 – Table 4.4 – In reference to the Coastal Habitat/Wetlands/Recreation column 


o “Museum” (pg. 59) should at least require a conditional use permit, but is best if not 


permitted since allowances are made for “interpretive or education center”.  


o Will existing “Oil and Gas Extraction”(pg. 59) operations be required to attain a new 


conditional use permit under SEASP?  


o “Boats, paddle boards, and the like…”(pg. 61) - This category is not compatible with the 


conservation of sensitive habitat areas and should not be permitted. All sales should take 


place in designated commercial areas on Alamitos Bay.  


o “Outdoor flower, plant, fruit or vegetable sales” (pg. 61) – This use should require a 


conditional use permit in order to allow for the existence of native plant nursery facilities 


to support wetlands restoration.  


o “Boat storage facilities”(pg. 62) should not be permitted. 


o “Cellular or wireless facility” (pg. 62) should not be permitted. 


o “Parks, community garden, parklets” (pg. 62) should at least require a conditional use 


permit and it should be noted that a coastal development permit or biological assessment 


will be needed depending on the location. The definition of “parklet” needs to be 


provided.   
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o Aquaculture facilities should be added to this list of potential uses and be allowed with a 


conditional use permit.  


o Hiking and Biking Trails should be added to this list of potential uses and be allowed 


with a conditional use permit.  


 Pg. 67 – Table 5-2 – Building Setback Requirements – Analysis: The setback for Shopkeeper 


Road must have no maximum and the minimum should be increased to at least 20 feet based on 


the allowable building heights. 


 Pg. 68 – Table 5-4 – Building Story Requirements – Analysis: This table contradicts itself by 


limiting new developments to 3 story buildings along Shopkeeper Road but then allowing for 5 


story buildings at the corner of 2
nd


 and Shopkeeper.  The corner of 2
nd


 and Shopkeeper is 


adjacent to wetlands on 2 sides and thus this building height maximum must be reduced to just 2 


stories. All new developments along Shopkeeper must be limited to just 2 stories in order to not 


increase edge effects on natural areas. Any new developments directly across the street from Los 


Cerritos Wetlands and within 200 feet must be limited to 2 stories maximum which would reduce 


building heights between PCH and the Los Cerritos Channel. 


 Pg. 72 – Section 5.7a – General Development Standards – “Following is a list of items that could 


be provided to be considered for additional height (up  to 7 stories)…”  Analysis:  While it is nice 


that the 3
rd


 and 4
th


 bullets include options for assisting wetlands conservation efforts, there are 7 


other options that a developer could choose from. There is no guarantee that any impacts to the 


natural areas in SEASP will be offset by buildings that are over the allowable height. It needs to 


be very clear what the developer MUST do to receive any special allowances for their 


development. Furthermore, there is no guarantee that wetlands will be available to be acquired 


or that mitigation bank credits will be available at the time of the proposed development. We 


recommend that an enforceable in-lieu fee program for coastal habitat restoration with the Los 


Cerritos Wetlands conservation area is implemented and that details are provided in this specific 


plan.  


 Pg. 76 – Section 5.8 – Wetlands Delineations – “If a wetland delineation is required by the City 


for a new development application or permit, one of two options may be provided by the 


applicant: 1) A preliminary jurisdictional delineation approved by the U.S. Army Corps of 


Engineers showing the location and extent of wetlands or sensitive resources, or 2) A letter 


signed by a qualified biologist…” Analysis: Coastal Commission also has jurisdiction and must 


be included so that State wetlands are also determined. This should be the only option provided 


to the applicant. A “qualified biologist” is subjective since now official certification program 


exists. This individual may be biased by the developer and may not have the conservation of Los 


Cerritos Wetlands as their priority when making their determinations. We recommend omitting 


this 2
nd


 option. 


 Pg. 77 – Section 5.9 – Wetland Monitoring Fund – Analysis: If this monitoring fund is going to 


exist it needs to be better detailed in SEASP than the 2 short paragraphs that are provided.  This 


fund needs to be enforceable, clear, and fair. We recommend changing the name to “Wetlands 


Conservation Fee Program”. Following is a list of clarifications needed for this fund: 


o Who will run the PAR for each development? 


o Will this fund be in place before certification before of the local coastal program? 


o What exactly is the process for which these fees will be required? 


o Who will determine how fees will be allocated? 
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o Is it just for monitoring or also for maintenance and restoration projects? 


o Who is eligible to receive fees? 


o Will there be a competitive application process or will distribution be determined by staff 


managing the fund? 


o Is this just for jurisdictional wetlands or can the fees be applied to other habitat types in 


Los Cerritos Wetlands? 


 Pg. 77 – Section 5.10 – Wetland Buffers 


o “Buffers are typically required 100 feet from a wetland resource. However due to site 


specific conditions, a smaller buffer may be approved.” Analysis: There should be no 


ability to approve a smaller buffer. In fact a wider buffer should be considered based on 


the proximity and height of new buildings if they are closer, taller, or have larger 


footprints than the buildings that already exist. Buffers should not be limited to just 


wetlands habitat and should protect all edges of the Los Cerritos Wetlands Complex 


regardless of prevailing habitat type. 


o “The habitat separation area must be designed to shield the existing wetland from 


lighting, noise and human intrusion resulting from the project. Buffers should...” 


Analysis: Urban runoff should be included in the list of items that buffers shield. The 


design specifications of buffers needs to be more enforceable. We recommend replacing 


the word “should” with “must” and follow this statement with strict standards for how 


buffers are to be designed. These standards need to include a plant palette, vegetation 


height requirements based on proximity of the new development, vegetation density 


requirements, and buffer performance standards based on pre- and post-environmental 


conditions (e.g. light, noise, run-off). If buffers do not meet the standards, then the 


developer must be required to improve the function of the buffer.  


o “Allow for passive recreational uses within the area…”  Analysis: Human activity should 


not be allowed within the buffers. A fence must separate the development from the buffer 


area to eliminate any human impacts to buffer function and to reduce maintenance needs.  


o “If urban developments with buffer remain the property of landowners and/or 


developers…” Analysis: All buffers should be created on development properties and be 


designed to seamlessly blend with adjacent natural areas. The developers must be 


required to maintain the buffer function into perpetuity, but should be given the option to 


pay the LCWA to maintain the buffers. 


 Pg. 79 – Section 5.11 – Coastal Act Compliance 


o Recreational boating use of coastal waters (Section 30224) – “Dry boat storage areas, 


public launching facilities, additional berthing space in existing marinas, and new boating 


facilities in natural harbors are permitted uses in either the Coastal Habitat Wetlands and 


Recreation or Mixed-Use Marina designations." Analysis: Dry boat storage is not 


compatible with Coastal Wetlands conservation. We recommend inclusion of this 


designation is omitted. 


o Diking, filling, dredging of open coastal waters or wetlands (Section 30233) –  "There 


shall be no net loss of wetland acreage or habitat value as a result of land use or 


development activities…Replacement of wetlands on-site or adjacent, within the same 


wetlands system and in-kind mitigation shall be given preference over other mitigation 


options."  Analysis: There must be no net loss of wetland acreage or habitat value within 
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the SEASP area if the project occurs within SEASP. Replacement of wetlands on-site or 


adjacent, within the same wetlands system and in-kind mitigation must be required rather 


than given “preference”. Preference is within SEASP area, but requirement is within 


same wetlands system. If a mitigation area is not available with the Coastal 


Habitat/Wetland  land use designation area then the development must create wetlands 


habitat on-site of the proposed development. In no way can this plan allow for mitigation 


to occur outside of the Los Cerritos Wetlands Complex, so at the very least mitigation 


must occur within the LCWA’s conservation area. A map of this area needs to be 


included. 


