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STAFF REPORT: APPEAL 
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE AND DE NOVO HEARING 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: 

LOCAL DECISION: 

APPEAL NUMBER: 

APPLICANT: 

AGENT: 

PROJECT LOCATION: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

APPELLANTS: 

City of Long Beach 

Approval with Conditions 

A-5-LOB-98-336 

Selleck Development Group, Inc. 

Joel Miller, Psomas and Associates 

6500 E. Pacific Coast Highway, City of Long Beach, 
Los Angeles County. 

Construction of a 67,930 square foot retail commercial 
development with 340 on-site parking spaces. 

Coastal Commissioners Sara Wan and Shirley Dettloff 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

The staff recommends (motion on page 6) that the Commission, after public hearing, determine 
that a substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed 
for the following reasons: The project, as approved by the City of Long Beach, is not 
consistent with the certified LCP standards relating to allowable uses and building heights, and 
does not analyze or mitigate the project's impacts on wetland habitat area that currently 
occupies the site. 

Staff further recommends (resolution on page 12) that the Commission, after a public de novo 
hearing, approve the proposed development with conditions that require mitigation of the 
project's impacts on wetland habitat through implementation of an on-site replacement project, 
compliance with effective certification of Long Beach LCP Amendment No. 2-98B, and control 
of stormwater runoff from the site both during construction and after completion. 
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SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 

1. Local Coastal Development Pennit No. 9702-18 (Marina Shores). 
2. City of Long Beach Certified Local Coastal Program. 
3. City of Long Beach Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 2-98B. 
4. Environmental Impact Report (EIR 25-97) "Marina Shores", SCH#97081068. 
5. Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Marina Shores by Glenn Lukos Associates, Inc. 

September 14, 1998. 

STAFF NOTE: 

This staff report and recommendation is written with the assumption that the Commission would 
approve City of Long Beach LCP Amendment No. 2-98B with the suggested modifications 
that would add the necessary wetland protection provisions into the certified LCP. 

I. APPELLANTS' CONTENTIONS 

City of Long Beach Local Coastal Development Permit No. 9702-18 was approved with 
conditions for the construction of a 67,930 square foot commercial development with 340 on­
site parking spaces (Exhibit #5). The project site is a vacant six acre parcel situated on the 
seaward side of Pacific Coast Highway in southeast Long Beach (Exhibit #2). The City's 
approval of the proposed project was appealed by two Coastal Commissioners on August 14, 
1998. The Commissioners' appeal contends that: 

• The local coastal development permit does not analyze or mitigate the proposed project's 
impacts on wetland habitat in relation to the standards of the certified LCP. 

• The proposed project does not conform to the open space, setback, curb cut, and height 
restrictions contained in the certified LCP. 

• The certified LCP does not list retail uses as an allowable use on the project site. 

• The local coastal development permit does not adequately address the parking and traffic 
impacts of the project in relation to the standards of the certified LCP. 

• The local coastal development permit does not adequately address the project's impacts on 
scenic resources in relation to the standards of the certified LCP. 

• 

• 

• 
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II. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION 

On February 28, 1997, Selleck Development Group, Inc. submitted an application to the City of 
Long Beach to construct a nautical themed commercial retail center anchored by a Hughes 
Supermarket and a freestanding full-service restaurant (Exhibits #3&4). The proposed shopping 
center project, referred to as "Marina Shores", is located on the seaward side of Pacific Coast 
Highway in southeast Long Beach (Exhibit #2). The project site falls within Subarea 29 of the 
City's Southeast Area Development and Improvement Plan (SEADIP). 

The City of Long Beach processed Local Coastal Development Permit No. 9702-18 
concurrently with a project-driven LCP amendment for the proposed project [See LCP 
Amendment No. 2-98B]. The proposed LCP amendment would change the land use, height, and 
curb cut standards for Subarea 29 of SEADIP in order to accommodate the proposed project. 
Specifically, the LCP amendment would: 1) add retail uses to the list of allowable uses for 
SEADIP Subarea 29 which currently allows only commercial office, restaurants, and 
commercial recreation uses; 2) allow architectural features to exceed the 35 foot height limit by 
eight feet (up to 43 feet); and 3) allow curb cuts on Pacific Coast Highway and Studebaker 
Road subject to the approval of the City Traffic Engineer and/or CAL TRANS. 

The City Site Plan Review Committee granted preliminary approval of the project on March 19, 
1997. Subsequently, the proposed project and the proposed LCP amendment were the subject 
of public hearings before both the City Planning Commission and the City Council. The City 
Planning Commission held three public hearings for the proposed project on June 5, 1997, June 
19, 1997, and January 15, 1998. The City Council held two public hearings for the proposed 
project July 15, 1997 and March 17, 1998. Finally, on March 17, 1998, the City Council 
granted the final City approval of Local Coastal Development Permit No. 9702-18, the 
associated LCP amendment, and a standards variance for the proposed project (Exhibit #5). 

In addition, the City prepared Environmental Impact Report EIR 25-97 (SCH#97081068) in 
order to address the cumulative impacts of future development and the proposed project in 
southeast Long Beach. The EIR was certified by the Planning Commission on January 15, 
1998. 

The City's Notice of Final Action for Local Coastal Development Permit No. 9702-18 was 
received in the Commission's Long Beach office on April 3, 1998 (Exhibit #5). The Long 
Beach City Council had determined that the project site contained no wetlands. Because the 
project site is located outside of the Commission's mapped appealable area, the local permit 
action was not noticed by the City as being appealable to the Commission. The Commission's 
mapped appealable area extends inland to Marina Drive, the first public road inland from the 
sea. The project site is located on the inland side of Marina Drive (Exhibit #2). Because the 
Commission had not received notice of final action on appealable development, no appeal 
period was established . 
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At its August 13, 1998 public hearing on Long Beach LCP Amendment No. 2-98B, however, 
the Conunission learned that Local Coastal Development Permit No. 9702-18 is appealable • 
under Section 30603(a)(2) of the Coastal Act due to the fact that a wetland occupies a portion of 
the project site. Thus, at its meeting of August 13, 1998, the Commission effectively received 
the notice of final local notice of appealable development, and the Conunission's ten working-
day appeal period was established. On August 14, 1998, Coastal Conunissioners Sara Wan and 
Shirley Dettloff appealed Local Coastal Development Permit No. 9702-18. 

Pursuant to Section 30621 of the Coastal Act, a hearing on a local coastal development permit 
appeal shall be set no later than 49 days after the date on which the appeal is filed with the 
Commission. The applicant, Dan Selleck, waived the 49 day requirement and requested that 
the hearing be scheduled for the Commission's October 1998 meeting in Oceanside instead of 
the September 1998 meeting in Eureka. 

At this point, the Conunission may decide that the appellants' contentions raise no substantial 
issue of conformity with the Coastal Act, in which case the action of the local government 
stands, or the Commission may find that a substantial issue exists between the action of the 
local government and either the certified LCP or the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 
If the Commission rmds substantial issue, then the proposed project will be heard as a de 
novo permit request. Section 13321 specifies that de novo actions will be heard according to 
the procedures that apply to other coastal development permits, as outlined in Section 13114 of 
the California Code of Regulations. 

III. APPEAL PROCEDURES 

After certification of a Local Coastal Program (LCP), the Coastal Act provides for limited 
appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government actions on coastal development 
permits. Pursuant to Section 30603 of the Coastal Act, developments approved by cities or 
counties may be appealed if they are located within the mapped appealable areas, such as those 
located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea, or within three hundred feet 
of the inland extent of any beach, mean high tide line, or the top of the seaward face of a 
coastal bluff. Any development that is located on tidelands, submerged lands, public trust 
lands, within one hundred feet of any wetland, estuary, or stream may also be appealed to the 
Commission. Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be appealed if they are not 
designated "principal permitted use" under the certified Local Coastal Program. Finally, 
developments which constitute major public works or major energy facilities may be appealed, 
whether approved or denied by the city or county. [Coastal Act Section 30603(a)]. 

Section 30603(a) of the Coastal Act identifies which types of development are appealable: 

(a) After certification of its Local Coastal Program, an action taken by a local 
government on a Coastal Development Permit application may be appealed to the 
Commission for only the following types of developments: 

• 

• 
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(1) Developments approved by the local government between the sea and the first 
public road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of the inland extent of any 
beach or of the mean high tide line of the sea where there is no beach, 
whichever is greatest. 

(2) Developments approved by the local government not included within 
paragraph (1) of this subdivision that are located on tidelands, submerged 
lands, public trust lands, within 100 feet of any wetland, estuary, stream, or 
within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face of any coastal bluff. 

The City of Long Beach Local Coastal Program was certified in July 22, 1980. The City 
approval of the proposed project is appealable because it is located within one hundred feet of a 
wetland. In fact, a wetland exists on the site of the proposed development and will be directly 
affected by the City-approved project. 

The grounds for appeals in the subject area are listed in Section 30603(b)(l) of the Coastal 
Act: 

The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to an allegation that 
the development does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified Local Coastal 
Program or the public access policies set forth in this division. 

The action currently before the Commission is to find whether there is a "substantial issue" or 
"no substantial issue" regarding the local approval of the proposed project. Section 
30625(b)(2) of the Coastal Act requires a regular (de novo) hearing of the appealed project 
unless the Commission determines that "no substantial issue" exists with respect to the grounds 
for appeal [Section 30603(b)]. 

If Commission staff recommends a finding of "substantial issue", and there is no motion from 
the Commission to find "no substantial issue", the substantial issue question will be considered 
moot, and the Commission will proceed to the de novo public hearing on the merits of the 
project. On the other hand, if the Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the 
substantial issue question, proponents and opponents will have three minutes per side to address 
whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. The only persons qualified to testify before the 
Commission at this stage of the appeal process are the applicant, persons who opposed the 
application before the local government (or their representatives), and the local government. 
Testimony from other persons must be submitted in writing. The Commission will then vote on 
the "substantial issue" matter. It takes a majority of Commissioners present to find that no 
substantial issue is raised by the local approval of the project. 

If a majority of the Commission votes that "no substantial issue" exists with respect to the 
approval of the project by the local government, then the action of the local government stands 
and is final. If the Commission votes that a "substantial issue" does exist, then the 
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Commission will proceed to the de novo public bearing on the merits of the project and the 
locally approved Coastal Development Permit is not effective. • 

Pursuant to Section 30604(b) of the Coastal Act, a de novo public bearing on the merits of the 
project must utilize the certified Local Coastal Program as the standard of review. Sections 
13110-13120 of the California Code of Regulations further explain the appeal hearing process. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue exists with 
respect to the conformity of the project with the policies of the City of Long Beach certified 
Local Coastal Program, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 30625. 

MOTION. Staff recommends a NO vote on the following motion: 

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-LOB-98-336 raises NO 
substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. 

A majority of the Commissioners present is required to pass the motion. 

V. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

A. Project Description 

The approved project involves the development of a vacant six acre parcel with a highway 
oriented shopping center with a nautical theme (Exhibits #3&4). The site is in southeast Long 
Beach, one block inland of the Alamitos Bay Marina, at the northwest comer of Pacific Coast 
Highway and Studebaker Road (Exhibit #2). Vehicular access is proposed from both Pacific 
Coast Highway and Marina Drive. 

The approved "Marina Shores" shopping center is comprised of two large retail structures and 
a freestanding restaurant to be constructed around a common parking area with 340 parking 
spaces (Exhibit #3). The rooflines of the three proposed commercial structures vary from 24 to 
34 feet in height, with architectural towers extending up to 43 feet above grade (Exhibit #4). 
The City-approval permits approximately 61,000 square feet of retail floor area and one 6,600 
square foot restaurant. A seven-foot wide dedication of the applicant's property is provided 
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along the Pacific Coast Highway frontage as a condition of the City's approval in order to 
provide additional right-of-way for the construction of a combined sidewalk and bicycle path. 

The project site falls within Subarea 29 of SEADIP (Southeast Area Development and 
Improvement Plan), a specific plan that covers the southeast portion of the City of Long Beach. 
SEADIP Subarea 29 is located within the geographic area included within the City of Long 
Beach certified LCP. The parcel situated immediately south of the project site on Pacific Coast 
Highway, also within SEADIP Subarea 29, is developed with an office building. The Seaport 
Marina Hotel occupies the parcel to the north of the project. The closest beach is located about 
a mile west of the site in the City of Seal Beach (Exhibit #2). 

