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APPELLANTS: Coastal Commissioners Sara Wan & Larry Clark; Rena Akers; Heather 
Altman; Tim Anderson, Janice Dahl & Mary Parsell; Ann Cantrell; Melinda Cotton; Doug 
Drummond & Thomas Marchese; Charles W. Legeman; Mary Beth Mashburn; Jeff Miller; 
Dean Richardson; and Mary Suttie & Dave Robertson. 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Appeal of City of Long Beach approval of Local Coastal 
Development Permit Application No. 0308-11, approved with conditions for a 140,000 
square foot home improvement and garden center, a 6,000 square foot restaurant, and 
two retail/commercial buildings totaling 12,000 square feet, with 752 parking spaces; and 
a subdivision (Parcel Map No. 067384) of the project site (a tank farm) in order to create 
a separate lot for above ground fuel storage tanks. 

 
Project Area  16.46 acres 
Building Coverage  155,156 square feet 
Pavement Coverage 374,000 square feet (approx.) 
Landscape Coverage 154,698 square feet (approx.) 
Parking Spaces  752 
Zoning   Planned Dev. District PD-1 (SEADIP) 
Plan Designation  Planned Development - Industry 
Ht above final grade 35 feet 

 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that the appeals raise a substantial issue for 
the following reasons: 1) the certified City of Long Beach Local Coastal Program (LCP) designates the 
project site for an industrial use, while the City approval allows a commercial land use; 2) approval of a 
land use that is not consistent with the certified LCP could result in unanticipated and cumulative 
impacts to the adjacent area and may prejudice future decisions for the area as the LCP is being 
updated; 3) the proposed development does not meet the LCP open space requirements (30% of the 
project area); 4) the proposed development could adversely affect wildlife, wetlands and the adjacent 
tidal waters; and, 5) the traffic generated by the proposed commercial development may adversely 
impact coastal access.  If the Commission adopts the staff recommendation, a de novo hearing will 
scheduled for a future Commission meeting.  The motion to find Substantial Issue is on Page Five. 
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SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 

 
1. City of Long Beach Certified Local Coastal Program (LCP), 7/22/80. 
2. City of Long Beach Planned Development Ordinance PD-1 (SEADIP). 
3. City of Long Beach Local Coastal Development Permit No. 0308-11. 
4. Environmental Impact Report for Long Beach Home Depot (SCH No. 2004031093). 

 
I. APPELLANTS’ CONTENTIONS
 
Several persons and two Coastal Commissioners (Sara Wan and Larry Clark) have appealed 
the City’s approval of Local Coastal Development Permit No. 0308-11 (Exhibits #6-16).  The 
issues raised by the appeals include the questions of whether the City-approved commercial 
land use is appropriate for a site designated for industrial use by the certified City of Long 
Beach LCP, whether the City-approved variance to the LCP open space requirements is 
allowable given the standards for variances in the LCP, whether the impacts to wildlife habitat 
and the adjacent tidal waters and wetlands (i.e., water quality, increased traffic and lighting 
impacts) have been adequately identified and mitigated, and whether the traffic generated by 
the City-approved development will adversely impact coastal access (via increased traffic and 
congestion and elimination of existing bicycle routes). 
 
The Commissioner’s appeal states: 
 

The certified City of Long Beach LCP designates the project site for an Industrial Land 
Use (PD-1, SEADIP Subarea 19, Use: Industrial).  The City-approved development is 
a commercial land use.  Therefore, the local coastal development permit authorizes a 
land use that is not consistent with the certified LCP.  The approval of a land use that 
is not consistent with the certified plan for the area may result in unanticipated and 
cumulative impacts to the adjacent area (e.g. other tank farms, the traffic system, the 
Los Cerritos Wetlands and open spaces, etc.).  The certified specific plan for the 
project area (SEADIP - Southeast Area Development and Improvement Plan) was 
developed in the 1970s and needs to be updated in order to address current concerns, 
issues and land use regulations.  The City and the SEADIP local community advisory 
group are having meetings regarding the update of the SEADIP plan.  The City’s 
approval of a land use that is not consistent with the certified LCP may prejudice future 
LCP decisions for the SEADIP area. 
 