 Pg. 102 – Figure 6-8 – Pacific Coast Highway - Analysis: A wetland buffer area is needed to 


offset the re-development of the road and new development of sidewalks. Remove Mexican fan 


palm trees. 


 Pg. 104 – Figure 6-10 – Studebaker Road – Analysis: Where is the buffer along Los Cerritos 


Wetlands going to go in this model? 


 Pg. 108 – Figure 6-14&15 – Shopkeeper Road –  Analysis: “Potential” water quality buffer 


needs to be required. The buffer should be placed between the road and the open space and must 


not include any recreational activity to ensure its function. Remove Mexican fan palm trees.  


 Pg. 121 – Section 7.1.2 – Views – "Signage over 8ft tall is prohibited within designated view 


corridors..." Analysis: All illuminated signage should be prohibited near coastal habitat. 


 Pg. 126 – Section 7.1.5a – PCH Edge – “Buildings on PCH directly across from the Los Cerritos 


Wetlands shall be at least 100 ft from the wetlands unless a reduction can be achieved in 


accordance with Section 5.10, Wetland Buffers.”  Analysis: This provides a loophole for 


developers and makes this requirement hard to enforce. Furthermore, PCH is wider than 100 ft 


already so this condition is impossible to apply. We recommend that this distance is increased to 


a strict 200 ft to protect wetland’s edges. 


 Pg. 126 – Section 7.1.5b – “Except at corners of PCH and Studebaker, new buildings should be a 


minimum of 4 stories to provide cohesive form…” Analysis: This would require a 4 story 


building to be built where In-N-Out is, as well as Marina Pacifica. We recommend a reduction in 


this minimum height to 1 story with a maximum of 3 stories and that breaks in 3 story building 


height be required to allow wildlife to traverse between the bay and wetlands. Furthermore, 


there is no section that described the “special edge conditions” for 2
nd


 street between PCH and 


Shopkeeper. 


 Pg. 128 – Section 7.1.5 – Marina/Waterway Promenade – Analysis: The "Waterway Promenade" 


may have an impact on water quality via storm water runoff into Alamitos Bay. There needs to 


be an addition of some sort of water quality feature along the Promenade to avoid direct point 


source pollution. 


 Pg. 130 – Section 7.1.5 – Wetlands Edge at Shopkeeper Road 


o “Building facades should be designed so their form and materials are compatible and 


compliment this unique setting of the wetlands…” Analysis: Make this enforceable by 


replacing the word “should” with “must”. 


o “The maximum building height along Shopkeeper Road fronting the wetlands is 3-


stories” Analysis: This height needs to be reduced to 2 stories along the wetland edge. 
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The sketch proposes a 3 story building 67ft from the open space which contradicts 


previous requirements.  


o Other edge conditions that must be required:   


 landscaping must be all CA native 


 no unfiltered runoff in open space 


 green roofs do not count towards buffer/open space  and must not contain 


invasive species 


 noise and light pollution must be fully buffered 


 Shopkeeper Road cannot count as a buffer 


 Pg. 153 – Section 7.2.9 – Lighting – "Proximity to sensitive wildlife areas means that additional 


care should be taken to make sure that lighting is bird-friendly." Analysis: Lighting does not only 


impact birds, in fact most birds are not nocturnal. Lighting impacts a large variety of other 


wetlands fauna that depend on darkness to hunt or hide.  This statement needs to be more 


enforceable and we recommend replacing the word “should” with “must”. We strongly support 


referencing the studies of Travis Longcore to determine acceptable light level standards for 


SEASP instead of providing generalized guidelines. All lights must be outfitted with light shields 


that prevent direct light on wetlands including any new or existing streetlights. 


 Pg. 156 – Section 7.2.12 – Boat Storage Facilities – Analysis: Based on the description and the 


photos in the plan, this land use is not compatible with the conservation of coastal wetlands and 


sensitive habitat. These facilities must be limited to industrial or commercial land use 


designations. 


 


5. Oil and Gas Extraction 


This land use is grossly underrepresented in this plan. This activity is widespread throughout the 


southeastern area of Long Beach and more specifics are needed for how these developments are to be 


treated. For instance, if the “pumpkin patch” is developed for oil extraction, this plan needs to provide 


for specific setback and development standards for this particular conditional use. Furthermore, a variety 


of infrastructure including, roads, power lines, pumps, foundations, and buildings currently exist 


throughout the areas designated as Coastal Habitat/Wetlands, yet this plan sets no standards for how this 


infrastructure is to be developed or redeveloped. Numerous abandoned well sites exist and standards 


need to be set that govern if these wells can be re-drilled and what the infrastructure is allowed to look 


like. Lastly, this plan makes no reference on how oil facilities can be maintained and what will be 


allowed to meet the requirement for vegetation management or for the maintenance of roads and 


easements. 


 


6. Plan Implementation 


This is a critical section for this plan. We recommend providing a synopsis of the implementation 


process in the first chapter and referring to Chapter 9. Following are excerpts about plan implementation 


that we recommend for review and revision: 


 


 Pg. 179 – Section 9.1.3 – Environmental Clearance – “…subsequent projects that are within the 


scope of this EIR may be subject to a more limited environmental review process, as guided by 


the provisions of CEQA…Once consistency has been substantiated and review shows that the 


project would not result in significant impacts, neither a mitigated negative declaration nor an 


EIR would be required…The type of CEQA review needed for each project will be determined 


by the City staff...” Analysis: Once this plan and the EIR is approved, it is up to the City staff 
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that is employed at that time to determine the environmental review process that is needed. This 


means that this plan and the subsequent EIR must clearly explain all conditions for development 


in order to avoid conflicts that may lead to lengthy battles over the interpretation of loosely 


worded guidelines or loopholes. We recommend that all proposed development projects within 


500ft an undeveloped portion of the LCW complex be required to perform a full environmental 


impact analysis in regards to local coastal habitat areas.  


 Pg. 182 – Section 9.3 – Implementation – “…wetlands maintenance efforts for the 33-acre City-


owned wetlands property adjacent to Shopkeeper Road are described in Chapter 4 Community 


structure and Land use plan.” Analysis: This description is not in the document anywhere.   