VI. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS 

As stated in Section III of this report, after certification of its Local Coastal Program a local 
coastal development permit issued by the local government may be appealed to the Commission 
on the grounds that it does not conform to the certified Local Coastal Program or the public 
access policies of the Coastal Act. The Commission must then decide whether a substantial 
issue exists in order to hear the appeal. 

In this case, staff is recommending that the Commission determine that a substantial issue 
exists with the City-approved permit on the grounds that the project, as approved by the City of 
Long Beach, is not consistent with the certified LCP standards relating to allowable uses and 
building heights, and does not analyze or mitigate the project's impacts on the wetland habitat 
area that currently occupies the site. 

A. Allowable Uses 

A substantial issue exists with the City-approved permit on the grounds that the project, as 
approved by the City of Long Beach, is not consistent with the certified LCP standards relating 
to allowable uses on the project site. The approved project, located north of Studebaker Road, 
includes 61,000 square feet of retail commercial uses and a 6,550 square foot restaurant. The 
certified LCP states that the following commercial uses may be permitted in SEADIP Subarea 
29 where the project is located: 

SUBAREA 29 

Use: Commercial office, restaurants and commercial recreation. 

Restaurant uses shall be permitted only south of Studebaker Road. 

The City-approved permit allows retail uses and a restaurant north of Studebaker Road. The 
certified LCP does not permit retail uses in Subarea 29, or restaurants north of Studebaker Road 
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as approved by the City permit. Therefore, a substantial issue exists with the City-approved 
permit on the grounds that the project, as approved by the City of Long Beach, is not consistent • 
with the certified LCP standards relating to allowable uses on the project site. 

B. Building Height 

A substantial issue also exists with the City-approved permit on the grounds that the project, as 
approved by the City of Long Beach, is not consistent with the certified LCP standards relating 
to building heights. The rooflines of the City-approved commercial structures vary from 24 to 
34 feet in height, with architectural towers extending up to 43 feet above grade (Exhibit #4). 
The certified LCP states that maximum height of non-residential buildings shall be 35 feet. The 
certified LCP standard states: 

The maximum height of buildings shall be 30 feet for residential and 35 feet for 
non-residential uses, unless otherwise provided herein. 

The City-approved permit allows portions of the structures to exceed the 35-foot height limit, 
up to 43 feet. Therefore, a substantial issue exists with the City-approved permit on the 
grounds that the project, as approved by the City of Long Beach, is not consistent with the 
certified LCP standards relating to building height. 

C. Wetlands 

The most controversial issue addressed by the City during the local hearings for Local Coastal 
Development Permit No. 9702-18 was the issue of project impacts on wetland habitat. The 
City did address the question of whether or not any wetlands exist on the site of the proposed 
67,930 square foot retail/commercial shopping center approved by Local Coastal Development 
Permit No. 9702-18 (Exhibits #3&4). Ultimately, the City determined that no wetlands exist on 
the site. Because the City found that no wetlands exist, it did not take the next step to review 
the project for compliance with any certified wetland policies that may or may not be contained 
in the certified LCP. If the City approval stands, the wetlands on the site will be eliminated by 
the construction of the proposed project. The City permit does not require any avoidance or 
mitigation for impacts to the wetlands. 

On August 13, 1998, the Coastal Commission determined that wetlands do exist on the project 
site. At the heart of the wetland question is whether the vegetation and ponding of water on the 
project site since it was graded in 1993 qualifies as a wetland that is protected by the Coastal 
Act. The project applicant and the City of Long Beach found that wetland vegetation and water 
ponding occur on the site, but that the water and the vegetation does not qualify as a wetland. 

According to the applicant's consultants, the site supported wetlands until 1928 when the site 
and surrounding areas were filled (Exhibit #5). Chevron operated a fuel refinery on the entire 
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site from 1928 to the mid 1970's. The refinery was then demolished. In 1993, the soils on the 
site were excavated and remediated in order to remove contaminants that were discharged from 
the refinery. The site was recontoured to its existing topography and a catch basin was graded 
at the southeast comer of the site which allows water to pond. There are no records of any 
coastal development permits ever issued by the City or Commission for the remediation or 
development of the site prior to 1998. 

Currently, the site has a depression at the southeast comer that collects drainage from the site 
and surrounding areas. During the past several winters the site has contained a pond that has 
attracted several bird species to the site. The EIR for the project lists observed bird species as: 
American Kestrel, Rock Dove, House Finch, European Starling, Western Gull, American 
Crow, Ring-billed Gull, Great Blue Heron, and Mallard Duck. The size of the pond varies in 
response to the levels of rainfall and evaporation during each season. In the past, Commission 
staff has observed pumps at the site pumping water out of the pond and into the storm drain. 

As part of the EIR process, the applicant's consultant conducted its own wetlands determination 
and submitted it to the City (Exhibit #5). The consultant, Glenn Lukas Associates, reports that 
the site is partially inundated during the rainy season and that the site supports scattered native 
hydrophytes (wetland plants) including saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), alkali heath (Frankenia 
salina), heliotrope (Heliotropum curassivicum), pickle weed (Salicornia virginica), and alkali 
bulrush (Scirpus maritimus). The site also supports a population of southern tarplant 
(Hemizonia parryi var. australis). 

The conclusion of Glenn Lukas and Associates, which is included in the certified EIR for the 
project, is that the site does not qualify as a wetland under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers or the California Department of Fish and Game. Based on the consultants 
report, the City Council found that no wetland exists on the site and approved Local Coastal 
Development Permit No. 9702-18 for the construction of a shopping center on the site (Exhibits 
#3&4). Because the City found that no wetland exists on the site, Local Coastal Development 
Permit No. 9702-18 does not require the implementation of any wetland avoidance or mitigation 
measures, and the local coastal development permit was not noticed by the City as being 
appealable to the Commission. 

The California Department of Fish and Game, however, was not consulted until after the City 
had already approved Local Coastal Development Permit No. 9702-18. Subsequent to the 
City's April 20, 1998 submittal of this LCP amendment request, both the applicant and 
Commission staff requested that the California Department of Fish and Game issue an opinion 
on the matter (Exhibit #6). In June 1998, after visiting the project site, a California Department 
of Fish and Game staff member estimated that approximately .02 acres of "potential" wetland 
habitat exists on the site in the form of scattered native hydrophytes (wetland plants) including 
saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), alkali heath (Frankenia salina), heliotrope (Heliotropum 
curassivicum), pickle weed (Salicornia virginica), and alkali bulrush (Scirpus maritimus). 
However, because of the wetland's small size, low biological productivity, location, and recent 
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history, the California Department of Fish and Game is reticent to issue a determination that an • 
"actual" wetland exists on the site. It has been referred to only as a "potential wetland". 

Although there is no definition of "potential wetland", the Coastal Commission's definition of a 
wetland is clear. The Coastal Commission relies on Section 30121 of the Coastal Act when 
making a wetland determination. 

Section 30121 of the Coastal Act states: 

"Wetland" means lands within the coastal zone which may be covered periodically or 
permanently with shallow water and include saltwater marshes, freshwater marshes, open 
or closed brackish water marshes, swamps, mudflats, and fens. 

This is the defmition upon which the Commission relies to identify "wetlands." The definition 
refers to lands " ... which may be covered periodically or permanently with shallow water ... " 
However, due to highly variable environmental conditions along the length of the California 
coast, wetlands may include a variety of different types of habitat area. For this reason, some 
wetlands may not be readily identifiable by simple means. The Commission's Statewide 
Interpretive Guidelines provide guidance for the sometimes difficult decision whether a site is a 
wetland. The Commission's Statewide Interpretive Guidelines state that the Commission also 
relies on the presence of hydrophytes and/or presence of hydric soils to make a wetlands 
determination. The presence of any one of the three conditions (water, hydrophytes or hydric 
soils) can result in a determination that a wetland is present. The California Department of Fish • 
and Game typically provides the Commission with the expertise required in such a 
determination. 

Moreover, Section 13577(b) of the Commission's regulations specifically identifies the criteria 
for determining the precise boundary of a wetland for purposes of appeal under Section 30603 
of the Coastal Act. Section 13577(b) states that: 

Wetland shall be defined as land where the water table is at, near, or above the land 
surface long enough to promote the formation of hydric soils or support the growth of 
hydrophytes, and shall include those types of wetlands where vegetation is lacking and 
soil is poorly developed or absent as a result of frequent and drastic fluctuations of 
surface water levels, wave action, water flow, turbidity or high concentrations of salts or 
other substances in the substrate. Such wetlands can be recognized by the presence of 
surface water or saturated substrate at some time during each year and their location 
within, or adjacent to, vegetated wetlands or deep-water habitats. 

In this case, the Commission determined at the August 13, 1998 opening of the public hearing 
for Long Beach LCP Amendment No. 2-98B that, according to the Commission's definition of 
wetlands, a wetland does exist on the site of the proposed development in SEADIP Subarea 29. 
The Commission's finding that a wetland exists on the site is based on the evidence provided by 
the applicant and City, and quantified by the California Department of Fish and Game, that both • 
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water ponding and hydrophytes have been documented on the project site (See Exhibit #5 p.2). 
There is no dispute over the evidence that both water and hydrophytes have been found on the 
site. The only dispute is over the conclusion of whether the site contains a wetland. 

The Commission resolves the dispute over the significance which should be attached the 
presence of water and hydrophytes on site consistent with the definition of wetland contained in 
Section 30121 of the Coastal Act and Section 13577(b) stated above. Consistent with those 
provisions, given the undisputed existence of hydrophytes, the Commission finds that wetlands 
do exist on the project site. 

Pursuant to Section 30603 of the Coastal Act and Section 13577 of the California Code of 
Regulations, all areas within one hundred feet of a wetland are included within the 
Commission's appeal jurisdiction. Therefore, the existence of a wetland on the project site 
makes the local coastal development permit appealable to the Commission, even though the site 
may not have contained a wetland when the appeal jurisdiction map was certified in 1980 as 
part of the LCP certification process. 

One basis for the appeal is that the City-approved permit does not analyze the proposed 
project's impacts on the wetland in relation to certified wetland standards. The City did not 
analyze the impacts on the wetlands because it had determined that no wetlands exist on the site. 
Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission find that a substantial issue exists with the 
approval of Local Coastal Development Permit No. 9702-18 on the grounds that it allows 
development in wetlands without requiring any type of avoidance or mitigation measures. 

D. Other Issues 

A substantial issue also exists with the City-approved permit on the grounds that the local 
coastal development permit does not adequately address the issues of scenic resources, parking, 
and traffic impacts in relation to the standards of the certified LCP. The EIR for the project 
does address in depth the issues of scenic resources, parking, and traffic impacts. The City­
approved local coastal development permit does not address those issues . 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON THE DE NOVO HEARING • 

STAFF NOTE: 

The adoption of the staff recommendation for insertion of a wetland policy into the certified 
LCP as part of LCP Amendment No. 2-98B will rectify the missing wetland provisions in the 
LCP. The Commission will not act on Appeal No. A-5-LOB-98-336 (Marina Shores) until it 
takes action on LCP Amendment No. 2-98B. The Commission will then review the proposed 
shopping center project under the standards and policies of the LCP as amended, including the 
new provisions that relate to development in or near wetlands. The Commission's de novo 
permit approval will be conditioned on the newly amended LCP as modified becoming 
effectively certified. 

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution: 

I. Approval with Conditions 

The Commission hereby grants, subject to the conditions below, a permit for the proposed 
development on the grounds that the development, as conditioned, will be in conformity • 
with the provisions of the City of Long Beach Local Coastal Program if modified 
according to the Commission's action on LCP Amendment No. 2-98B, that the 
development will not have any significant adverse effects on the environment within the 
meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

II. Standard Conditions 

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

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

3. Compliance. All development must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as set 
forth in the application for permit, subject to any special conditions set forth below. Any 
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deviation from the approved plans must be reviewed and approved by the staff and may 
require Commission approval. 

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

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

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

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

III. Special Conditions 

1. 

2. 