The Open Space and Recreation Element of the City’s General Plan, adopted by 
reference as part of the certified LCP, states (Goals: Open Space – Special Purposes):  
“Goal a) To preserve open space needed for utilities, communications and 
transportation facilities, sites and corridors.”  The City’s action does not preserve the 
site (subsequent to the necessary toxic soils remediation project) for such uses. 
 
The certified City of Long Beach LCP requires a minimum of thirty-percent (30%) of the 
project area be preserved as usable open space (PD-1, SEADIP).  Building footprint, 
streets, parking areas and sidewalks adjacent to streets shall not be considered usable 
open space.  The City-approved development would maintain only 22 percent of the 
project site as usable open space.  Therefore, the local coastal development permit 
authorizes a development that is not consistent with the certified LCP.  The open 
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space provided on the site is necessary to maximize the width of a buffer to separate 
the areas of intense human activity from the nearby sensitive habitat areas. 
 
The City-approved development would impact the adjacent tidal waters and wetlands 
(i.e., toxic soils remediation, runoff water quality, increased traffic and lighting impacts).  
The Commission should review the project in order to ensure that the impacts to 
sensitive habitat areas will be adequately mitigated. 
 
The traffic generated by the City-approved development may adversely impact coastal 
access (via increased traffic and congestion and elimination of existing bicycle routes).  
The Commission should review the project in order to ensure that the cumulative 
impacts will be adequately mitigated. 

 
Please refer to Exhibits 6 through 16 for the grounds for the other appellants’ appeals.  In 
addition to the above-listed issues, the appeal submitted by Heather Altman challenges the 
adequacy of the biological surveys conducted on the project site, and asserts that the City 
erred in its determination that no wetland indicators (water, hydrophytes or hydric soils) exist 
on the site since a jurisdictional wetland delineation was not required or conducted (Exhibit #7: 
Heather Altman).  The City-issued variance for the width of the proposed curb cuts on 
Studebaker Road, and an alleged forty-foot high building (in excess of the 35-foot height limit), 
are also listed as grounds for several of the appeals. 
 
II. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION 
 
On October 3, 2006, the Long Beach City Council held a public hearing and approved with 
conditions the following: 
 

1. City of Long Beach Local Coastal Development Permit No. 0308-11 (Exhibit #5) 
2. Tentative Parcel Map No. 067384 
3. Site Plan Review 
4. Conditional Use Permit (to allow commercial use on a site designated for Industry) 
5. Standards Variance (to provide less than thirty-percent open space) 
6. Standards Variance (for three driveways that exceed the maximum 24-foot width) 

 
The City Council also certified the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed project 
(SCH# 2004031093) and adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations.  The City 
Council’s meeting followed a City Planning Commission meeting held on August 17, 2006.  
Several persons, including the applicant, had filed 35 appeals of the Planning Commission’s 
August 17, 2006 approval (with conditions) of the proposed development. 
 
On October 19, 2006, the Commission’s South Coast District office in Long Beach received 
from the City a valid Notice of Final Local Action for Local Coastal Development Permit No. 
0308-11.  The Commission's ten working-day appeal period was established on October 20, 
2006.  November 2, 2006 was the last day of the appeal period. 
 
III. APPEAL PROCEDURES
 
After Coastal Commission certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), the Coastal Act 
provides for limited appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government actions on 
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coastal development permits.  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 mean high 
tide line or inland extent of any beach or top of the seaward face of a coastal bluff [Coastal Act 
Section 30603(a)].  In addition, an action taken by a local government on a coastal 
development permit application may be appealed to the Commission if the development 
constitutes a “major public works project” or a “major energy facility” [Coastal Act Section 
30603(a)(5)]. 
 
The City of Long Beach Local Coastal Program (LCP) was certified on July 22, 1980.  Section 
30603(a) of the Coastal Act identifies the proposed project site as being in an appealable area 
by virtue of its location.  The 16.46-acre project site is situated between the Los Cerritos 
Wetlands and the San Gabriel River tidal estuary (Exhibit #3).  Rock-lined tidal channels, 
where Commission staff has observed the water levels change with the tidal cycle, and which 
therefore constitute the “sea” for purposes of the Coastal Act (Section 30115), bracket the 
northern and southern sides of the site.  The project site is located within three hundred feet of 
the mean high tide lines in these channels, both of which connect directly to the Los Cerritos 
Channel and Alamitos Bay (Exhibit #2), and is thus appealable pursuant to Section 
30603(a)(1). 
 