 Pg. 185 – Section 9.3.2 – Implementation Actions and Phasing  


o Phase 1 – Short term (1-5 years)  


 “Conduct Nexus study…or other fee study (to explore hotel use fees or residential 


resale fees) that would fund wetlands restoration and ongoing wetland 


maintenance in SEASP.” Analysis: We recommend that this study is completed 


before this plan is implemented.  


o Phase 2 – Mid-Term (5-10 years) 


 “Completing gaps in the existing sidewalk network” Analysis: We recommend 


that this be pushed up to “Phase 1”.  


o Phase 3 – Long Term (10-20 years)  


 “ Wetlands acquisition and restoration” Analysis: We recommend that this is 


pushed to “Ongoing” since it already is occurring.  


 Enhanced access to wetland amenities, including new viewing areas or creation of 


an interpretive center” Analysis: We recommend that this is pushed to “ongoing” 


since it already is occurring. 


 Pg. 187 – Section 9.3.3 – City-Owned Wetlands Property Maintenance – Analysis: The LCWA 


maintains its 170 acres of land with a $24,000 annual budget. The expense to the City to 


maintain their 33 acres should not be exorbitant and should not require any special campaigns.  


Furthermore, any newly restored habitat areas should be designed to limit long-term 


maintenance costs. Where funding is truly needed is for planning and implementation of a 


restoration project. We recommend changing this section title to “Wetlands Restoration” and 


including the LCWA held land in the conversation since the City is a member of this JPA. We 


also recommend adding “lease fees” as an option since this is how maintenance is currently 


funded. Lastly, funding derived from Mitigation Banking will not directly fund maintenance 


work. The maintenance will be supported by an endowment that would come from the land 


owner’s general funds. 


 


7. Miscellaneous Topics and Report Inaccuracies 


We documented a variety of concerns that do not fit into the previous categories. Furthermore, we found 


a variety of typos and inaccuracies. Following are miscellaneous excerpts that we recommend for review 


and revision: 


 Pg. 9 – Section 1.5 – Environmental Assessment – "To be eligible a project must be located in an 


urban area... and surrounded by urban uses (75% of perimeter)" Analysis: "(75% of perimeter)" 


should be changed to 100% to allow for no impact to coastal open space. 
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 Pg. 17-18 –  Section 2.2 – History – "Sim's Pond – which started as a pond for Sim's Bait 


Shop..." Inaccuracy: Sim's Pond did not start as a pond for Sim's Bait Shop. It started as salt 


marsh, and became a freshwater depression as PCH and Loynes were built. The bait shop just 


happened to be across the street. 


 Pg. 18 – Aerial photos – Inaccuracy: The arrows pointing to Steamshovel Slough needs to be 


adjusted (Appendix A). 


 Pg. 18 – Section 2.3 – Existing Conditions and Land Uses – "The SEASP area largely consists of 


residential, commercial, utilities, wetland, and open space uses..." Inaccuracy: Change "utilities" 


to “industrial”. 


 Pg. 20 – Section 2.3 – Open Space – "Approximately 175 acres of the area is comprised of 


wetlands." Inaccuracy: Change to "comprised of jurisdictional wetlands within 300 acres of 


open space" and reference wetland delineation study that was completed to determine the 


acreage. Another option would be to only state amount of open space. 


 Pg. 21– Figure 2.3 – Existing Land Use – Inaccuracy: Redo the map with correct mineral 


extraction locations. 


 Pg. 23 – Section 2.3 – Oil Production –  "A memorandum of understanding exists between 


LCWA and oil operators" Inaccuracy: A lease agreement between LCWA and Signal Hill 


Petroleum Inc. calls out how SHPI can accesses their oil lease. No MOU exists.  


 Pg. 39 – Chapter 4 – "...the Los Cerritos Wetlands Authority, which has purchased several 


properties over the last 40 years..." Inaccuracy: The LCWA purchased several properties over 


last 10 years. The LCWA was established in 2006. 


 Pg. 45 – Figure 4-2 – Public Viewsheds – Typo: There is already a Figure 4-2 on pg. 41, 


therefore the figure on pg. 45 should be Figure 4-3. 


 Pg. 45 – Figure 4-2(3) – Public Viewsheds – Analysis: The angles of the viewsheds seem 


arbitrary and the figure needs more nodes: 


o One node along 2nd street looking to LCWA and Bryant owned properties of LCW  


o Nodes along bike path looking towards LCW 


 Pg. 49 – Figure 4-4 – Proposed Land Use Plan – Analysis: Multiple issues with this figure: 


o There needs to be an industrial use designation for oil operations 


o The figure does not show existing oil roadways 


o The overlay of land use on waterways is confusing 


o Retention Basin is not publically accessible. Does it deserve a public land use 


designation? 


o Need to show the edge of LCW at Shopkeeper Road correctly (Appendix A). 


 Pg. 69 – Section 5.2j – Parking – "Parking should be located underground or in structures 


whenever feasible..." Analysis: All of southeastern Long Beach underground structures could be 


affected by sea level rise. 


 Pg. 77 – Section 5.9 – Wetland Monitoring Fund –  "...long-term management to the wetlands 


within the SEADIP Plan." Typo: SEADIP should be SEASP. 


 Pg. 80 – Section 5.11 – Scenic and visual qualities (Section 20351) – "As illustrated on Figure 4-


X Public Viewsheds..." Typo: Figure 4-X  should be Figure 4-3. 


 Pg. 102 – Figure 6-8 – Pacific Coast Highway – Analysis: If lanes are to be added, where is all 


the extra space coming from? 
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 Pg. 103 – Figure 6-9 – Loynes Drive – Analysis: We do not recommend reducing lanes on a very 


important bypass for the PCH and 2nd street intersection. This would funnel even more traffic 


through the heart of the wetlands. We recommend maintaining four lanes of traffic and having 


pedestrians use Vista St. For safety concerns Bike Lanes should also avoid Loynes (between 


Studebaker and Bixby Village Dr) and a “bike boulevard” should be developed on Vista along 


the existing Bikeway Route 10. 


 Pg. 134 – Section 7.1.8 – Public and Private Open space –  


o C. "Open spaces should be appropriately landscaped..." Analysis: This needs to be more 


specific. 


o E. "The use of large planes of transparent glass or freestanding clear glass walls with 


uninterrupted glazed segments 24' and larger are prohibited in efforts to reduce bird 


collisions" Analysis: Is the 24' and larger in width or in height? 24' is still very large. 


 Pg. 138 – Section 7.1.8 – Rooftops and Green Roofs – Analysis: Green roofs should not count 


towards open space and landscaping shall be planted in raised pots and beds and shall include 


no Cal-IPC invasive species. 


 Pg. 159 – Section 7.2.14 – Bird-Safe Treatments 


o A. "...reduce the amount of untreated glass or glazing to less than 10 percent of building 


facade above the ground floor." Analysis: We recommend that there be no untreated 


glass or glazing above the ground floor.  Additional treatment options should not include 


netting of any type. 


o E. "Equivalent treatments recommended by a qualified biologist may be used if approved 


by City and/or Coastal Commission." Analysis: This creates a loophole where the 


developer may hire on a biased "qualified biologist" and avoid going through Coastal 


Commission. 


 Pg. 160 – Lights out for Birds – "The city shall encourage building owners and operators to 


participate in "Lights Out For Birds" programs..." Analysis: This needs to be enforced, not 


encouraged. 


o Bird- Safe Best Practices – Owners and tenants must implement rather than could. 