Compliance with Effective Certification of LCP Amendment No. 2-98B 

Approval of the coastal development permit is conditioned upon the effective certification 
of Long Beach LCP Amendment No. 2-98B. Accordingly, prior to issuance of the 
coastal development permit, the applicant shall obtain a written statement of the Executive 
Director of the Coastal Commission confirming that LCP Amendment No. 2-98B has 
been effectively certified in accordance with California Code of Regulations, Title 14, 
Section 13544. 

Conditions Imposed by Local Government 

This action has no effect on conditions imposed by a local government pursuant to an 
authority other than the Coastal Act. 

3. Wetland Mitigation PrQject 

a) The applicant shall construct, monitor and maintain the proposed on-site wetland 
habitat mitigation project consistent with the standards contained in the "Conceptual 
Mitigation Plan for Marina Shores by Glenn Lukes Associates, Inc. September 14, 
1998 (Exhibit #8), except as modified herein. 

b) The implementation of the site preparation and planting plan for the proposed 
wetland habitat mitigation project shall commence prior to or simultaneous with the 
construction of the proposed shopping center. The .05 acre wetland habitat 
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mitigation area shall be fenced-off during the construction of the proposed shopping 
center to protect it from disturbance. Once the site preparation has commenced for • 
the wetland habitat mitigation project, the planting of the wetland habitat mitigation 
site shall proceed continuously until it is completed in conformance with the 
approved plan. 

c) The three-year monitoring period proposed by the "Conceptual Mitigation Plan for 
Marina Shores by Glenn Lukos Associates, Inc. September 14, 1998 (Exhibit #8) 
shall commence upon completion of the first planting of the wetland habitat 
mitigation site. The applicant shall notify the Executive Director upon completion of 
the first planting of the wetland habitat mitigation site. 

d) Upon completion of the first year of the monitoring period, and annually thereafter, 
the applicant shall submit to the Executive Director a report that documents the 
implementation of the planting and monitoring plans and also documents the status of 
the habitat mitigation project in relation to the performance criteria contained in the 
"Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Marina Shores by Glenn Lukos Associates, Inc. 
September 14, 1998 (Exhibit #8). 

e) Any additional work or modifications to the habitat mitigation project which are 
necessary to meet the performance criteria contained in the "Conceptual Mitigation 
Plan for Marina Shores by Glenn Lukos Associates, Inc. September 14, 1998 
(Exhibit #8) shall be submitted to the Executive Director. Any change in the • 
approved wetland habitat mitigation project shall be submitted to the Executive 
Director in order to determine if the proposed change shall require a permit 
amendment pursuant to the requirements of the Coastal Act and the California Code 
of Regulations. 

t) The applicant shall be responsible for the ongoing maintenance of the wetland habitat 
mitigation project and site. The required maintenance shall include adequate 
irrigation, regular cleaning, re-planting, and trash pick-up. 

4. Siltation Control 

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director, an erosion control and siltation prevention 
plan which controls erosion from the construction site, and prevents silt from the 
construction site from entering the storm drain during construction of the proposed 
shopping center and wetland habitat mitigation project. The plan shall conform to the 
standards of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board and the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers. The approved plan shall be implemented during construction of the 
proposed project. 

• 
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IV. 
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Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director, a drainage plan for the proposed shopping 
center and its parking areas that incorporates best management practices (BMP's) for 
reducing the volume of runoff and pollutants which leave the project site and enter the 
storm drain system. The drainage plan shall incorporate the following: landscaped 
buffers, catch basins to collect litter, trash racks or bars to filter runoff, grease and oil 
separators or filters, and provisions for regular scheduled cleaning of paved parking lot 
surfaces and catch basins. The drainage plan may include other measures as well. The 
permittee shall implement the approved drainage plan on an ongoing and permanent 
basis. 

Restaurant 

Prior to construction of the restaurant proposed at the southeast corner of the project site, 
the applicant shall submit plans for the review and approval of the Executive Director. 
The restaurant plans shall conform with the site plan approved by this coastal 
development permit and shall not exceed 35 feet in height or contain more than 6,550 
square feet in gross floor area. A drive-through restaurant is not permitted by this 
permit. Any modifications to the proposed restaurant shall be submitted to the Executive 
Director in order to determine if the proposed change shall require a permit amendment 
pursuant to the requirements of the Coastal Act and the California Code of Regulations. 

FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS FOR DE NOVO HEARING 

The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

A. Revised De Novo Project Description 

The applicant proposes to construct a nautical themed commercial retail center on a vacant six 
acre parcel located on the seaward side of Pacific Coast Highway in southeast Long Beach 
(Exhibit #2). The proposed "Marina Shores" project has been slightly revised since the City 
reviewed and approved the proposal in 1997 and early 1998. Consequently, the Commission 
will be considering a revised project description in the de novo portion of the appeal hearing. 

The proposed shopping center is still comprised of two large retail structures and a freestanding 
restaurant to be constructed around a common parking area (Exhibit #9). The locations of the 
three proposed structures have not changed, but the total floor area has been reduced from 
67,930 to 67,505 square feet. The number of proposed on-site parking spaces has been 
increased from 340 to 350 parking spaces. The rooflines of the three proposed commercial 
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structures vary from 24 to 34 feet in height, with architectural towers extending up to 43 feet 
above grade (Exhibit #4). Although the proposal no longer includes a Hughes supermarket, a • 
food market is still anticipated to occupy the largest commercial unit. 

The proposed project includes a seven-foot wide dedication of land along the site's Pacific 
Coast Highway frontage. The dedication will widen the highway right-of-way for the addition 
of a 13-foot wide combined sidewalk and bicycle path that will connect to the existing sidewalks 
on either side of the site. The construction of the sidewalk/bike path along Pacific Coast 
Highway would result in the filling of .02 acres (8,712 sq.ft.) of wetland habitat. 

The most significant revision to the proposed project is the applicant's proposal to mitigate the 
project's impacts on the wetlands that occupy the site. The applicant has submitted a mitigation 
plan that would replace at a 2:1 ratio the .02 acres of wetland habitat that would be filled for the 
public sidewalk/bike path. The mitigation plan involves the preservation of approximately .01 
acre of wetland on the site, and the installation of .04 acres of new wetland plants to replace the 
.02 acres of filled wetlands. The .04 acres of created wetland plant area, when planted around 
the preserved .01 acre, adds up to a .05 acre "wetland garden" (Exhibit #8). The proposed 
wetland native plant garden would be situated on the site between the Pacific Coast Highway 
sidewalk/bike path and a thirty foot wide landscaped buffer (Exhibit #9). 

B. Wetland Habitat 

As previously stated, a small wetland occupies the eastern portion of the project site (Exhibit 
#9). According to the applicant's consultants, the site supported wetlands until1928 when the 
site and surrounding areas were filled (Exhibit #6). Chevron operated a fuel refmery on the 
entire site from 1928 to the mid 1970's. The refmery was then demolished. In 1993, the soils 
on the site were excavated and remediated in order to remove contaminants that were 
discharged from the refinery. The site was recontoured to its existing topography and a catch 
basin was graded at the southeast corner of the site which allows water to pond. There are no 
records of any coastal development permits ever issued by the City or Commission for the 
remediation or development of the site prior to 1998. 

Currently, the site has a depression that collects drainage from the site and surrounding areas. 
During the past several winters the site has contained a pond that has attracted several bird 
species to the site. The EIR for the project lists observed bird species as: American Kestrel, 
Rock Dove, House Finch, European Starling, Western Gull, American Crow, Ring-billed Gull, 
Great Blue Heron, and Mallard Duck. The size of the pond varies in response to the levels of 
rainfall and evaporation during each season. In the past, Commission staff has observed pumps 
at the site pumping water out of the pond and into the storm drain. 

As part of the EIR process, the applicant's consultant conducted its own wetlands determination 
and submitted it to the City. The consultant, Glenn Lukos Associates, reports that the site is 
partially inundated during the rainy season and that the site supports scattered native 

• 
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hydrophytes (wetland plants) including saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), alkali heath (Frankenia 
salina), heliotrope (Heliotropum curassivicum), pickle weed (Salicomia virginica), and alkali 
bulrush (Scirpus maritimus). The site also supports a population of southern tarplant 
(Hemizonia parryi var. australis) (Exhibit #6). 

In June 1998, after visiting the project site, a California Department of Fish and Game staff 
member estimated that approximately .02 acres of "potential" wetland habitat exists on the site 
in the form of scattered native hydrophytes (wetland plants) including saltgrass (Distichlis 
spicata), alkali heath (Frankenia salina), heliotrope (Heliotropum curassivicum), pickle weed 
(Salicornia virginica), and alkali bulrush (Scirpus maritimus). However, because of the 
wetland's small size, low biological productivity, location, and recent history, the California 
Department of Fish and Game is reticent to issue a determination that an "actual" wetland exists 
on the site, so it has been referred to as a "potential wetland" (Exhibit #7). Since June 1998, 
the wetland vegetation has grown and now covers approximately .03 acres. 

However, the Coastal Commission's definition of a wetland is clear. The Coastal Commission 
relies on Section 30121 of the Coastal Act when determining what is a wetland. Section 30121 
of the Coastal Act states: 

"Wetland" means lands within the coastal zone which may be covered periodically or 
permanently with shallow water and include saltwater marshes, freshwater marshes, open 
or closed brackish water marshes, swamps, mudflats, and fens . 

This is the definition upon which the Commission relies to identify "wetlands." The definition 
refers to lands 11 

••• which may be covered periodically or permanently with shallow water ... II 

However, due to highly variable environmental conditions along the length of the California 
coast, wetlands may include a variety of different types of habitat area. For this reason, some 
wetlands may not be readily identifiable by simple means. The Commission's Statewide 
Interpretive Guidelines provide guidance for the sometimes difficult decision whether a site is a 
wetland. The Commission's Statewide Interpretive Guidelines state that the Commission also 
relies on the presence of hydrophytes and/or presence of hydric soils to make a wetlands 
determination. The presence of any one of the three conditions (water, hydrophytes or hydric 
soils) can result in a determination that a wetland is present. 

Moreover, Section 13577(b) of the Commission's regulations specifically identifies the criteria 
for determining the precise boundary of a wetland for purposes of appeal under Section 30603 
of the Coastal Act. Section 13577(b) states that: 

Wetland shall be defined as land where the water table is at, near, or above the land 
surface long enough to promote the formation of hydric soils or support the growth of 
hydrophytes, and shall include those types of wetlands where vegetation is lacking and 
soil is poorly developed or absent as a result of frequent and drastic fluctuations of 
surface water levels, wave action, water flow, turbidity or high concentrations of salts or 
other substances in the substrate. Such wetlands can be recognized by the presence of 
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surface water or saturated substrate at some time during each year and their location 
within, or adjacent to, vegetated wetlands or deep-water habitats. • 

In this case, the Commission determined at the August 13, 1998 opening of the public hearing 
for Long Beach LCP Amendment No. 2-98B that, according to the Commission's definition of 
wetlands, a wetland does exist on the site of the proposed development in SEADIP Subarea 29. 
The Commission's finding that a wetland exists on the site is based on the evidence provided by 
the applicant and City, and quantified by the California Department of Fish and Game, that both 
water ponding and hydrophytes have been documented on the project site (See Exhibit #5 p.2). 
There is no dispute over the evidence that both water and hydrophytes have been found on the 
site. The only dispute is over the conclusion of whether the site contains a wetland. 

The Commission resolves the dispute over the significance which should be attached the 
presence of water and hydrophytes on site consistent with the definition of wetland contained in 
Section 30121 of the Coastal Act and Section 13577(b) stated above. Consistent with those 
provisions, given the undisputed existence of hydrophytes, the Commission finds that wetlands 
do exist on the project site. 

The wetland habitat area is situated on the site adjacent to the right-of-way of Pacific Coast 
Highway. This portion of the site is proposed to be dedicated as part of the highway right-of­
way for the construction of a 13-foot wide combined public sidewalk and bicycle path. The 
construction of the sidewalk/bike path along Pacific Coast Highway will result in the filling of 
.02 acres (8,712 sq.ft.) of the wetland habitat. • 

The LCP, as amended by LCP Amendment No. 2-98B, allows filling of wetlands only if there is 
no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible mitigation measures 
have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects, and for only the eight uses listed 
in Section 30233 of the Coastal Act: 

(1) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial facilities, including 
commercial fishing facilities. 

(2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in existing navigational 
channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, and boat launching ramps. 