In addition, the project site is located within one hundred feet of the tidal channels (each is an 
estuary as defined by the Coastal Act).  Section 13577(c) of Title 14 CCR, which specifically 
defines terms for purposes of determining the Commission’s appeals jurisdiction, defines 
estuaries as coastal water bodies, “usually semi-enclosed by land, having open, partially 
obstructed, or intermittent exchange with the open ocean.”  These tidal channels are open to 
the ocean, and Commission staff has confirmed that they have intermittent exchange with the 
ocean, rendering them estuaries for purposes of Section 30603.  The San Gabriel River itself 
is also an estuary for the same reasons.  There may also be wetlands within one hundred feet 
of the project site, but a wetlands delineation of all nearby wetlands does not exist. 
 
The site is also between the sea (most prominently the San Gabriel River estuary, but, as 
indicated above, all of the water bodies discussed above constitute the sea for purposes of 
Section 30603) and the first public road paralleling the sea (Studebaker Road). 
 
Section 30603 of the Coastal Act states: 
 
 (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: 

 
  (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 the greater distance. 

 
  (2) Developments approved by the local government not included within 

paragraph (1) 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. 
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The grounds for appeal of an approved local coastal development permit in the appealable 
area are stated in Section 30603(b)(1), which states: 
 
 (b)(1) 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" raised by the appeal of the local approval of the proposed project.  
Sections 30621 and 30625(b)(2) of the Coastal Act require a de novo hearing of the appealed 
project unless the Commission determines that no substantial issue exists with respect to the 
grounds for appeal. 
 
Commission staff recommends a finding of substantial issue.  If there is no motion from the 
Commission to find no substantial issue, the substantial issue question will be considered 
moot, and the Commission will hold a de novo public hearing on the merits of the application.  
A de novo public hearing on the merits of the application uses the certified LCP as the 
standard of review.  In addition, for projects located between the first public road and the sea, 
findings must be made that an approved application is consistent with the public access and 
recreation policies of the Coastal Act.  Sections 13110-13120 of Title 14 of the California Code 
of Regulations further explain the appeal hearing process. 
 
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 the 
substantial issue portion 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 the 
grounds for the appeal raise no substantial issue.  The Commission’s finding of substantial 
issue voids the entire local coastal development permit action that is the subject of the appeal. 
 
 
IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE
 
The staff recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue exists with 
respect to the grounds for the appeal regarding conformity of the project with the City of Long 
Beach Local Coastal Program and with the public access policies of the Coastal Act, pursuant 
to Public Resources Code Sections 30625(b)(2) and 30603(b). 
 
Staff recommends a NO vote on the following motion: 
 
 MOTION: “I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-LOB-06-400 

raises No Substantial Issue with respect to the grounds on which the 
appeal has been filed.” 
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Failure of this motion will result in a de novo hearing on the application and adoption of the 
following resolution and findings.  A majority of the Commissioners present is required to pass 
the motion. 
 

Resolution to Find Substantial Issue for Appeal A-5-LOB-06-400
 

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-LOB-06-400 presents a 
substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeals have been filed 
under Section 30603 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with the Certified 
Local Coastal Plan and/or the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 

 
V. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS FOR SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 
 
The Commission hereby finds and declares: 
 
A. Project Description 
 
The 16.46-acre project site is currently part of an electric generating facility (c.1951) situated 
between the Los Cerritos Wetlands and the San Gabriel River, immediately east of the 
intersection of Studebaker Road and Loynes Drive in southeast Long Beach (Exhibit #2).  
Rock-lined tidal channels bracket the northern and southern sides of the site, which is 
currently occupied by four large fuel-oil tanks, several smaller tanks, pipelines, sheds and a 
former hazardous material storage area (Exhibit #3).  The applicant states that the fuel-oil 
tanks (and the land they are on) are no longer needed to run the electric generating facility 
since it was recently converted to run on natural gas.  The project site falls within Subarea 19 
of SEADIP (Southeast Area Development and Improvement Plan), a specific plan that covers 
the southeast portion of the City of Long Beach. 
 