Occupants must turn off task lighting at end of day, rather than be requested by owners. 


 Pg. 161 – Chapter 8 – Infrastructure – "New development... assure that future changes in SEADP 


improve..." Typo: SEADP should be SEASP. 


 Pg. 162 – Section 8.1 – Stormwater and Water Quality – "Most of SEASP drainage areas... there 


are no storm drain pump stations within SEASP" Inaccuracy: What about the Los Alamitos 


Retarding Basin?  


 Pg. 162 – Low Impact Development – "...including Studebaker Road from 2nd Street to PCH..." 


Analysis: Why is there mention of the Studebaker Road extension? 


 Pg. 163 – Figure 8.1 – Flood Zones – Inaccuracies: We recommend that the LCWA Watershed 


Report be referenced for the development of this figure and associated verbiage. 


 Pg. 172 – Section 8.3 – Sea Level Rise – "Moffett & Nichol performed..." Typo: Moffett & 


Nichol should be Moffatt & Nichol. Analysis of section: 


o This section is grossly understudied and will likely not meet requirements of Coastal 


Commission. We recommend that this section is broadened in order to fully discuss all of 


the potential issues. Coastal flooding is serious! 
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o There is no mention of oil operations and how they may be impacted by sea-level rise. 
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Aerial Photos - Steamshovel Slough arrow adjustment (SEASP pg. 18) 


 


 


 


 
Accurate outline of Wetland/ Oil Operations and the Marketplace (SEASP Figure 4-4) 
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From: Christopher Koontz
To: Suzanne Schwab
Subject: Fwd: Vision questionnaire
Date: Tuesday, April 26, 2016 10:08:25 PM

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: W H Davis <ejdolls@aol.com>
Date: April 26, 2016 at 9:46:04 PM PDT
To: Christopher.koontz@longbeach.gov
Subject: Vision questionnaire

April 26, 2016
Submitted by W. Howard Davis
93 Vista del Golfo, Long Beach, CA 90803
ejdolls@aol.com
 

Dear Christopher,
 

Question 1. Vision by the community process
The audience at each community involvement meeting revealed
 persistent concern for the need to recognize the present severe
 traffic congestion at 2nd and PCH at peak hour
 

Question 2.  Tradeoffs
Consideration of benefits effects vs. adverse effects seems very
 appropriate.
The beneficial effects include the City’s desire for more housing,
 another hotel, new businesses, and a nice entry to Long Beach - all
 of which are augmented by the City’s need for developmental
 income.
The adverse effect is unfortunately the present day traffic congestion,
 somewhere between an E or F on peak hours at 2nd and PCH.
 

mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
mailto:sschwab@placeworks.com
mailto:ejdolls@aol.com
mailto:Christopher.koontz@longbeach.gov
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To properly equate the beneficial vs. adverse effects one would need
 to know the numbers.
For example:
A new seven story hotel may augment the City’s income by x dollars
 and would add x number of cars/hour at peak traffic hours.
A new three story may augment the City’s income by x dollars and
 would add x number of cars/hour at peak traffic hours.
Producing these quantities for each zoning change would seem to be
 very helpful and comply with the CEQA.
 

Question 3. The future of Long Beach and future generations 
 

It is probable that most residents and most businesses in and around
 SEADIP would be pleased to have this area remain as is. There are
 no blighted areas that should be changed with the exception of the
 hotel at 2nd and PCH, which has been kept unsightly to encourage a
 public reaction for something attractive.
 

For future generations, it would be beneficial to them if we did not
 force them to contend with a vexing traffic nightmare that could not
 be changed.
 
 
 
 

Question 4. Consequence of maintaining the existing plan?
 

The City will not receive the additional income that might be
 generated under the SAESP.

The hotel at 2nd and PCH would likely be replaced. A hotel similar
 to the nice Ayres hotel on Los Alamitos Blvd. in Seal Beach would
 seem fitting. This would still leave space on this property for some
 additional businesses or residents as the present zoning would allow,
 which would be in keeping with the neighborhood. The change in
 this property within the present zoning would incur some increase in
 traffic, but it would be slight and fair.



Southeast Area Specific Plan    City of Long Beach
S E A S P
VISION QUESTIONNAIRE 

I would like to receive project updates via email.     o  Yes     o  No

Name: Date:

Phone: Email:

1.  How well does the Specific Plan reflect the vision for the SEASP area that was created through the  
      community involvement process? 

 

2.  Recognizing that any plan represents tradeoffs, are there any ways you believe the plan could be  
      improved without losing other benefits?

3.  Does the Specific Plan sufficiently anticipate the future of Long Beach and future generations?

 

www.lbds.info/seadip_update

Tony Mendoza 4/29/2016

213.281.0933 mendozalrt@gmail.com

✔

Plan could be better on vision priorities 4, 5 and 6.  Bike and ped access falls short on connections north/south 
across 7th to VA and LBSU.  Transit stops should provide a priority gateway point  from Channel Drive to VA.  
Likewise, VA should have improved access to Target.  Students/Faculty living south of 7th should have safe 
access to LBSU, as well as students to/from Kettering and Hill.  

Plan missess opportunity to access water from Channel View Park and also create new access at 
Loynes/Studebaker.  

Plan should create new bike gateways from San Gabriel River to College Park and 2nd Street.  

Safe connections acrosss 7th Street.  Need to prioritize safety.

Does not acknowledge major draws to the north of 7th - LBSU and VA. 
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www.lbds.info/seadip_update

Southeast Area Specific Plan    City of Long Beach
S E A S P
4.  What will likely happen over time in the SEASP area if the existing plan remains in effect and the  
      updated plan is not adopted?

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.  Please provide any additional general comments. 

All comments should be submitted to the City by April 29, 2016.
Mail to: Christopher Koontz, Long Beach Development Services 

333 West Ocean Blvd., Fifth Floor, Long Beach, CA 90802
Email to: christopher.koontz@longbeach.gov

Continued unsafe conditions of Loynes, PCH, 7th, will continue to confine mobility in the area 
to those who can drive or be driven.  Currently, biking through the area is only comfortable to 
the most able riders who can navigate traffic, or weave onto sidewalks.



Date:  April 26th, 2016 

To:  Christopher Koontz, Long Beach Development Services 

Re:  SEASP 

I am respectfully requesting that city officials think long and hard before approving the mega development project plan 
described in SEASP.  It will increase traffic drastically (even the City consultants admitted to the increase) which will 
negatively impact the area adding to an increase in pollution.   This raises serious health related concerns, among many 
others.  No tall, dense “beautiful gateway” to our city, no “amenities”, no fees and taxes collected from such a huge 
project should have a higher value than the quality of life, health and welfare of our children and adult residents of this 
great city.  I encourage you to look at the facts, the health and environmental impacts of pollution from cars and exhaust 
and perhaps visit a cancer treatment ward in a Children’s Hospital. 