(3) In wetland areas only, entrance channels for new or expanded boating facilities; and in a 
degraded wetland, identified by the Department of Fish and Game pursuant to subdivision 
(b) of Section 30411, for boating facilities if, in conjunction with such boating facilities, a 
substantial portion of the degraded wetland is restored and maintained as a biologically 
productive wetland. The size of the wetland area used for boating facilities, including 
berthing space, turning basins, necessary navigation channels, and any necessary support 
service facilities, shall not exceed 25 percent of the degraded wetland. 

• 
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( 4) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams, estuaries, and lakes, new 
or expanded boating facilities and the placement of structural pilings for public recreational 
piers that provide public access and recreational opportunities. 

(5) Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited to, burying cables and pipes 
or inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake and outfall lines. 

( 6) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in environmentally 
sensitive areas. 

(7) Restoration purposes. 

(8) Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent activities. 

Section 30233(a) of the Coastal Act prohibits the Commission from authorizing wetland fill unless 
it is one of the eight allowable uses. In the case, the proposed fill would result from the 
construction of a public sidewalk/bike path. In order to determine if the fill is an incidental public 
service allowable under Section 30233(a)(5) of the Coastal Act, the Commission must determine 
that the proposed fill is both incidental and for a public service purpose. 

In this case, the proposed public sidewalk/bike path is incidental to an existing public service that is 
necessary because there is currently a gap in the public sidewalk where the project site fronts 
Pacific Coast Highway. The public sidewalk on the west side of Pacific Coast Highway now dead­
ends at both ends of the project site. The proposed project includes the construction of a public 
sidewalk required by the City in order to provide an uninterrupted pedestrian accessway along the 
west side of Pacific Coast Highway. The sidewalk is proposed to be thirteen feet wide because the 
City plans to route a bicycle path on the sidewalk. The proposed bike route will eventually run 
along the west side of Pacific Coast Highway from the existing Second Street bike route to the San 
Gabriel River Bike path. The San Gabriel Bike path also provides access to Seal Beach. 

The existing sidewalk fronting the properties adjacent to the proposed project will also be widened 
from the current ten-foot width to thirteen feet when the properties recycle. The future bike route 
connecting the Second Street Bike Path to the San Gabriel River Bike path passes only three parcels 
including the project site. The largest parcel is the Marina Hotel parcel located next to the project 
site. The City expects that parcel to be redeveloped in the near future. Therefore, the provision of 
the proposed thirteen-foot wide public sidewalk/bike path is a necessary public access component 
of the Pacific Coast Highway coastal transportation corridor. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the construction of the proposed public sidewalk/bike path is 
allowable fill that can be permitted to impact the wetlands on the project site if there is no feasible 
less environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible mitigation measures have been 
provided to minimize adverse environmental effects. Because the proposed fill is a necessary 
public access link in an existing access corridor, there is no feasible less environmentally damaging 
alternative. 
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The applicant has proposed to mitigate the loss of wetlands by replacing the .02 acres of fill in the • 
wetlands by adding .04 acres of new wetland habitat to the .01 acre of wetland habitat that will be 
preserved on the site. The proposed mitigation plan would replace the .02 acres of wetland 
habitat that would be filled for the public sidewalk/bike path at a 2:1 ratio. The proposed 2:1 
ratio is acceptable in this case because of the wetland's small size, low biological productivity, 
location, and recent history. The mitigation plan involves the preservation of approximately .01 
acre of wetland on the site, and the installation of .04 acres of new wetland plants to replace the 
.02 acres of filled wetlands. The .04 acres of created wetland plant area, when planted around 
the preserved .01 acre, adds up to a .05 acre "wetland garden" (Exhibit #8). The proposed 
wetland native plant garden is situated on the site between the proposed Pacific Coast Highway 
sidewalk/bike path and a thirty foot wide landscaped buffer (Exhibit #9). 

The proposed mitigation plan would avoid filling .01 acre of wetland, replace .02 acres of filled 
wetlands on the site at a 2:1 ratio, and be monitored for three years to ensure that the new 
wetland mitigation area becomes established. A special condition of approval requires the 
applicant to carry out the proposed wetland mitigation project in a timely manner, and 
consistent with the proposed mitigation plan (Exhibit #8). The wetland mitigation area is 
buffered from the highway by the proposed thirteen-foot wide sidewalk, and buffered from the 
project parking area by a thirty-foot wide landscaped area. 

The recommended special conditions of approval adequately address and mitigate any potential 
adverse impacts to the environment caused by the proposed project. As conditioned above, the • 
Commission finds that the proposed project is consistent with the LCP, as amended by LCP 
Amendment No. 2-98B. Therefore, as conditioned, the proposed project is the least 
environmentally damaging alternative. 

C. Scenic Resources and Building Height 

The scenic resources of coastal areas shall be considered and protected. The proposed project 
will change the visual qualities of the project area by placing three structures and a parking lot 
on a parcel that is currently vacant. The proposed project, however, has been designed in a 
manner that will protect and improve the visual qualities of the area. The site is currently 
fenced-off with a chain-link fence and overgrown with untended vegetation comprised 
predominantly of ruderal species typically associated with human disturbance (Exhibit #6). 

In order to protect the scenic resources of coastal areas, the certified LCP contains building 
height limits, open space requirements, and a specific requirement to protect views to water 
areas. The applicable certified LCP standards for the site, contained in the SEADIP specific 
plan, state: 

A.4. A minimum of thirty percent of the site shall be developed and maintained as 
usable open space .... • 
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A.S. (As modified by LCP Amendment No. 2-98B) The maximum height of 
buildings shall be 30 feet for residential and 35 feet for non-residential uses, unless 
otherwise provided herein. In Subarea 29, architectural features such as tower 
elements may be approved up to a height of 43 feet through the Site Plan Review 
process. 

A.9. All development shall be designed and constructed to be in harmony with the 
character and quality of surrounding development .... 

A.12. Public views to water areas and public open spaces shall be maintained and 
enhanced to the maximum extent possible .... 

A.13. Adequate landscaping and required irrigation shall be provided to create a 
park-like setting for the entire area. A landscaped parkway shall be provided along 
all developments fronting Pacific Coast Highway .... 

The LCP requires that the proposed project improve and protect the visual qualities of this 
coastal areas by providing park like landscaping, attractive building designs, and by maintaining 
views to the Alamitos Bay Marina through the project site . 

Lush landscaping and attractive building facades are proposed around all four sides of the 
proposed project (Exhibit #4). The parking lot landscaping plan includes landscaped islands, 
trees and shrubs. Twenty-foot wide setbacks are provided along all three street frontages. The 
revised project plan provides over 70,000 square feet of open space (28%) which is almost the 
required thirty- percent. The City granted the applicant an exception to the thirty- percent open 
space requirement. In this case, the minor exception to the open space requirement will not 
result in adverse impacts to coastal resources. 

As part of the site plan review process, the City analyzed the views that exist across the site 
from Pacific Coast Highway to the waters of Alamitos Bay (Exhibit #10). Based on this 
analysis, the three proposed buildings were sited to maintain public views through the site from 
Pacific Coast Highway to the waters of Alamitos Bay (Exhibit #10). Three view corridors are 
provided across the site to Alamitos Bay. 

The architectural design of the proposed project includes varied rooflines and towers that 
convey a nautical theme that is in character with the Alamitos Bay Marina (Exhibit #4). The 
rooflines of the three proposed commercial structures vary from 24 to 34 feet in height, with 
architectural towers extending up to 43 feet above grade (Exhibit #4). Only the proposed 
architectural towers exceed the height limit of the currently certified LCP. The proposed 
towers reach 43 feet but do not block views to the water or negatively affect scenic resources . 
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Therefore, the proposed project protects public views through the site to the ocean and will 
improve the visual quality of the site itself by providing attractive buildings and park like • 
landscaping to replace the current vacant lot look. As proposed and conditioned by the City's 
site plan review process, the proposed project conforms to the scenic resource provisions 
contained in the certified LCP, with the exception of the proposed architectural towers which 
exceed the height limit but do not negatively affect scenic resources. 

The proposed architectural towers may be permitted to exceed the height limit under the 
provisions contained in Long Beach LCP Amendment Request No. 2-98B. Long Beach LCP 
Amendment Request No. 2-98B would modify the LCP to allow architectural features to exceed 
the 35-foot height limit in non-residential developments: 

A.S. (As modified by LCP Amendment No. 2-98B) The maximum height of 
buildings shall be 30 feet for residential and 35 feet for non-residential uses, unless 
otherwise provided herein. In Subarea 29, architectural features such as tower 
elements may be approved up to a height of 43 feet through the Site Plan Review 
process. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project is consistent with the policies of the 
LCP as amended. 

D. Retail Uses 

The certified LCP does not currently list retail uses or restaurants as allowable uses on the 
project site. Long Beach LCP Amendment No. 2-98B would, however, add commercial retail 
uses and restaurants to the current list of commercial uses that may be permitted on the project 
site which is in Subarea 29 of SEADIP. The certified LUP designates SEADIP Subarea 29 as a 
"mixed use" land use district. The currently certified LCP list of permitted uses in Subarea 29 
allows commercial uses, but only commercial office, restaurant and commercial recreation 
uses. Restaurant uses are currently permitted only south of Studebaker Road in Subarea 29. 
The proposed LCP amendment would allow retail uses and would delete the restaurant 
restriction to also allow restaurants on the north side of Studebaker Road in Subarea 29. The 
proposed project is located on the north side of Studebaker Road in Subarea 29. 

The certified LUP calls for the development of the Alamitos Bay Marina area with a mixture of 
uses that will draw more people to the shoreline. There are no specific LUP policies that would 
discourage retail or other visitor-serving commercial uses on the project site which is located 
approximately 350 feet from the waters of the Alamitos Bay Marina, and across the street from 
the one of the marina's public parking lot (Exhibit #2). The proposed retail project and 
restaurant is consistent with the LUP's intent to attract more people to the coast. Long Beach 
LCP Amendment No. 2-98B would allow the development of the site with the restaurant and 
retail uses proposed as part of the Marina Shore shopping center. Therefore, the Commission 
finds the proposed uses consistent with the policies of the LCP as amended. 

• 
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However, because the applicant has not yet proposed the final design for the proposed 
restaurant, the approval is conditioned to require the applicant shall submit final plans for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director. The restaurant plans shall conform with the site 
plan approved by this coastal development permit and shall not exceed 35 feet in height or 
contain more than 6,550 square feet in gross floor area. A drive-through restaurant is not 
permitted by this permit. Any modifications to the proposed restaurant shall be submitted to the 
Executive Director in order to determine if the proposed change shall require a permit 
amendment pursuant to the requirements of the Coastal Act and the California Code of 
Regulations. 

E. Parking 

The proposed project includes 67,505 square feet of commercial uses comprised primarily of 
retail uses and food services. The number of proposed on-site parking spaces has been 
increased from 340 to 350 parking spaces. The proposed parking ratio is 5.18 parking spaces 
per 1,000 square feet of floor area (1 space/193 sq.ft.). Therefore, the proposed parking supply 
exceeds the certified LCP's 5/1000 parking ratio required for shopping centers. The 
Commission's Regional Guidelines for Los Angeles County (1980) also require a 511000 
parking ratio for shopping centers. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project 
is consistent with the policies of the certified LCP . 

F. Traffic 

The certified LCP contains the following transportation and access policies: 

1. Increase reliance on public transit. 
2. Decrease reliance on automobiles. 
3. Provide slightly more parking. 
4. Increase pedestrian and bicycle access opportunities. 

In addition, the applicable certified LCP standard for the site, contained in the SEADIP specific 
plan, states: 

A.18. Developers shall improve and dedicate to the City certain streets, recreation 
areas and other public facilities necessary to support the proposed private 
development. ... 

The EIR for the proposed project states that the proposed project will generate additional 
vehicle trips. According to the EIR, the proposed project will generate 396 peak PM and 206 
peak AM vehicle trips with a total of 4,250 daily trips. The anticipated traffic has the potential 
to impact five intersections. These five intersections were analyzed for project impacts in 
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association with existing traffic levels and projected year 2000 background traffic increases 
(Exhibit #11). The traffic study concludes that the proposed project will impact two • 
intersections: Pacific Coast Highway at Westminster/Second Street and Pacific Coast Highway 
at Studebaker Road (Exhibit #11). The intersection of Pacific Coast Highway at 
Westminster/Second Street is currently at Level of Service (LOS) F without the projected 
increase. The LOS at the intersection of Pacific Coast Highway at Studebaker Road, directly 
adjacent to the project site, will decline from LOS D to LOS F if improvements are not 
undertaken as required by the City. 