The proposed project includes: 1) a subdivision to create a new 1.1-acre lot within the project 
site in order to retain some above-ground fuel storage tanks and a retention basin; 2) the 
removal/demolition most of the existing development on the site (a tank farm consisting of four 
fuel-oil tanks, piping, sheds and a former hazardous material storage area); 3) rerouting of 
three existing pipelines through the site; 4) soil testing and monitoring; 5) soil remediation, 
including fill removal and recompaction; 6) traffic mitigation improvements along Studebaker 
Road; 7) improvements to the City’s existing sanitary sewer system (approximately 530 linear 
feet of eight-inch diameter sewer pipes will be replaced with new ten-inch diameter pipes); 8) 
the construction of a sewer holding tank on the site and connection to the City’s existing 
sanitary sewer system via a new two-inch diameter (double-walled) sewer line attached to the 
Loynes Drive Bridge; 9) connection to an existing natural gas pipeline via a new four-inch 
diameter natural gas pipeline; and 10) the construction of a commercial retail center.  The 
proposed grading on the site involves approximately 40,460 cubic yards of cut, and 18,490 
cubic yards of fill, with a net export of approximately 21,970 cubic yards of potentially 
contaminated soils. 
 
The proposed commercial retail center includes a 752-stall paved parking lot with forty-foot tall 
light standards and water quality improvements (e.g., oil and trash separators), a 140,000 
square foot home improvement and garden center, a 6,000 square foot restaurant with a 
2,050 square foot outdoor dining patio, two detached retail/commercial buildings totaling 
12,000 square feet, a public sidewalk along Studebaker Road, signage and landscaping.  The 
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proposed buildings would be 30-to-35 feet tall.  Vehicular access to the proposed commercial 
retail center would be provided only from Studebaker Road, with the primary entrance located 
at an improved intersection of Studebaker Road and Loynes Drive (Exhibit #4). 
 
The proposed traffic mitigation improvements include: an enlarged and improved intersection of 
Studebaker Road and Loynes Drive, new north and southbound traffic lanes added to Studebaker 
Road (within the existing paved right-of-way), and installation of a new synchronized traffic signal 
system along Studebaker Road. 
 
B. Factors to be Considered in Substantial Issue Analysis 
 
Section 30625 of the Coastal Act states that the Commission shall hear an appeal of a local 
government action unless it finds that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds 
on which the appeal has been filed.  The term ”substantial issue” is not defined in the Coastal 
Act or its implementing regulations.  Section 13115(b) of the Commission’s regulations simply 
indicates that the Commission will hear an appeal unless it finds that the appeal raises no 
significant question as to conformity with the certified LCP or there is no significant question 
with regard to the public access policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  In previous decisions 
on appeals, the Commission has been guided by the following factors. 
 

1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that 
the development is consistent or inconsistent with the Coastal Act; 

 
2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local 

government; 
 

3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision; 
 

4. The precedential value of the local government’s decision for future 
interpretations of its LCP; and, 

 
5. Whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide 

significance. 
 
Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may 
obtain judicial review of the local government’s coastal permit decision by filing petition for a 
writ of mandate pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure, Section 1094.5.  Staff is recommending 
that the Commission find that a substantial issue exists for the reasons set forth below. 
 
 
C. Substantial Issue Analysis
 
As stated in Section III of this report, the grounds for appeal of a coastal development permit 
issued by the local government after certification of its Local Coastal Program (LCP) are 
specific.  In this case, the local coastal development permit may be appealed to the 
Commission on the grounds that it does not conform to the certified LCP 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. 
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The question of whether the City-approved commercial land use is appropriate for a site 
designated for industrial use by the certified City of Long Beach LCP is a substantial issue.  
The project site falls within Subarea 19 of SEADIP (PD-1 - Southeast Area Development and 
Improvement Plan), a specific plan that covers the southeast portion of the City of Long 
Beach.  The certified City of Long Beach LCP designates the project site for an Industrial Land 
Use.  The standards for SEADIP Subarea 19 are set forth as follows: 
 

Subarea 19 
 

a. Use: Industrial 
b. This area is fully developed in accordance with the provisions of the IG zone. 
c. Commercial storage/self-storage (21.215.570) shall be allowed by Conditional Use 

Permit (21.52.219.5). 
 