Since 2005 childhood cancers have drastically increased (1).   One of the most common type of childhood cancer is 
leukemia (3), which is associated with Benzene (4)(5), a component of car exhaust.  Other types of childhood cancer are 
also linked to car exhaust (2).  In addition there is increasing evidence air pollution (including car exhaust) is linked to 
Autism in children (6).   

Cars sitting idle for longer periods of time in traffic jams increases pollutants on the roads, plus the longer vehicles sit in 
slow moving traffic the more car exhaust that is emitted.  The proposed SEASP revision (13) drastically increases density 
by adding more buildings and increasing building heights from the existing 35’ to 70’, changing the zoning to mixed use 
(including 5,300 new residential units) significantly impacts the traffic at already rated “F” intersections such as those 
along 2nd St and Pacific Coast Highway.  There is no feasible mitigation for the traffic increase, which not only affects the 
immediate SEASP project area but surrounding areas as well, even as far as Studebaker Road North of 2nd/Westminster 
Ave.  Belmont Shore and Naples along 2nd Street, Pacific Coast Highway in both Seal Beach and Long Beach would also be 
affected by traffic increases, to name a few.  The air pollution from vehicle exhaust would also no doubt affect the 
surrounding existing communities or neighborhoods.  We have three schools just north of the SEASP project area, 
directly upwind.   

The SEASP consultants attempt to design a “self-contained” development with “amenities” to reduce the need of future 
residents of approximately 5,300 new dwellings to travel outside the SEASP project area.  The design is thought to 
encourage non-motorized means of transportation such as bicycles, which is not an acceptable or reliable means of 
traffic mitigation.  People living outside the immediate SEASP project area which surrounds Alamitos Bay will want to 
continue visiting, shopping, boating, and enjoying other water recreation in the coastal waterfront area.  Building a 
project so dense (which the height and addition of mixed use residential is the major factor in increased density) brings 
up other issues, such as public access to coastal resources (12) (reference California Coastal Act Chapter 3).  We all know 
people love their cars and the ocean waterfronts.  Many travel a significant distance to visit the coast via automobile 
throughout the year. The consultant’s idea of non-motorized transportation and amenities taking away the need of 
future project residents to drive elsewhere will not prevent other people from driving to the waterfront in or near the 
SEASP project area.  Also there is no guarantee a diverse number of shops and services will setup for business removing 
or drastically reducing the need of project residents to drive elsewhere.  And the 5,300+ new residents most likely will 
not work within walking or biking distance from their home as we don’t have enough living wage jobs for 5,300+ people 
near the SEASP project area.  Therefore the traffic, pollutants from cars and exhaust will undoubtedly be drastically 
increased by this proposed plan.   

Cancer is not the only health risk from car exhaust and smog.  Asthma and other respiratory illnesses are also a direct 
result (8) and can also be just as deadly or significantly impact an individual’s quality of life with serious health issues. 

Our future generations will be those who pay the price for over developments such as this proposal in Southeast Long 
Beach (13).  While we search for a “cure” for cancer and other diseases, perhaps the best medicine is to prevent that 
which is known to cause it in the first place.  Long Beach touts itself as a “green city”.  We’ve done a lot to conserve 
water and lessen pollution such as reducing emissions in the harbor.  Huge development projects such as proposed in 



SEASP cancels out any progress we have made.  We need to do as much as possible to continue reducing pollution.  
Evidence already points to the fact we aren’t doing enough for cleaner air, as seen in a recent 2016 study by The 
American Lung Association, which Long Beach still rates in the top 10 worst for several air quality factors (7)(8).  And the 
5,300 new residential units will require 1.12 million gallons of water a day (13), draining our already stretched resources.   

The high density raises many other environmental concerns regarding impacts to the Los Cerritos Wetlands and 
Alamitos Bay, which the proposed project plan surrounds.  The close proximity and building up to a hundred feet from 
the waterfront or wetlands, building a new road extension alongside and through a portion of the wetlands and the fact 
that increased traffic will also increase road surface pollutants (such as heavy metals, oil, grease, debris) which washes 
into storm drains directly discharging into the river, bay and wetlands is another concern.  This pollutes the water 
impacting birds/wildlife, habitat, wetlands and a bay that people swim, paddleboard and kayak in.  Although the 
proposed project plan includes bioswales, we’ve learned from other natural method cleanup projects of waste water 
runoff, such as our Dominguez Gap (9) or Irvine Water District’s San Joaquin Marsh/Wildlife sanctuary (10)(11), it takes a 
week or more for polluted water to filter through a series of numerous ponds before it removes all the pollutants.  
Therefore I question the effectiveness of a single bioswale proposed on the edges of such a large development project 
to remove all the pollutants in water runoff before that water ends up in our bays and wetlands.  This raises even more 
human health concerns in relation to direct body contact with polluted water and toxicity to species of fish and seafood 
we eat.  Plus environmental concerns in general regarding how urban runoff negatively impacts the aquatic plant and 
animal life (limiting growth, toxicity, fish kills), degrading water quality, and contributing to eutrophication (5).  This is a 
backwards step for the adjacent wetlands we are trying to restore (14). 

For these reasons, although I’ve looked at the SEASP plans (13) and listened to the plan promoters with an open mind, I 
oppose the project due to increased building height and inclusion of mixed use residential causing too high of density, in 
turn greatly increasing traffic and resulting in harmful pollution impacting both air and water.  Keeping the area to the 
California Coastal Act (12) building height limit of 35’ with no mixed use residential --as it is currently -- is the best 
mitigation to the increased pollution issues and adverse health impacts of the proposed plan allowing this huge 
development (13). 

Please take all these facts into consideration. People before profit!  Let’s make Southeast Long Beach a “Beautiful Green 
Gateway” for all!  The SEASP revision as proposed will not facilitate this.  Thank you! 

Sincerely,  

Cindy Crawford 
6821 E Mantova St. 
Long Beach CA  90815 
3rd District, boat owner 
 

Jeffrey Pitre 
6821 E Mantova St. 
Long Beach CA  9015 
3rd District, boat owner, boat worker 

Susan Crawford 
6959 El Roble St. 
Long Beach CA  90815 
3rd District 

May Crawford 
6959 El Roble St 
Long Beach CA  90815 
3rd District 
 

Mary Parsell  
Long Beach CA  90815 
4th District 

Jean Miles 
Long Beach CA  (near Elm & 1st St) 

Alex Zauala 
Stanton CA 
Long Beach Supporter & visitor 

Mike Patterson 
Westminster CA 
Former Long Beach boat worker & LB visitor 
 

Jimmy Halpin 
Stanton CA 
Former Long Beach Resident, 
Mantova St., LB visitor, boat owner 
 

James A. Halpin 
Stanton CA 
Former Long Beach resident, Parkcrest Ave., 
LB visitor 
 

Mark & Laurie Halpin 
Apple Valley CA 
Former Long Beach residents, Parkcrest Ave., 
LB visitor 

Crystal Halpin 
Apple Valley CA 
Former Long Beach resident 

Cassandra Vetter 
Apple Valley CA 
Former Long Beach resident 

 
Scott Schroeder 
Garden Grove CA 
Former Long Beach resident 

 
Jason Cashen 
Stanton CA 
Former Long Beach resident, Mantova St. 
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References: 