In order to mitigate the anticipated impacts to traffic, the City attached conditions to other local 
approvals which would require the applicant to dedicate land to widen the Pacific Coast 
Highway right-of-way and improve the right-of-way with a 100 foot south-bound 
deceleration/right-tum pocket, a 100 foot north-bound left turn pocket, and a sidewalk/bike path 
(Exhibit #9). Additionally, the applicant is required to participate in the costs associated with 
the improvement of the two impacted intersections. Thus, as proposed to the Commission, the 
project would mitigate the significant adverse impacts which have been identified, consistent 
with the certified LCP. 

It must be noted that the proposed project does not include the construction or extension of any 
new or existing roads. The EIR, in its analysis of traffic impacts, did not assume the future 
extension of Studebaker Road through the Los Cerritos Wetlands because of the uncertainty of 
such an extension. The City has clearly stated that the proposed project is not dependent on the 
extension of Studebaker Road, and the extension is definitely not part of this project. • 

G. Public Access and Recreation 

The proposed project will not negatively impact public access or recreational opportunities. 
The project site is surrounded by existing development. The proposed project is located inland 
of the first public road and will not block physical access to the coast. The proposed public 
sidewalks and bike paths proposed around the perimeter of the site will improve public access 
to the coast for pedestrians and bicyclists (Exhibit #9). A certified LCP policy states: increase 
pedestrian and bicycle access opportunities. 

The Alamitos Bay Marina is the closest recreational facility to the proposed project. The 
proposed project will not affect the marina's parking supply because adequate parking is 
provided on the project site. In fact, the proposed project will support the recreational activities 
of the marina by providing retail uses for marina visitors. The closest beach to the proposed 
project is located about one mile away in the City of Seal Beach. The proposed project will not 
affect access to the beach. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project is 
consistent with the policies of the certified LCP. 

• 
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The de novo public hearing on the merits of the project uses the certified Local Coastal 
Program as the standard of review. The City of Long Beach Local Coastal Program (LCP) was 
certified by the Commission on July 22, 1980. The proposed project is located in SEADIP 
Subarea 29 which is included in the certified LCP. 

As previously stated, the proposed project is in compliance with the certified LCP if the LCP is 
amended as recommended by LCP Amendment No. 2-98B. In order to ensure that the 
proposed project complies with the provisions of the LCP, as amended by LCP Amendment 
No. 2-98B, the applicant shall obtain a written statement of the Executive Director of the 
Coastal Commission confirming that LCP Amendment No. 2-98B has been effectively certified 
in accordance with California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 13544. This evidence 
shall be provided prior to issuance of the coastal development permit. 

I. Water Quality 

The site is located within four hundred feet of the waters of the San Gabriel River Estuary and 
the waters of Alamitos Bay. Runoff from the site will be directed into the existing storm drain 
system that directs the runoff into the waters of the Bay and River. In order to minimize 
negative impacts on the marine environment that may result from runoff during the construction 
of the proposed project, the permit is conditioned to require the applicant to develop and submit 
for approval of the Executive Director an erosion control and siltation prevention plan which 
controls erosion from the construction site, and prevents silt from entering the storm drain 
system and ultimately coastal waters during the construction of the proposed project. The plan 
shall conform to the standards of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board and the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and shall be implemented during construction of the proposed 
project. 

The responsibility to protect the biological productivity and quality of coastal waters does not 
end after the proposed project is constructed. The permit is conditioned to require the applicant 
to develop and submit for approval of the Executive Director a drainage plan for the proposed 
shopping center and its parking areas that incorporates best management practices (BMP's) for 
reducing the volume of runoff and pollutants which leave the project site and enter the storm 
drain system. The drainage plan shall incorporate the following: landscaped buffers, catch 
basins to collect litter, trash racks or bars to filter runoff, grease and oil separators or filters, 
and provisions for regular scheduled cleaning of paved parking lot surfaces and catch basins. 
The drainage plan may include other measures as well. The permittee shall implement the 
approved drainage plan on an ongoing and permanent basis. As conditioned, the Commission 
finds that the proposed drainage for the project will comply with the certified LCP policy 
contained in SEADIP Section A.l7 .e (Storm Drainage) . 
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J. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Section 13096 of the California Code of Regulations requires Commission approval of Coastal 
Development Permit to be supported by a finding showing the proposed development, as 
conditioned by any conditions of approval, to be consistent with any applicable requirements of 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA 
prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse 
effect which the activity may have on the environment. 

The proposed development, only as conditioned, is consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the 
Coastal Act. All significant environmental effects have been mitigated by conditions of 
approval. As conditioned, the proposed project will not have significant environmental effects 
for which feasible mitigation measures or alternatives have not been employed consistent with 
CEQA. Therefore, the Commission finds that the project is consistent with the requirements of 
the Coastal Act to conform to CEQA. 

End/cp 

.. 

' . 

• 

• 

• 



• City of IJong Beach 

• 

• 

N 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
A·.S·Lo&·'-9·33~ 

EXHIBIT # ··-·-·{_·-
PAGE ___ l..... OF ... l 



rr===============~·~ J 

--~~~--_,----~--~~~~~~~~· I 
I 

B I 
1COASTAL. c·o·MMISSIOti 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ A·.S·Lo&·78:3.JC. 

----~SCM.£ 

UNSCOTT 
LAWA 
GiREENSPAN 
lfliiitlli 

3 

EXHIBIT # ___ .:!:::. -
PAGE ... ..!.-·- OF 

• VICINITY MAP 
POt 0 S1'UDEBAI<ER MARKET canER, LONe BEACH 



~ 

- .. -------, ........... .. 
,A\aan~ 'BAJ MA,.\NL :fi..,-~;:IJ__o-1" 

------------------------------------------~~~~~ ~~~ ® Fm ::;;: .,._ ® ,. - ~ 0 ;7o~ 
IT•WIW.WIWI i§ 

1 r) 
I 

1'1 
• 

~~ 
UNSC01T 
lAW A 
atEENSPAN , .... , ... 

I 
.... 

PADA .... 
r,,c,oor/J 

® 
RICHT-TURN 
IN/OUT DRIVEWAY 

1'1ANCJ!T 
... Ill 

f/,930!(1 

.. ACFIC COMT HIC¥fiiAY. ® 
PRIMARY ENTR'I' /EXrT 
(RESTRIC1ED ACCEss. UNSICNMJZEO) 

• ji 
0 ! 

~~/EXIT fl.·---·­
COASTAL COMMISSION 
A·S·LC8·98· 33' 

SOURCE: N:~a. ARCHITECTS. INC. EXHIBIT # ·---~---
{i) • PROJECT DRIVEWAY PAGE ___ t ... OF ••• l_ 

Cnc.ert-al PROPOSED SITE PLAN . jl 
PCH 0 SlUDEBAI<ER MARKET CENTER. LONG BEACH.. . . )} 



• • . .. 
' 

i 
I 
I 
• 
I 
I 
I 
I 

: i. f 
I 
I 
I 
I 

i _ ___:_______2 _ __... 



. -

• 
~ 

IJ 
~I 

I 

~-

:u.. 
iO 

~ 

I 

I • 

m 
I I 

:u:~ 

d 

... : 

IDYl 

i.O w 
l: (!) 
X < w A. 

~ 

ta 
© 
~ 

• 
I 

~ 
~ 
(Q) 

~ 
& ~ 

; ; ~ ; 
~ ~ 
~ 

"!}== 

I1!!J1 

(Q) ~ 
~ ~ 

• 



Case No. 

Project Location: 

Applicant: 

s---1-oJJ-- %43 
CITY OF LONG BEACH 
DEPARTMENT OF DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & BUILDING 

::! Loft!lhlatl, CA 110102 !: (582) 170-f107 fAX (582) 57MOII 

NOTICE OF FINAL ACTION ~ 
9702-18 

6500 E. Pacific Coast- Highway 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Mr. Joel Miller, Psomas and Associates 

Applicant Address: 3420 Ocean Park Avenue, Suite #1 040 
Santa Monica, CA 90405 

Permits Requested: 

Local Coastal Program (General Plan) Amendment/Southeast Area Development and 
Improvement Plan PD·1 (SEADIP) Amendment/Local Coastal Development Permit/Site 
Plan Review/Standards Variance 

.. 

Project Description: • A new 67,930 sq. ft. commercial development with 340 on-site parking spaces with code 
exceptions to allow 23% open space (instead of not less than 30%) and a 15 ft. setback for 
a portion of a building along Marina Drive (instead of not less than 20 ft.) 

Action was taken by the: City Council on: 
March 17, 1998 

Decision: Conditionally Approved 

Action is final: March 17, 1998 

See other side for City of Long Beach and Califomia Coastal Commission appeal 
procedures and time limits. · 

~~ 
Zoning Administrator 
Attachments 

~'Siri<i , ~iorPI~ner 
Project Planner Phone No. 57o-6607 
Council District: 3 
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LOCAL COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FINDINGS 

Case No. 9702-18 
March 17, 1998 

Pursuant to Chapter 21.25, Division IX of the Long Beach Municipal Code, the City shall 
not approve a Local Coastal Df.?velopment Permit unless positive findings are made 
consistent with the criteria set forth in the Local Coastal Development Permit · 
regulations. 

1. THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT CONFORMS TO THE CERTIFIED LOCAL 
COASTALPLAN. , 

A positive finding can be made on this item. 

- · · - · --- ·- --··The Local Coastal Program {LCP) deals-·with developnierinnthis-areacy · -- -­
referring to subarea 29 of the Southeast Development and Improvement Plan 
(SEADIP). An amendment to the LCP and SEADIP is part of the application. 
Once the amendments are adopted, conformity will be achieved. 

• 
2. · FOR THE DEVELOPMENT SEAWARD OF THE NEAREST PUBLIC HIGHWAY 

TO THE SHORELINE: THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT CONFORMS TO 
THE PUBLIC ACCESS AND RECREATION POLICIES OF CHAPTER 3 OF 
THE COASTAL ACT. 

This development is not seaward of the nearest public highway to the shoreline. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Site Plan Review/Coastal Permit/Standards Variance 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Case No. 9702-18 

Date: March 17, 1998 

1. The use permitted hereby on the site, in addition to uses permitted in the Southeast 
Area Development and Improvement Plan PD-1 (SEADIP) shall be a 67,930 sq. ft. 
commercial development with 340 on-site parking spaces with a code exceptions 
to allow a 15 ft. setback for a portion of a building along Marina Drive (instead of not 
less than 20ft.) and 28% open space (instead of not less than 30%). 

2. This permit and all rights hereunder shall terminate within one year of the effective 
date of the Site Plan Review/Coastal Permit/Standards Variance unless construction 
or the use has commenced or a written time extension is granted, based on a 
written request submitted prior to the expiration of the one year period as provided 

·----in Se6tlori"21.21:4os-ofttie Long Beach Muri1Cipai"Code~ ·· · · -- · 

3. This approval shall be invalid if the owner(s) and applicant(s) have not returned a 
written acknowledgment of their acceptance of the conditions of approval on forms 
supplied by the Planning Department. This acknowledgment must be submitted 
within one month from the date of this approval. 

4. Violation of any of the conditions of this Site Plan Review/Coastal Permit/Standards 
Variance shall be cause for the issuance of an infraction, citation, prosecution, 
and/or revocation and termination of all rights thereunder by the City of Long Beach. 

5. In the event of transfer of ownership of the property involved in this application, the 
new owner shall be fully informed of the use and development of said property as 
set forth by this t together with all conditions which are a part thereof. The specific 
·requirements must be recorded with all title conveyance documents at time of 
closing escrow if the same use is to be continued. 

6. This approval is required to comply with these Conditions of Approval as long as this 
use is on this site. As such the site shall allow periodic r&-inspection to verify 
compliance. When such inspection is carried out, the property owner or the 
responsible party of the property shall reimburse the city for the cost according to 
the special building inspection established by City Council. 

7. All operational conditions of these permits shall be posted in a location visible to the 
public, in such a manner as to be readable when the use is open for business. 