The City-approved development is a commercial land use, but not commercial self-storage.  
The City approved a conditional use permit for the proposed commercial retail use.  Therefore, 
the local coastal development permit authorizes a land use that is not consistent with the 
certified LCP.  The approval of a land use that is not consistent with the certified plan for the 
area may result in unanticipated and cumulative impacts to the adjacent area (e.g. other tank 
farms, the traffic system, the Los Cerritos Wetlands and open spaces, etc.).  The certified 
specific plan for the project area (SEADIP - Southeast Area Development and Improvement 
Plan) was developed in the 1970s and needs to be updated in order to address current 
concerns, issues and land use regulations.  The City and the SEADIP local community 
advisory group are having meetings regarding the update of the SEADIP plan.  The City 
should develop an updated plan for the area before new subdivisions are approved or new 
land uses established.  Alternative land uses for the site need to be considered (e.g., coastal-
dependant industry and recreation).  The Open Space and Recreation Element of the City’s 
General Plan, adopted by reference as part of the certified LCP, states (Goals: Open Space – 
Special Purposes): 
 

“Goal a) To preserve open space needed for utilities, communications and 
transportation facilities, sites and corridors.” 

 
The City’s action does not preserve the industrial site (subsequent to the necessary toxic 
soils remediation project) for such uses.  The City’s approval of a land use that is not 
consistent with the certified LCP may prejudice the future LCP decisions for the SEADIP 
area.  Therefore, the Commission finds that the appeals raise a substantial issue. 
 
The question of whether the proposed project maintains adequate open space is a substantial 
issue.  The open space provided on the site is necessary to maximize the width of a buffer to 
separate the areas of intense human activity from the nearby sensitive habitat areas, but the 
City did not require the applicant to maintain at least thirty-percent (30%) of the project area as 
usable open space (PD-1, SEADIP).  The certified City of Long Beach LCP requires a 
minimum of thirty-percent (30%) of the project area be preserved as usable open space (PD-
1, SEADIP).  Building footprint, streets, parking areas and sidewalks adjacent to streets shall 
not be considered usable open space.  The City-approved development would maintain only 
22 percent of the project site as usable open space.  The applicant has offered an off-site 
park, inland of the coastal zone boundary, as mitigation for the open space variance.  
Therefore, the Commission finds that the appeals raise a substantial issue. 
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The question of whether the impacts to wildlife habitat and the adjacent tidal waters and 
wetlands (i.e., water quality, increased traffic and lighting impacts) have been adequately 
identified and mitigated is a substantial issue.  The appeals challenge the adequacy of the 
biological surveys conducted on the project site, and assert that the City erred in its 
determination that no wetland indicators (water, hydrophytes or hydric soils) exist on the site 
since a jurisdictional wetland delineation was not required or conducted (Exhibit #7).  The Los 
Cerritos Wetlands are located on the west side of Studebaker Road.  Water quality may suffer 
if abandoned oil pipes are not recovered and removed from the site, or if other undiscovered 
sources of pollution are not identified and properly remediated.  Therefore, the Commission 
will review the project in order to identify impacts to wildlife habitat on the site and in the 
adjacent tidal waters and wetlands. 
 
The question of whether the traffic generated by the City-approved development will adversely 
impact coastal access by causing an increase in traffic and congestion, or by eliminating 
existing bicycle routes, is a substantial issue.  The peak volume of traffic generated by the 
proposed project would occur on weekends and would correspond with the peak recreational 
traffic that uses the nearby freeway interchanges (I-405, I-605, Route 22), Studebaker Road, 
Pacific Coast Highway and Second Street to access the beaches and marinas in Long Beach 
and Seal Beach (Exhibit #2).  The City’s coastal development permit findings for public access 
fail to acknowledge the project’s potential impacts.  Therefore, the Commission will review the 
project in order to determine whether the project’s impacts to public access can be adequately 
mitigated. 
 