(1) Childhood Cancer Incident Rates Over time (increasing), CURESEARCH for Children’s Cancer: 
http://curesearch.org/Incidence-Rates-Over-Time 
 
(2) Car Pollution Linked to Childhood Cancers, TIME Magazine 
http://healthland.time.com/2013/04/09/car-pollution-linked-to-childhood-cancers/ 
 
(3) Types of Children’s Cancer (most common), CURESEARCH for Children’s Cancer: 
http://curesearch.org/Types-of-Childrens-Cancer 
 
(4) Benzene, American Cancer Society: 
http://www.cancer.org/cancer/cancercauses/othercarcinogens/intheworkplace/benzene  
 
(5) Vehicles and Air Pollution, University of Vermont: 
http://www.uvm.edu/~empact/air/cars.php3 
 
(6) Autism and Air Pollution:  The Link Grows Stronger, TIME Magazine  
http://healthland.time.com/2012/11/27/autism-and-air-pollution-the-link-grows-stronger/  
 
(7) Study:  LA/LB Area has the Worst Ozone Pollution in the Nation, CBS News Los Angeles, April 20, 2016: 
http://losangeles.cbslocal.com/2016/04/20/la-long-beach-worst-ozone-pollution/ 
 
(8) 2016 State of the Air Report, American Lung Association 
http://www.lung.org/about-us/media/press-releases/2016-state-of-the-air.html 
 
(9) Dominguez Gap Wetlands Water Treatment Project, County of Los Angeles: 
http://dpw.lacounty.gov/wmd/documents/DominguezGap_article.cfm  
 
(10) San Joaquin Marsh, Irvine Water District: 
http://www.irwd.com/san-joaquin-marsh/san-joaquin-marsh 
 
(11) San Joaquin Marsh (how it works), Irvine Water District: 
http://www.irwd.com/assets/files/brochures/Natural_Treatment_System.pdf  
 
(12) California Coastal Act 
http://www.coastal.ca.gov/ccatc.html  
 
(13) SEASP 
http://www.lbds.info/seadip_update  
 
(14) Los Cerritos Wetlands (restoration) 
http://www.lcwetlands.org/wetlands/wetlands-intro.html 
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Southeast Area Specific Plan    City of Long Beach
S E A S P
VISION QUESTIONNAIRE 

I would like to receive project updates via email.     o  Yes     o  No

Name: Date:

Phone: Email:

1.  How well does the Specific Plan reflect the vision for the SEASP area that was created through the  
      community involvement process? 

 

2.  Recognizing that any plan represents tradeoffs, are there any ways you believe the plan could be  
      improved without losing other benefits?

3.  Does the Specific Plan sufficiently anticipate the future of Long Beach and future generations?

 

www.lbds.info/seadip_update



www.lbds.info/seadip_update

Southeast Area Specific Plan    City of Long Beach
S E A S P
4.  What will likely happen over time in the SEASP area if the existing plan remains in effect and the  
      updated plan is not adopted?

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.  Please provide any additional general comments. 

All comments should be submitted to the City by April 29, 2016.
Mail to: Christopher Koontz, Long Beach Development Services 

333 West Ocean Blvd., Fifth Floor, Long Beach, CA 90802
Email to: christopher.koontz@longbeach.gov
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Typewritten Text
Amy Pearson

SCAB1004
Typewritten Text
4/26/2016

SCAB1004
Typewritten Text

SCAB1004
Typewritten Text
fmsamos@gmail.com

SCAB1004
Typewritten Text
x

SCAB1004
Typewritten Text

SCAB1004
Typewritten Text

SCAB1004
Typewritten Text

SCAB1004
Typewritten Text

SCAB1004
Typewritten Text
This area absolutely cannot take any more traffic. I do not believe there is anything that can
be done to mitigate the existing mess.
I, for one, most certainly do NOT want any building higher than what is currently at PCH/2nd
St.
This is not downtown LA. This is not downtown LB. Nothing but high-rise buildings. 
We do NOT need more people to further congest the already-impacted area!

SCAB1004
Typewritten Text

SCAB1004
Typewritten Text

SCAB1004
Typewritten Text
No. LB is out for the money. Period.
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SCAB1004
Typewritten Text
It might not be better, but it won't be worse than what it is now.  
I am not opposed to shopping, but no residential areas.  

SCAB1004
Typewritten Text
The corner of PCH/2nd St is an eyesore. There is not disputing that.
While I have not read the entire SEADIP info, I have seen some info from neighbors.
If the plan calls for higher than a three-story building, I am 100% opposed.
As stated in a previous box, we do not need to look like Downtown LA, or Downtown LB.  
Please keep the building height as-is.
Please do not add several thousand more residents to this area.  We simply cannot handle the increased traffic.
You know that.
Try to consider the residents that will be negatively impacted by this.  It WILL be a NEGATIVE impact by adding 
all those residential units.  



          

Taki	Sun	Inc	
Real Estate Investment & Management 

6400 East Pacific Coast Highway  Long Beach, CA 90803 
telephone. 562 598 7999   facsimile. 562 594 8664    

 file number. 2016-04-30 e. r.lin@takisun.com  

 
  

 
 

 

April 28, 2016 

Via Email Christopher.koontz@longbeach.gov  

Christopher Koontz 
Long Beach Development Services 
333 West Ocean Boulevard 
5th Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

 

 
Re: Southeast Area Specific Plan Conceptual Draft Comments 

Dear Mr. Koontz:  

Taki Sun thanks the City of Long Beach (“City”) for the opportunity to review and 
comment on the Southeast Area Specific Plan (“SEASP”) Conceptual Draft.  Taki Sun owns the 
Seaport Marina Hotel located at 6400 E. Pacific Coast Highway, and I am a member of the 
SEASP Community Advisory Committee. I support the adoption of the SEASP since it will 
facilitate growth and development in the Southeast Area while still preserving our natural 
resources. However, in order to be a “feasible and effective” plan (as said in the Introduction to 
the SEASP), the development standards in the Plan must be clear and provide certainty to 
persons wanting to invest substantial capital in new development. Also, the Plan should promote 
a variety of designs for new development so long as the design is consistent with the overall 
goals of the Plan.  

With these principles in mind, I respectfully recommend revisions to the following 
SEASP height, internal streets and block structure requirements: 

Height and Community Incentives 

Projects in the Mixed-Use Community Core area have the potential for a height increase 
up to seven stories if additional amenities or improvement are provided (SEASP Section 5.7a).  
Section 5.7a provides a list of nine amenities and improvements that can satisfy this requirement, 
but provides no guidance on how many of these amenities must be provided in order for the 
requested height increase to be granted. Without such guidance, the planning and entitlement 
process lacks the certainty needed for property owners wishing to invest in redeveloping their 
properties. To add that needed certainty during the design and review process, I recommend 
revising the language to clarify that if two amenities or improvements from the list are provided, 
the height of the project can be increased up to seven stories. That approach is consistent with 
other programs in the City, such as the City’s density bonus program where a property can 
provide a certain amount of affordable housing in exchange for pre-established increase in 
density. 
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Page 2 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 

Taki	Sun	INC	
Long Beach, California 

 

The installation of public art is listed in Section 5.7a as an additional amenity a developer 
can provide in exchange for a height increase. While I support the inclusion of that amenity in 
this list, I recommend that greater specificity be added to the description of this amenity. For 
example, as the City’s Redevelopment Agency did with its public arts program, this requirement 
would be deemed satisfied if the project applicant provides 1% of the  project construction costs 
towards the installation of public art (whether on the applicant’s site or elsewhere in the City) in 
connection with new development undertaken since the City’s adoption of the SEASP. 