8. All conditions of approval must be printed verbatim on all plans submitted for plan 
review to the Planning and Building Department. These conditions must be printed 
on the site plan or a subsequent reference page. 

.. 

• 

• 
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Conditions of Appr0Y'81 
Case No. 9702-18 
Mlren 17, 1998 
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9. Approval of this development project is expressly conditioned upon payment, (prior 
to building permit issuance, or prior to Certificate of Occupancy, as specified in the 
applicable Ordinance or Resolution for the specific fee) of impact fees, connection 
fees and other similar fees based upon additional facilities needed to accommodate 
new development at established city service level standards, including, but not 
limited to, sewer capacity charges, Park Fees and Transportation Impact Fees. 

1 0. The Director of Planning and Building is authorized to make minor modifications to 
the approved concept design plans or any of the conditions without benefit of an 
additional public hearing before the Planning Commission if such modifications shall 
achieve substantially the same results as would strict compliance with said plans 
and conditions and if no detrimental effects to neighboring properties are caused by 
salcf modifiCations. - . . . -- - . ... . -- .. - . - -- . . .. --- - --- ..... - ----

11. Prior to the release of the building permit, the applicant shall submit complete 
landscape and irrigation plans for the discretionary approval of the Director of 
Planning and Building. The applicant must install street trees (with tree well grates} 
capable of achieving a significant canopy to the installation specifications of the 
Street Tree Division of the Bureau of Public Service. The applicant shall install root 
guards for all street trees, to the specifications of the Director of Public Works. 

12. Site development, including landscaping, shall conform to plans approved and on 
file in the Department of Planning and Building. 

13. Where feasible, landscaped areas should be planted with drought tolerant plant 
materials. These plant types should contribute to the aesthetic value of the building 
as a whole. 

14. All landscaped areas must be provided with water conserving automatic irrigation 
systems, designed to provide complete and adequate coverage to sustain and 
promote healthy plant life. The irrigation system shall not cause water to spray or 
flow across a public sidewalk. Periodic re-inspections will be conducted by city 
officials to verify that all sp~inkler system are working appropriately. The property 
owner shall reimburse the city for the cost according to the special building 
inspections specifications established by City Council. 

15. All landscaped areas must be maintained in a neat, and healthy condition, including 
public parkways and street trees. Any plant materials that happen to die must be 
replaced. Furthermore, the property shall be developed and maintained in a neat, 
quiet, and orderly condition and operated in a manner so as not to be detrimental 
to adjacent properties and occupants. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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16. The operator of the use shall prevent loitering in all parking and landscaping areas • 
serving the use during and after hours of operation. The operator must clean the 
parking and landscaping areas of trash debris on a daily basis. Failure to do so 
shall be grounds for permit revocation. If loitering problems develop, the Director 
of Plaming and Building may require additional preventive measures such as but 
not limited to, additional lighting or private security guards. 

17. All parking and common areas shall be provided with appropriat~ security lighting 
with light and glare shields so as to avoid any light intrusion onto adjacent or 
abutting residential uses. 

18. All rooftop mechanical equipment must be screened from any public view. Said 
· sereening inusf be architecturally compatible with the building in terms of materials, 
textures, and colors. If the screening is not designed specifically into the building, 

- . a rooftop mechanical equipment plan must be submitted showing screening and- -·­
must be approved by the Director of Planning and Building. 

19. All structures shall conform to Building Code requirements. Notwithstanding these 
permits, all required permits from the Building and Safety Bureau must be secured. 

20. All c:Ommercial projects must submit a planned sign program for review and approval 
of the Director of Planning and Building prior to the issuance of a building permit. 

21. The operator of the use shall provide security measures to the satisfaction of the • 
Chief of Police. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

... ' 

Any graffiti found on site must be removed within 24 hours of its discovery. 

Site preparation and construction activities shall be conducted in a manner which 
minimizes dust. 

Demolition. site preparation, and construction activities are limited to the hours 
between 7:30 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., except for the pouring of concrete, which may 
occur as needed. 

Any off-site improvements found damaged shall be replaced to the satisfaction of 
the Director of Public Works. 

All unused curb cuts must be replaced with full height curb, gutter, and sidewalk. 
Any proposed curb cuts shall be constructed to the specifications of the Director of 
Public Works. 

All required utility easements shall be provided for to the satisfaction of the 

concerned department or agency. COASTAL COMW•ISSION 
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• 41:: 28. The applicanVdeveloper shall provide the following right-of.way vacations, 
dedications. and off-site improvements to the satisfaction of the Director of Public 
Works: 

• 

• 

a. Dedicate 7ft. along Pacific Coast Highway: 

b. 

c. Restripe Pacific Coast Highway at the main driveway (driveway #2) to 
provide a minimum 100ft. northbound left-tum pocket. with a 90 ft. transition, 
in the painted center median; 

d. Widen Pacific Coast Highway at the main driveway (driveway #2) to provide 
~ separ~te southbound ~00 ft._ right-:-turn_ pocke~ wi~h ~ 60 ft .. Jrar1.$itlQn_an~---· _ ---­
restrict outbound traffic to right hand turns only; 

e. Provide a grading/drainage plan; 

f. Provide sidewalk with the approved paving material on Pacific Coast 
Highway, Studebaker Road, and Marina Drive; 

g. Provide street lights on the street frontage perimeter of the entire site as 
necessary; 

h. Provide for compliance to Area Traffic Improvement Measures listed in the· 
Mitigation Monitoring Program for improvements to the intersections of 
Pacific coast Highway at Westminster-2nd Street, N. Studebaker Road at 
Westminster Avenue, Pacific Coast Highway at Studebaker Road, and 
Pacific Coast Highway at Main Street-Bolsa Avenue; and 

I. Restripping and median modifications on Studebaker Road and Marina Drive 
shall be provided as access improvements. 

29. The applicant/developer shall provide a water flow plan and appropriate fire hydrants 
to the satisfaction of the Fire Department. 

30. The applicant/developer shall provide the following design elements/improvements 
to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning and Building; 

a. Design and construct a separate drain to the street for wash down water. in 
and around all trash enclosure. No wash down drainage water shall be 
allowed to flow over the sidewalks into the street. All trash enclosures shall 
have a stucco finish and painted to match the color of adjacent structures; 

. -.... .. 
· .... 
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b. Provide for compliance with the Transportation Demand Management 
Qrdjnance requirements including, but not limited to, provisions for a 
transportation infonnation area, preferential carpooVvanpool parking areas, 
and bicycle parking areas on·site; 

c. Sign area shall not exceed the size specified by the sign code (freestanding 
signs are currently oversize); 

d. Provide a fence along the north property line; 

e. Exposed roof drains shall be prohibited on the exterior facade of all buildings; 

f. 

g. 

Landscape the 2 ft. overhang area for all parking areas facing a landscape 
planter; 

···- ·-·----·-··-· -·- --

· Provide compliance with the landscape standards of the code relative to the 
number of trees and shrubs while selecting a species that is sensitive in 
maintaining the-view-corridors toward the marina· on-the west side of the­
development Trees may be clustered as required. The landscape plan shall . 
utilize grass berms and a strongJaalm tree theme on the perimeter of the site. 
All existing palms shall 15e us 1n the landscape plan. Shrubs shall be 
required against structures. Several tall palms shall be required in the 
walkway in front of the market building; 

• 

h. A formal landscaped entry with a landscaped median shall be provided at the 
main driveway. The parking south of the entry shall be eliminated to provide • 

· additional open space and landscaping. A lawn berm and an uplighted palm 
tree theme shall be emphasized. Care shalf be taken to not obstruct sight 
lines for traffic safety; 

1. Relocate and/or design the freestanding signs so they will not obstruct view 
corridors; 

j. .A eark like settins shall be created with the landscape plan. A minimum of 
28% open space shall be provided; 

k. Transformers shall not be allowed in the 20ft. required setback along the 
street frontage; and . 

I. Provide an additional roof line on the north elevation of the market to improve 
the design as viewed from Pacific Coast Highway. 

31. The applicant/developer/operator shall be required to provide information on the 
presence of methane gas. and if applicabl•. provide a method of removal and/or 
detection of the gas to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning and Building. 

· . . . ·-: ... 
'. 
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32. The applicant/developer/operator shall be required to provide compliance to the 
Mitigation Monitoring Prooram of EIR 25-97 to the satisfaction of the Director of 
Planning and Building . 

EXHIBIT # --·-· .s.. ..... . 
PAGE .. ~f:.! ... Of -~--



J 

• 
• 
• 
• • • 
I 
I 
I 

• • • 
I 
I 
I 

--

GLENN LUKOS ASSOCIATES 

Apri130, 1998 

Leslie MacNair 
California Department ofFish and Game 
Marine Resources Division 
330 Golden Shore, Suite SO 
Long Beach, California 90802 

.. . 

Regulatory Services 

@ ~ t ~~'A ITIIIii 

tffi MAY I 1998 

CAUFORN\A 
COASTAl coMM\SS\ON 

Sqbject: Wetland Determination for Marina Shores Property Located at 66SS Marina 
Drive, Long Beach, California 

Dear Ms. MacNair: 

Glenn Lukos Associates (GLA) has evaluated the above-mentioned site [Exhibits 1 and 2] to 
evaluate the potential presence of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) jurisdiction pursuant to 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. GLA has also 
evaluated the site to determine the site's jurisdictional status pursuant to the California Coastal 
Act. 

At the direction of Coastal Commission Staff, GLA is seeking concurrence fiom CDFG that the 
site does not support jurisdictional wetlands, as defined by the California Coastal Act. U: after 
reviewing this report, you would like to visit the site, such arrangements could be made to 
accommodate your busy schedule; however, we hope that this report provides sufficient 

. information for you in making your wetland determination, as requested by the Coastal 
Commission staff. Coastal Commission staff has requested that the comments be submitted by 
Thursday May 7' 1998. 

Project Locatioa 

The Marina Shores Site in Long Beach, Los Angeles County [Exhibit 1], compri~ appz:o~ly 
6 acres and contains no blue-line drainqes (as depicted on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 
topoaraphic map Los Alamitos, California [dated 1964 and photorevised in 1981 ]) [Exhibit 2]. Tbe 
site is completely surrounded by development and is bounded by Marina Drive, Studebaker Road, 
Pacific Coast Highway, and an existing resort Hotel. 

Site History 

The site supported wetlands until early in 1928 when the site and sWTOunding lands~ covered 
by approximately six feet of fill, convertina wetlands to upland. This activity was conducted prior 

., 

• 

• 
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Leslie MacNair 
California Depatment ofFish and Game 
'April 30, 1998 
Page2 · 

to passage of the California Coastal Act (or the Clean Water Act), and as such was an 1l!ftgulated, 
legal activity • 

Chevron Oil constructed a facility for refining .natural gas on the site which operated from 1928 to 
the mid 1970's at which point the activity was discontinued. Operation of the natural gas refinery 
resulted in the discharge of various soil contaminants, mostly hydrocarbons, into the son (which 
was actually fill from the previous legal conversion of wetland to upland) on the site. It was 
subsequently detennined that remediation of the soil was necessary. Remediation was conducted 
by Levine-Fricke in 1993 which included removing son over approximately two-thirds of the site to 
a depth of about 12 feet (the depth of the water table), cleaning the soil, replacing the soil; and 
finally mixing and compacting the soil. Finally, the site was recontoured, and at the request of the 
City of Long Beach and Caltrans, the site was graded to its current topography which is 
depressional [Exhibit 3, Photographs A and B). The depressional topography was created as a 
temporary measure, intended to prevent sediments and excessive runoff from exiting the site ontq 
the abutting public streets. Upon fmal buildout of the site, the exposed soils would be covered and 
adjacent stormdrains would be improved to handle runoff' from the site . 