Applying the five factors listed in the prior section further clarifies that the appeal raises a 
“substantial” issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed.  The first 
factor is the degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the 
development is consistent with the certified LCP and public access policies of the Coastal Act.  
The findings for the City’s approval of Local Coastal Development Permit No. 0308-11 are 
found on Page 2 of Exhibit #5 of this report.  The City’s findings do not provide an adequate 
degree of factual support for its conclusion that the approved development conforms with the 
certified LCP and public access policies of the Coastal Act.  The findings incorrectly state that 
the proposed development conforms to the requirements of the LCP when, in fact, it does not 
for the reasons stated above.  The City’s findings also do not acknowledge or attempt to 
mitigate the proposed project’s adverse impacts to coastal resources, although the EIR 
certified for the project includes several mitigation measures which were added as conditions 
to the coastal development permit. 
 
The second factor is the scope of the development approved by the local government.  The 
approved development includes the subdivision of a 16.46-acre industrial site and construction 
of a commercial retail project, but the scope of the approved development is not entirely clear.  
The project description on Local Coastal Development Permit No. 0308-11 neglects to 
mention the demolition of the existing tank farm or the remediation of the toxic soils that exist 
on the site (Exhibit #5, p.1).  The applicant stated its belief that the City would exempt from 
coastal development permit requirements the proposed demolition of the existing tank farm 
and the remediation of the toxic soils that exist on the site.  Thus, a finding of substantial issue 
will help to clarify that the entire development, including the demolition of the existing tank 
farm and the remediation of the toxic soils, must obtain a coastal development permit. 
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The third factor is the significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision.  The 
proposed development is next to two tidal channels, the Los Cerritos Channel, the San 
Gabriel River estuary, and the Los Cerritos Wetlands.  These natural habitat areas would be 
affected by the proposed commercial project, and the project site itself may also have coastal 
resources.  The project site, with its potential for future coastal dependent industry, is also a 
coastal resource.  Thus, the coastal resources affected are significant. 
 
The fourth factor is the precedential value of the local government’s decision for future 
interpretations of its LCP.  This factor is designed to avoid leaving decisions in place that could 
create a precedent for how the relevant provision of the LCP is to be interpreted.  Section 
30604(a) of the Coastal Act provides that the Commission shall issue a coastal development 
permit only if the project will not prejudice the ability of the local government having jurisdiction 
to prepare a LCP which conforms with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.  The local coastal 
development permit authorizes a land use that is not consistent with the certified LCP.  The 
approval of a land use that is not consistent with the certified plan for the area may result in 
unanticipated and cumulative impacts to the adjacent area (e.g. other tank farms, the traffic 
system, the Los Cerritos Wetlands and open spaces, etc.).  The City’s approval of a land use 
that is not consistent with the certified LCP may prejudice the future LCP decisions for the 
SEADIP area.  Therefore, the Commission finds that the City approval sets a precedent that 
merits closer scrutiny by the Commission to ensure that the project will not prejudice the ability 
of the City to prepare an LCP. 
 
The final factor is whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide 
significance.  The appeal raises a local and statewide issues relating to the protection of 
industrial lands and protection of wetlands. 
 
In conclusion, the Commission finds that the appeals raise a substantial issue for the 
following reasons: 1) the certified City of Long Beach Local Coastal Program (LCP) 
designates the project site for an industrial use, while the City approval allows a commercial 
land use; 2) approval of a land use that is not consistent with the certified LCP could result in 
unanticipated and cumulative impacts to the adjacent area and may prejudice future decisions 
for the area as the LCP is being updated; 3) the proposed development does not meet the 
LCP open space requirements (30% of the project area); 4) the proposed development could 
adversely affect wildlife, wetlands and the adjacent tidal waters; and, 5) the traffic generated 
by the proposed commercial development may adversely impact coastal access. 
 
 



 



 



 

 

Exhibit #3 
Project Site 
Existing Tank Farm 
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