Internal Streets and Block Structures 

The SEASP Vision calls for buildings that are designed at a scale and with a form that 
allows for a variety in the appearance of the streetscape, encourages the pedestrian environment 
and creates central gathering areas to generate lively spaces.  To achieve the vision, SEASP’s 
guiding principles include providing clear standards and guidelines to encourage future 
development that creates a sense of place through thoughtful building placement, form and 
architectural design.   

However, the conceptual internal streets shown in SEASP Section 6.6.9 and small block 
size design standards described in Section 7.1.3 limits site design creativity and departs from the 
SEASP Vision. The internal street grid pattern reduces the amount of land that can be used for 
outdoor dining and the creation of active open spaces areas with visual focal elements such as 
water features and fire tables. View corridors through a development can be achieved by having 
multiple pedestrian and automobile access points without creating a “cookie cutter” block pattern 
design. Instead, variation to the height, mass and façade of buildings and providing unique 
streetscape amenities can fulfill the SEASP vision. 

Therefore, I recommend removal of these sections and add language that encourages 
projects designed with a “main street atmosphere” that provides a safe and interesting destination 
for walking, biking and driving. 

Taki Sun appreciates the City taking time to consider the suggested revisions to the 
SEASP Conceptual Draft.  Please do not hesitate to contact me at (562) 434-8451 to discuss my 
recommendations. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Raymond Lin 
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Southeast Area Specific Plan    City of Long Beach
S E A S P
VISION QUESTIONNAIRE 

I would like to receive project updates via email.     o  Yes     o  No

Name: Date:

Phone: Email:

1.  How well does the Specific Plan reflect the vision for the SEASP area that was created through the  
      community involvement process? 

 

2.  Recognizing that any plan represents tradeoffs, are there any ways you believe the plan could be  
      improved without losing other benefits?

3.  Does the Specific Plan sufficiently anticipate the future of Long Beach and future generations?

 

www.lbds.info/seadip_update

Lucy Johnson 4/1/16

562-431-0052 lucyj6@mac.com

✔

Other than traffic mitigation through the 2nd & PCH intersection, it seems to reflect what I 
heard in the community meeting I attended.

YES! Please give serious consideration to extending Studebaker Rd south of 2nd St, and curving around the back end of the Marketplace, to where it can connect to the E/W stub of Studebaker that crosses PCH at the south end of the Marketplace, across from Mimi's Cafe. I fully 
understand this is a contenious issue, and that there are no plans to do this in the the proposed Specific Plan. 

However, the issue of traffic mitigation through the 2nd and PCH intersection does not appear to be addressed at all in the proposed Specific Plan. As I understand it, the very vocal opponents to extending Studebaker Rd are rightly concerned about cutting through what will eventually be 
restored wetlands. 

However, while it could be expensive in the short run, the extension could be done with a bridge, which would allow wildlife and water life to move freely throughout the wetlands in that section. See this link from Google Maps: 
https://www.google.com/maps/@30.3281091,-91.7742612,3a,60y,49.94h,80.2t/data=!3m6!1e1!3m4!1stl1om554xkmEReSklp_plQ!2e0!7i13312!8i6656 (panoramic view). This bridge is 18.2 miles long, over the largest swamp in the U.S. (Achafalaya Basin Bridge)

Another example is the 7-mile Bridge in the Florida Keys. 

At the open house last Saturday, I spoke with Carrie (?) about this, and she suggested that one way to help pay for it starting now would be for the owner of the Marketplace Shopping Center, and the various businesses in there to pay into an assessment fee account, similar to what the 
Downtown Long Beach Associates and the Belmont Shore Business Association do, for the good of all members. Not only would the Studebaker extension be good for mitigating traffic through 2nd and PCH, but the various businesses would benefit from having additional means of 
access to the stores, restaurants, theaters and offices at the south end of the centert. As it is now, a driver going WB  on 2nd St from Studebaker can enter the Marketplace, but only by first turning right from SB Studebaker onto 2nd St, turning left onto PCH, then turning left again, 
generally crossing in front of on-coming traffic coming NB on PCH. Or, that driver could turn left on Shopkeeper, then take a rough ride and make several turns over and through the parking lot and speed bumps to get to the theaters, restaurants and office buildings. 

In many ways, yes, but it does not sufficiently address the increased traffic through the 2nd 
and PCH intersection. It is all well and good that the plan works to increase walkability and 
bikeability in the area of the Specific Plan, but it overlooks the fact that the intersection is a 
major entrance to the City of Long Beach for residents, commuters and out-of-town visitors 
going to and from Orange County on Westminster Blvd., and to and from the 405, 605, and 22 
freeways. 
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www.lbds.info/seadip_update

Southeast Area Specific Plan    City of Long Beach
S E A S P
4.  What will likely happen over time in the SEASP area if the existing plan remains in effect and the  
      updated plan is not adopted?

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.  Please provide any additional general comments. 

All comments should be submitted to the City by April 29, 2016.
Mail to: Christopher Koontz, Long Beach Development Services 

333 West Ocean Blvd., Fifth Floor, Long Beach, CA 90802
Email to: christopher.koontz@longbeach.gov

My assumption is that if the updated plan is not approved, there will be many more attempts by 
individual developers to obtain waivers to certain restrictions that may be in the existing plan. 
For example the 11-story (do I have that # correct?) hotel that was originally proposed for the 
2nd & PCH project on the Sea Port Marina Hotel site. I would prefer to see the updated plan 
cover the entire SEADIP area, as is being considered now. 

Congratulations on the work done to date. I know it's a huge task.

It would have been really nice to have a "Submit" button on this page. How can I send an email 
to Chris Koontz if the comments I made are erased as soon as I leave this page? I can't even 
save it or do a copy and paste to get it into an email or Word document. All I can do is print it, 
then use snail mail.

Hmmm, I found I couldn't even print it without first saving as "blobload.pdf," and in no other 
name. For some reason, I could then open and print that file. So, it is now ready to paste into 
an email and send. A much more complicated process than it should be.

Lastly, for Question #2, you will note the small (tiny!) print. That is because the print size kept 
shrinking to fit the box, rather than the box expanding to fit the statement being written.



From: Christopher Koontz
To: Lana Eds
Cc: Suzanne Schwab; Wendy Grant
Subject: RE: sending, but I cannot see my comments for #5 when I open, maybe you can.
Date: Friday, April 1, 2016 3:52:21 PM

Thank you
 
From: Lana Eds [mailto:lanaeds@verizon.net] 
Sent: Friday, April 01, 2016 3:52 PM
To: Christopher Koontz <Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov>
Subject: Re: sending, but I cannot see my comments for #5 when I open, maybe you can.
 