Current Conditions on the Site 

. Currently, the site supports a predominance of ruderal species typically associated with human 
disturbance [Exhibit 3, Photographs A and B]. The majority of the site is dominated by non· 
native herbaceous species that include slender-leaved iceplant (Mesembryanthemum nodiflonan), 
sickle grass (Parapholis incurva), five-hook bassia (Bassia hyssopifolia), bur clover (Medicago 
polymorpha}, and rabbitsfoot grass (Polypogon monspeliensis). In addition to the pn:domiaance 
of non-native ruderal species, the site supports scattered native hydropbytes in very limited 
numbers including saltgrass (Distich/is spicata), alkali heath (Frankenia salilltl), heliotrope 
(Heliotropum curassivicum), pickleweed (Sallcornia virginicQ), and alkali bulrush (Sclrpus 
maritimus). In addition, the comer of the site adjacent to the comer of Studebaker Road and 
Pacific Coast Highway supports a population of southern tarplant (Hemizonia parry# var. 
australis).1 

Wetland Determination 

Because of the temporary depressional topography on the site (m=ated intentionally following 
remediation), portions of the site pond water for a few weeks to a few months, depending on the 
rainfall regime, thereby providing sufficient water to support the limited amount of native and 

1 The southern tarplant was identiraect durin& biolo&ical surveys conduc:ted for the environmental impact report ·' 
(EIR). ~ntly prepared (and eenificd) for tbe projC4:t.and will be subject to mitiaation as conditioned in lbe EIR. 
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non-native wetland veaetation. However, because the area that exhibits seasonal poncfiDa is 
clearly artificial and temporary, created as a final remediation measure {and necessary only until 
the stormdrains are improved) GLA has determined that the site does not support jurisdictional 
wetlands as defined by the Califomia Coastal Act due to the artificial and temporary nature of the 
hydroloay on the site. 

On April 28, 1998 a meetinJ was held at the Coastal Commission Offices in Lons Beach. At 
that m~ Coutal .Comp~ission staff Pam Emerson and Chuck Posner indicated. that tbe 
Coastal Commission· Would look tO CDFG to provide a wetland determination for the site. It is 
our desire, as well as the desire of Coastal Commission Staft to obtain such a detennination a· 
soon as possible as it appears that the project will be considered for approval by the Commission 
in June. They directed us to coordinate clirectly with you and to provide the backgroua.d 
information contained in this letter. If you believe that the information contained in this letter is 
sufficient to allow you to make such a determination please FAX the zesponse to Pam Emerson 
and Chuck Posner directly at {562) 590-5084. 

If you have any questions please of if there is anything that I can do to help to expedite your 
response regarding these matters please contact me at (949) 837.()4()4. 

Sincerely, 

GLENN LUKOS ASSOCIATES 

Tony Bomkamp 
Regulatory Specialist 

cc: Pam Emerson 
Chuck Posner 
Joel Miller 
Dan Selleck 

. . 
• 

• 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Marina Shores Project at Long Beach, Los Angeles County [Exhibit 1 ], comprises 
approximately six acres and contains no blue-line drainages (as depicted on the U.S. Geological 
Survey (USGS) topographic map Los Alamitos, California [dated 1964 and photorevised in 1981]) 
[Exhibit 2]. The site is bounded by Pacific Coast Highway, Studebaker Road, Marina Drive, and 
an existing hotel. 

The site supported wetlands until early in 1928 when the site and surrounding lands were covered 
by approximately six feet of fill, converting wetlands to upland. This activity was conducted prior 
to passage of the California Coastal Act and the federal Clean Water Act and as such was an 
unregulated (and therefore legal) activity. 

Chevron Oil constructed a facility for refining natural gas on the site which operated from 1928 to 
the mid 1970's at which point the facility was removed. Operation of the natural gas refinery 
resulted in the discharge of various soil contaminants, mostly hydrocarbons, into the soil (which 
was actually fill from the previous legal conversion of wetland to upland) on the site. It was 
Subsequently determined that remediation of the soil was necessary. Remediation was conpucted 
by Levine-Fricke in 1993 which included removing soil over approximately two-thirds of the site to 
a depth of about 12 feet (the depth of the water table), cleaning the soil, replacing the soil, and 
mixing and compacting the soil. Finally, the site was recontoured, and at the request of Caltrans the 
site was graded to its current topography. 

II. POTENTIAL WETLANDS 

Although the site supports a predominance of species typically associated with disturbed or 
ruderal habitats, a limited number of species, associated with coastal wetlands were identified on 
the site including saltgrass (Distich/is spicata), alkali bulrush (Scirpus marilimus), alkali heath 
(Frankenia salina), pickleweed (Salicornia virginica), and saltmarsh heliotrope (Heliotropum 
curassicicum ). In addition to the limited native wetland species, non-native opportunistic species 
often associated with disturbed wetlands were noted including rabbitsfoot grass (Polypogon 
monspeliensis) and five-hook bassia (Bassia hyssopifolia). For most of the site, the wetland 
species do not account for a predominance of the vegetation; rather, upland species such as 
small-flowered iceplant (Mesembryanthe_mem nodiflorum) predominate. 

The presence of wetland vegetation on the Marina Shores site was noted in the Environmental 
Impact Report prepared for the project. Because of the presence of wetland vegetation on the site 
along with limited ponding, due to the current grade of the site, the California Coastal 
Commission (CCC) requested that California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) visit the 
site to determine, if present, the extent of wetlands subjecno the jurisdiction of the CCC. 
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CDFG Determination 

In June of 1998 CDFG conducted a site visit and detennined that the site supported 
approximately 0.02 acre of "potential wetlands" which, because of the small size, low biological 
productivity, location, and recent history, CDFG. was reticent to issue a determination that a 
wetland exists on the site. The area in question is located immediately adjacent to Pacific Coast 
Highway (PCH), along the boundary of the site [see Exhibit 3] where splash from PCH provides 
sufficient water to support a narrow strip of wetland vegetation consisting primarily of saltgrass 
(Distich/is spicata), rabbitsfoot grass (Polypogon monspeliensis) along with a few scattered 
individuals of alkali bulrush (Scirpus maritimus) and slender aster (A.ster subulatus ligulatus). 

B. GLA Determination 
. 

On September 1, 1998, a regulatory specialist from GLA visited the site to determine impacts to 
the potential wetlands that would result from dedication of a 13-foot-wide easement to the City 
of Long Beach for construction of a sidewalk and bikepath. GLA identified approximately 0.03 
acre of saltgrass area, on the site, of which 0.02 acre would be affected by construction of the 
sidewalk and bikepath with an additional 0.01 acre to be preserved on-site within a project 
landscape area [Exhibits 3 and 4 depict the boundary of the saltgrass in relation to the 13-foot­
wide easement].1 

III. IMPACTS 

As noted above, dedication of a 13-foot-wide easement to the City of Long Beach for 
construction of a sidewalk and bikepath, would result in removal of approximately 0.02 acre of 
potential wetland, dominated by saltgrass, rabbitsfoot grass, alkali bulrush, and slender aster. As 
noted by CDFG, the potential wetland is very small, isolated by development on all sides, and is 
supported by artificial hydrology due to splash and runoff from PCH. Because it is surrounded 
by development and removed from the possibility of restored hydrology (tidal influence or 
groundwater), the site is not capable of supporting wetlands that exhibit even marginal wetland 
functions. 

IV. PROPOSED MITIGATION 

In order to compensate for impacts to approximately 0.02-acre of potential wetlands, dominated 
by saltgrass, rabbitsfoot grass, alkali bulrush, and slender aster, the applicant bas proposed two 
alternative programs: One program proposes payment of an In-lieu fee to the Pacific Estuarine 

1 The increase in potential area &om 0.02 acre, as detennined by CDFG, to 0.03 acre, as identified by GLA is likely 
due to growth of the vegetation. Saltgrass produces rhizomes that continue spreading, particularly during the peak 
of the growing season, which occurs in July and August. 
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Research Laboratory for saltmarsh restoration monitoring and other would consist of on-site 
mitigation covering 0.04 acre (2:1 mitigation ratio).2 

_ 

A. In-Lieu Fee to Pacific Estuarine Research Laboratory 

The applicant has contacted the Pacific Estuarine Research Laboratory (PERL) and has offered to 
donate $8,000 for ongoing saltmarsh restoration monitoring. Appendix A is a letter from PERL 
that sets forth the need for such funds. Because of the minimal size,isolated character, and low 
quality of potential wetland habitat on the Marina Shores site it seems apparant that mitigation 
for the project, at an off-site location, would be appropriate and from a strictly biological 
viewpoint it would be preferred. If it is determined that on-site mitigation is preferred by the 
Coastal Commission, an on-site mitigation program, as detailed below, would be implemented. 

B. On-Site Miti&ation Proeram 

If determined appropriate by the Coastal Commission, on-site mitigation will be performed 
adjacent to the area where saltgrass will be preserved in a landscape area [Exhibit 4]. The 
mitigation site will consist of native plantings comprised ofhydrophytes found on the site as well 
as those typically found in the vicinity of the site. The mitigation plantings will be comprised of 
alkali meadow vegetation with and overstory of wetland shrubs. Table 1 provides a summary of 
the plants to be included in the mitigation plantings. 

Species 
Salt Grass 
(Distich/is spicata) 
Alkali Heath 
(Frankenia salina) 
Saltmarsh Heliotrope 

TABLE I 
PLANTPALETTEFOR~ASHORES 

"POTENTIAL" WETLAND MITIGATION 
Alkali Meadow 
liners 3-feet on center 

liners 3-feet on center 

liners 3-feet on center 
(Heliotropum curassivicum) 

Riparian Scrub 
Emory's Baccharis 1 gallon 1 5-feet on center 
(Baccharis emoryl) 
Sandbar Willow 1-gallon IS-feet on center 
(Salix exigua) 
Coast Golden Bush 1-gallon 1 5-feet on center 
(lsocoma menziesil) 

2,000 plants 

2,000 plants 

2,000 plants 

90 plants 

90 plants 

90 plants 

2
1t is common for the CCC to require mitigation ratios of3:1 and 4:1 for impacts to high quality wetland habitats; 

however, because of the small size, isolated character, low species diversity, and artificial hydrology the applicant is 
proposing 2: I mitigation. 
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A. Schedule 

Creation of the mitigation site will be conducted concurrently with installation of landscaping to be 
performed on other portions of the site. Installation of 0.04 acre alkali meadow and riparian scrub 
will be implemented during the same period that other landscaping for the project is installed . 

B. Site Prepantion 

Preparation of Planting Anal 
Site preparation shall consist of controlling exotic plants, removing trash and debris, preparing 
planting boles, and doing any other work necessary to make the area ready for planting 

Soil Testing 
Prior to planting, soil analysis shall be conducted to determine the fertility and suitability of the 
surface soils. The sample shall be a composite of at least six samples from the top six to eight 
inches of soil. Each sample will be tested for organic matter content; N, P, and K; pH, EC, soil 
texture (i.e., silt, clay, sand); with recommendations from the soil lab for amendments, leaching, 
and maintenance fertilization. 

Soil Amendments 
The addition of soil amendments will be based on the results of the soil analysis and on the 
recommendation of the restoration specialist. 

C. Plan tina Plan 

Two habitat types will be incorporated into the plantings on the site:: alkali meadow and riparian 
scrub. The mitigation site will be planted with container stock similar wetland habitats within the 

-immediate area. 

Plant Palette 
The proposed revegetation planting palette for the habitat types are designated above. These plant 
palettes define plant species, spacing, percent composition, and total quantity of plants required 
[Table 1 above] . 

Sources 
It is preferred that the source of all propagules and seed used at the site be from the vicinity of the 
site. Where feasible, collection of all propagules and seed shall take place as many as 9-12 months 
before the expected plant installation date. If it is not possible to collect all plant species on-site, 
the remainder of propagules and seed required will be from wild sources from within Los Angeles 
County or nearby portions of Orange County. Where local collection is not possible, the nursery or 
seed collection contractor will coordinate with the habitat restoration specialist to consider alternate 
plans. . 

• /!!• 

• 

• 
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Container Plants 
One-gallon container stock shall be utilized for all trees and shrubs. All plant materials will be 
inspected by the restoration specialist and approved as health, disease free, and of proper size prior 
to planting. Overgrown, root-bound container stock will be rejected. 

Contract Growing 
The contract growing of all container stock shall be by an experienced native plant nursery located 
in the same climate zone as the mitigation site. An additional 10 percent of the total number of 
container plants shall be grown as replacement stock. Substitution of plant material at the time of 
planting depends solely upon the discretion of the restoration specialist 

Flagging of Plant Locations 
Container stock will be laid out in. a natural configuration within planting areas, randomly 
spaced, in naturally clumped patterns. Prior to plant installation, individual planting locations in 
the field will be flagged with 21·inch flag stakes by the restoration specialist. The flags will be 
color coded as to species. A list of species with their appropriate color code will be provided to 
the installation contractor by the restoration specialist prior to plant installation . 