Dear Mr. Kootz,
I am not going to try to reply on the document you posted about SEASP from the City of Long Beach that
 I found on NextDoor again, because you received it blank twice.  Here are my comments on regards to
 item #5.
 
These plans are all very exciting!  I like that you have taken in consideration all the ecological aspects of
 the area, that you are carefully selecting native plants and you are being thoughtful of the lights affecting
 birds.  Being that we are in the Pacific Bird Flyway, I would also like for this project and for "the entire city
 of Long Beach" to follow the Tree Trimming Recommendations of the Audobon Society L.A. and Sea &
 Sage Orange County that call for tree trimming NOT to be done in the Spring and Summer; the best time
 being the end of September to January in order for nests not to be disturbed and destroyed as they are
 right now as I speak in the community I live in Long Beach.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife has the authority
 to fine trimming that is either killing, injuring or destroying wildlife habitat.  Birds are also frightened and
 affected by power leaf blowers and since we are encouraging exercise and outdoors how about going
 back to using brooms? It would also help with noise pollution and the exhaust that goes into the air we
 breathe.
I would have been at the project presentation if I had been able and it does look like Long Beach is going
 to be the "It" city of the future.  
I want to thank you, your team and the Mayor for all you are doing.  You may pass the Tree Trimming
 Recommendations to our Mayor to make it citywide.
Fondly,
Christine Edwards

-----Original Message-----
From: Christopher Koontz <Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov>
To: C.C. <lanaeds@verizon.net>
Sent: Thu, Mar 31, 2016 7:23 am
Subject: RE: Re-sending, but I cannot see my comments for #5 when I open, maybe you can.

Good morning,
 
This comment sheet is blank
 

From: C.C. [mailto:lanaeds@verizon.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 11:19 PM
To: Christopher Koontz <Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov>
Subject: Re-sending, but I cannot see my comments for #5 when I open, maybe you can.
 

mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
mailto:lanaeds@verizon.net
mailto:sschwab@placeworks.com
mailto:wgrant@placeworks.com
mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
mailto:lanaeds@verizon.net
mailto:lanaeds@verizon.net?
mailto:Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov
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If the comments are not seen I will mail them to you Mr. Koontz
Thanks,
C.  Edwards
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
 

https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986
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Southeast Area Specific Plan    City of Long Beach
S E A S P
VISION QUESTIONNAIRE 

I would like to receive project updates via email.     o  Yes     o  No

Name: Date:

Phone: Email:

1.  How well does the Specific Plan reflect the vision for the SEASP area that was created through the  
      community involvement process? 

 

2.  Recognizing that any plan represents tradeoffs, are there any ways you believe the plan could be  
      improved without losing other benefits?

3.  Does the Specific Plan sufficiently anticipate the future of Long Beach and future generations?

 

www.lbds.info/seadip_update

John Tilley 3/29/16

213-952-1763 johnjtilley@gmail.com

✔

I am very happy with the current iterations of the SEASP plans and new height limits for 
building that can provide for more density, less traffic trips, slower traffic, and restoration of the 
wetlands which is currently an industrial wasteland. 

Any development is sure to change the patterns of traffic, and I don't think that this is 
necessarily a bad thing. It always comes down to what to do about 2nd and PCH. I think that 
options should be explored to extend either Shopkeeper or Studebaker or both to see how this 
can relieve traffic on 2nd and PCH. More mixed use development should reduce the traffic trips 
that people are taking. We should properly anticipate the era of more public and community 
transportation and driverless cars, signals that communicate with one another. Cal Trans 
signals should be turned over to Long Beach. 

I think that a little more thought should be considered about the future of driverless 
transportation. 
I like public meeting spaces where concerts, fairs, swap meets, and farmer's markets and 
general areas where people can get together. 

oljonci
Rectangle

oljonci
Rectangle



www.lbds.info/seadip_update

Southeast Area Specific Plan    City of Long Beach
S E A S P
4.  What will likely happen over time in the SEASP area if the existing plan remains in effect and the  
      updated plan is not adopted?

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.  Please provide any additional general comments. 

All comments should be submitted to the City by April 29, 2016.
Mail to: Christopher Koontz, Long Beach Development Services 

333 West Ocean Blvd., Fifth Floor, Long Beach, CA 90802
Email to: christopher.koontz@longbeach.gov

If the updated plan for SEASP isn't adopted, the best this area will ever look is the way it looks 
now with dilapidated blighted buildings like the SeaPort Marina Hotel, fast dangerous traffic on 
PCH with major congestion at 2nd and PCH, an eyesore that is currently the Wetlands that no 
one can appreciate or enjoy, and a continued exploding cost of housing because no new 
residences are added over time.  The signals won't communicate with each other because of 
the jurisdiction of Cal Trans and LB's management over them. 

This is a great opporunity to take advantage of creating view corridors, vistas, and creating 
public meeting spaces and interaction with the Wetlands. This plan can alleviate traffic by 
studying new ways to lessen its impact, and we can create buildings that incorporate views of 
the water and the wetlands instead of blocking them off. 
The points of the stakeholders doesn't need to be so one-dimensional. The wetlands can be 
restored with the new plan in place by Synergy, and there are benefits and impact fees that 
can won by developments with higher height limits to preserve the character of the area which 
include traffic mitigation. 
The way buildings were planned and built 40 years are no longer relevant to how they should 
be built today. Two story buildings are not feasible either on a planning perspective or an 
economic perspective as they are a completely inefficient way to lay out buildings. The new 
SEASP plan provides a way to exact the advantages of mixed use and increase the size of the 
Wetlands. 
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	Check Box6: Yes
	Name: 
	Date: 
	Phone: 
	Email: 
	community involvement process: I think it generally does very well.
	improved without losing other benefits: Traffic management needs improvement.  Plan needs to find a way to route through traffic past the 2nd St & PCH intersection bottleneck.  I suggest consideration of traffic circles at the intersections of 2nd & PCH, 2nd & Studebaker.  Or alternative routes that avoid that intersection (e.g., make it easier for traffic to use Marina Drive to get from 2nd to PCH, or connect Shopkeeper all the way through to PCH south of the 2nd & PCH intersection).  
	3  Does the Specific Plan sufficiently anticipate the future of Long Beach and future generations: The preservation of wetlands seems to take a very prominent role.  But it seems likely that future generations will not have wetLANDs, but just "wet" due to rising sea levels.  
	updated plan is not adopted: Existing commercial property owners will continue to struggle to get tenants, under-invest in the area, and it will deteriorate.
	5  Please provide any additional general comments: Very good idea to make the Marina Pacifica shopping center face the water.  Current design that turns its back on the water is terrible.  

Tear down the Seaport Marina Hotel.  

Taller buildings are OK where they do not obstruct views significantly.  Just need a plan to manage traffic if density increases.

How about a regular boat shuttle from Marine Stadium park, Spinnaker Coves / Bay / Bay Harbor to the Marina Pacifica center, to reduce traffic and parking requirements?  