Replacement Planting 
All plants tenninally diseased or dead, as detennined by the restoration specialist will be 
replaced by the installation contractor within two weeks for 120 days after installation, and' 
thereafter will be replaced by the maintenance contractor on an annual basis, as determined by 
the restoration specialist. Unless substitutions are approved by the restoration specialist, the 
replacement plants will be of the same species, spacing and size as specified for plants ·being 
replaced. Any replacement tree or shrub stock which cannot be grown from cuttings shall be 
obtained from a native plant nursery. 

Pruning 
There will be no pruning of plant materials unless specified by the restoration specialist. 

Staking 
There will be no staking of trees unless specified by the restoration specialist. 

Planting Methods for Container Stock 
All container plants will be planted in a hole at least twice the diameter of the container and 
twice the depth. Container stock will be thoroughly watered the day before planting. The 
container will be upended into the palm of the hand to avoid damage to the root structure and 
placed in the planting hole. The top of the root ball will be set one inch above finish grade. The 
planting hole will be backfilled with native soil . 

D. lrriaation Plan 

The existing strip of salt grass is currently less than 1 5-foot-wide and hydrologically is supported 
by splash and runoff from PCH. The hydrology that supports the wetland vegetation is largely 
artificial with the exception of direct precipitation. Upon buildout of the site, it will be necessary 

s B 
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to provide irrigation in order to maintain the species on the site. Irrigation will be adjusted, as 
detennined by the project biologist based upon monitoring information. The landscape contractor 
shall be responsible for the design of the irrigation system pursuant to the guidelines within the 
Specifications . 

E. Buffer Zou 

The area of potential wetland, identified on the site currently begins immediately adjacent to the 
curb for PCH extending onto the property for about 1 S feet [Exhibit 3]. In order to minimize 
potential indirect impacts to the 0.04-acre wetland creation area, a buffer zone will be maintained 
around the wetland area to the maximum extent possible [Exhibit 4]. The east side of the wetland 
will be separated from PCH by 13 feet of sidewalk and bikepath. The south side will be buffered 
by approximately 100 feet of landscaped area. The western boundary of the wetland will be 
separated from developed areas by approximately 18 feet landscaped area and an additional200 
feet of parking lot The northern boundary of the wetland will be separated from development by 
approximately40 feet oflandscaping . 

V. MAINTENANCE DURING MONITORING PERIOD 

A. Maintenance Activities 

Two methods will be employed to monitor this habitat creation and enhancement project: 
maintenance monitoring and technical monitoring. Maintenance monitoring is essential in order to 
rectify problems before they jeopardize the project's success. Technical monitoring is used to 
evaluate the success of the mitigation effort and to generate data for future mitigation programs. 

The purpose of this program is to ensure the success of the mitigation planting. Maintenance will 
occur over the three-year life of the project. The habitat restoration specialist will monitor all 
aspects of the habitat creation in an effort to detect any problems at an early state. Potential 
problems could arise from irrigation failure, erosion, vandalism, competition from weeds, and 
unacceptable levels of disease and predation. 

Damage to plants, irrigation systems, and other facilities occurring as a result of unusual weather or 
vandalism will be repaired as directed by. the restoration specialist. 

These maintenance guidelines are specifically tailored for native plant establishment. The 
restoration specialist will meet with key members of the landscape maintenance crew in order to 
identify proper maintenance procedures. The maintenance personnel will be fully informed 
regarding the habitat creation/enhancement program so they understand the goals of the effort 
and the maintenance requirements. All maintenance personnel will be supervised by a 
professional with experience and knowledge in native plant habitat creation/enhancement 
maintenance. 
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General Maintenance 
The following tasks will be performed by the contractor as general maintenance duties: 

• Plant Inspection 
• Irrigation 
• Irrigation System Inspection 
• Trash and Debris Removal 
• Weed Control 
• Other Pest Control 
• Plant Replacement 
• Fertilization 
• Pruning 
• Staking 

Plant Inspection 
The restoration specialist shall be on-site daily during plant installation. After initial planting, 
the landscape contractor or the restoration specialist will check the revegetation areas weekly for 
the first month, every other week for the next two months, and monthly through the 12th month. 
Thereafter, the plants shall be inspected on a quarterly basis . 

Irrigation 
The landscape contractor shall be responsible for applying sufficient water to establish and 
maintain all plantings that are under irrigation in the revegetation areas. 

Irrigation System Inspection 
The landscape contractor will be responsible for the regular maintenance and repair of all aspects 
of the irrigation system. Poorly functioning or non-functioning parts shall be replaced 
immediately so as to not endanger the plantings . 

General system checks shall be conducted a minimum of weekly for the first month after 
installation to assure system is functioning correctly and seed coverage is adequate. Thereafter, 
the system shall be checked monthly, except during periods when the irrigation system is not in 
operation as recommended by the restoration specialist. 

Trash and Debris Removal 
The revegetation areas will be kept free of trash and debris during the monitoring period. Care 
will be taken so that trash removal activities minimize or avoid impacts to plantings in the 
revegetation areas. Inorganic debris that is generated on the site will be removed during routine 
maintenance visits. Weed debris shall be removed from the project area and disposed of as 
permitted by law. 

Weed Control 
Weed eradication will be conducted as necessary to minimize competition that could prevent the 
establishment of native species. The crucial period for weed controlclb~i}{r_t elfM~S{ON 

7 
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project establishment As weeds become evident, they should be removed by hand or controlled 
with an appropriate herbicide as determined by a license Pest Control Advisor. Weed control • 
shall occur weekly during the first six months following installation and at a lesser rate thereafter 
as detennined by the extent of the weed problem . The restoration specialist will detennine the 
need for weeding and will contact the landscape contractor for any required work. Maintenance 
personnel will be trained to distinguish weed species from native vegetation. 

Plant Replacement 
Any replanting necessary to improve sparsely covered areas or replanting to replace dead or 
dying container stock will be conducted following the same procedures descn"'bed in the original 
contractor specifications. The project monitor must be consulted to detennine the proper 
container stock, site preparation, and timing. Any replacement plant which cannot be grown from 
cuttings shall be obtained ftom a native plant nursery. Prior to planting the contractor shall 
provide to the habitat restoration specialist a list of all materials which must be obtained from 
other than on-site sources. Any replacement planting which is required shall be done following 
the first wetting rains during the period from October 1 and March 1. 

Fertilization 
If nutrient deficiencies are observed during maintenance and monitoring, applications of slow­
release pellet fertilizer may be specified by the restoration specialist to speed initial growth or as 
a remedial measure. These applications shall occur at the onset of the rainy season following the 
manufacturer's recommendations. Fertilizer will not be applied other than under the direction of 
the restoration specialist 

Staking 
Staking of trees is to be avoided unless determined necessary by the restoration specialist. All 
stakes shall be removed before the completion of the three-year monitoring period, or earlier as 
detennined by the restoration specialist. All stakes shall be removed from the revegetation areas 
by the contractor and disposed oflegally. 

VI. MONITORINGPLAN 

A. Performapee Criteria 

All shrub and tree plantings shall have a minimum of 80 percent survival, by species, at the end of 
the first year and 100 percent survival, by species for years two and three, and shall attain 75 
percent cover after three years. If the survival and cover requirements have not been met, the 
contractor is responsible for replacement planting to achieve these requirements. Replacement 
plants shall be monitored with the same survival and growth requirements for three years after 
planting. · 
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B. Monitorin&Methods 

Monitoring will assess the attainment of annual and final success criteria and identify the need to 
implement contingency measures in ·the event of failure. Botanical monitoring methods include 
field sampling techniques which are based upon the California Native Plant Society field 
sampling protocol.3 Please refer to A Manual of California Vegetation for further details on this 
sampling method. 

Botanical Monitoring 
Botanical monitoring will be conducted concurrently with horticultural monitoring. Monitoring 
shall be conducted between June 1 and September 1 of each year. Botanical monitoring will be 
performed by a qualified habitat restoration specialist or horticulturist with appropriate 
credentials and experience in native habitat restoration. Continuity within the personnel and 
methodology of monitoring shall be maintained insofar as possible to ensure comparable 
assessments. 

Sampling Techniques 
The sampling method is based on a 1 5-meter long point-transect centered in a 1 S~meter by tw~ 
meter plot. At each 0.5-meter interval along the transect (beginning at the 0 mark and ending at 
IS-meter), a point is projected vertically into the vegetation. Each species intercepted by a point 
is recorded. providing a tally of hits for each species in the herbaceous, shrub, and tree canopies. 
Percent cover for each species, according to vegetation layer (herb, shrub, and tree) can be 
calculated from these data. A list of all additional species within the plot is made subsequently. 

Photo-Documentation 
Permanent stations for photo-documentation will be established in each habitat type. Photos 
shall be taken each monitoring period from the same vantage point and in the same direction 
each year, and shall reflect material discussed in the monitoring report. When percent cover 
estimates are made ofherbaceous vegetation, photographs should be taken of sampling quadrats. 

Final Success Criteria Resolution 
If the project meets all success criteria at the end of the three~year monitoring period, the 
mitigation will be considered a success. Should the CCC determine, at the end of this three year 
period, that survival rates, percent cover, growth, areal coverage of riparian habitat, etc. were not 
achieved within the mitigation areas the .landowner will devise a restoration plan, for review and 
approval by the CCC, which will assure the mitigation requirements of this agreement will be 
met. 

, COASTAL COMMISSION 
Sa"ycr, John 0. And Todd Keeler-Wolf. 1995. A MalfiiQ/ of California Vegetation. California Native Plant Society. 
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c. Annual Reuons 

At the end of each of the three monitoring period growing seasons, an annual report will be 
prepared for submittal to the CCC. These reports will assess both attainment of yearly tarset 
criteria and progress toward final success criteria. These reports will include the following: 

a list of names, titles, and companies of all persons who prepared the content of the 
annual report and participated in monitoring activities for that year 

a copy of the CCC pennit and any attaclunents including Special Conditions and 
subsequent Letters of Modification 

an analysis of all qualitative monitoring data 

copies of all monitoring photographs 

maps identifying monitoring areas, transects, plan!iJlg zones, etc. as appropriate. 

D. Notification of Comgktion 

When the initial monitoring period is complete, and if the landowner believes final success criteria 
have been met, the landowner will notify the CCC when submitting the annual report that 
documents this completion. 
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TABLE:VI-8 

1997 EXISTING PEAK HOUR LEVELS OF.SERVICE 
PCH @Studebaker Market Center, Long Beach 

Pacific Coast Highway@ AM 80 Traffic 0.945 
Westminster Aw-2nd St. PM 1.0%1 
N. StndebakerRoad@ AM 40 Traffic 1.06l 
Westminster Awaue PM 0.720 
Pacific Coast Highway@ AM S0 Traffic 0.721 
Studebaker Road PM 0.901 
E. Marina Drive@· - - ' ·· --AM All-Way Stop · ----o.406 - - · 

Stndebaker Road PM Control 0.498 
Pacific Coast Highway@ AM 80 Traffic 0.892 
Main Street/Bolsa Awnue PM 0.83S 

Bold ICUILOS v-.aJues indicate adverse service levels based on Cily LOS standards. 

TABLE VI-7 

E 
f 
F 
c 
c 
D 
A 
A 
D 
D 

LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECOONS 
PCH @Studebaker Market Center. Long Beach 

:.,_,-~LeYel of .:'::~: ···:: Intenectioa Capacity :: 
.. ····. : -·· 

·Service ·rt.os) · :~utnidtior:i-v&iue·(VJC)-~" ·Lev~l ~f se~~~ Descrlptioa :~~-
A 0.00-0.60 Free Flow 

B o.6t -a.1o Rural Design 

c 0.71 -0.80 Urban Design 

D 0.81 -0.90 Maximum Urban Design 

E 0.91 - 1.00 Capacity 

F -~ 1.01 Forced Flow 

,.,_ .. .. 
l 
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TABLE: VI-11 

2000 PEAK HOUR INTERSECI10N CAPACDY ANALYSIS 
ICUILOS SUMMARY 

PCB® Studebaker Market Cater, Lo•c Beacb 
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